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Abstract: Measurement of CP -violating observables in semileptonic decays is a sen-
sitive null-test of the Standard Model: any CP violation would be an unambiguous sign
of New Physics effects. The model-independent technique to measure parity and CP -odd
observables in the B → D∗µν decays is proposed, which effectively cancels out parity-even
terms in the decay density together with the associated theory uncertainty. The feasibility
study is performed with pseudoexperiments, and the sensitivity at the LHCb experiment
is estimated. Finally, the most significant systematic effects and the data-driven ways to
control them are considered.
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1 Introduction

An important property of the Standard Model of electroweak interactions (SM) is lepton
flavour universality (LFU): the couplings of the three generations of leptons to the elec-
troweak bosons are exactly the same. This property can be violated in a number of New
Physics (NP) scenarios. Numerous tests of LFU have been performed by the experiments
studying the decays of B hadrons by comparing the rates of the B hadron decays mediated
by the neutral current involving ℓ+ℓ− pair (where ℓ = e, µ, τ) [1–11] or in the charged
current decays with ℓνℓ combination [12–20].

In searches for NP effects in charged currents, in addition to the ratios of branching
fractions (R(D∗), R(D), etc.) probing LFU, other observables have been suggested that
could potentially help distinguish between various NP models if significant deviations from
the SM predictions are found. These include various polarisation observables (such as
longitudinal D∗ polarisation FL [21, 22], forward-backward asymmetry AFB [22–24], τ
lepton polarisation accessible via multibody τ decays [15, 16]), and generally the parameters
accessible via the analyses of full angular distributions in semileptonic decays [25–28].
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Searches for CP violation in semileptonic decays have been proposed as a promising way
to search for NP effects that is complementary to the measurement of other observables [26,
29]. Such analysis is basically a null-test of the SM. Since the necessary condition for the
CP violation is the presence of two amplitudes with a nonzero weak phase difference, while
in the SM the semileptonic decays proceed via a single tree-level transition, any sign of CP
violation in such decays would provide unambiguous evidence of NP. Another condition of
nonzero CP violation is that the two interfering amplitudes, SM and NP ones, have different
strong phases: as a result, not all NP scenarios can give rise to CP -violating effects.

CP -violating contributions are possible in the B0 → D∗+ℓ−νℓ decays1 if the full angular
distribution is measured. Another mechanism is possible in the decays with higher D meson
excitations in the final state (B− → D∗∗0(→ D∗+π−)µ−νµ). In that case, due to the
interference of two or more overlapping D∗∗0 states with different quantum numbers, the
strong phase difference appears from resonant behaviour, and CP asymmetry remains even
if some of the kinematic degrees of freedom are integrated out [30].

Semileptonic decays with τ leptons in the final state are usually considered as those
that are potentially the most affected by NP. However, from the experimental point of view,
these final states are much more difficult to deal with, since the secondary decay of τ lepton
contains additional one or two unreconstructable neutrinos. It is thus logical to start the
experimental programme of CP -violation studies from the B0 → D∗+µ−νµ decays.

Experimental studies of semileptonic decays, especially in proton collisions, are compli-
cated by the unreconstructable neutrinos in the final state. As a result, these measurements
are affected by significant backgrounds, and experimental resolution effects play a major
role in the study of the angular distribution. This paper discusses the feasibility of the
precision measurement of CP violation in B0 → D∗+µ−νµ decays in proton collisions at
the LHCb experiment [31].

The paper is organised as follows. Section 2 introduces the mechanisms of parity and
CP violation in the b→ cℓ−νℓ transitions. Section 3 describes the Monte-Carlo simulation
procedures used in the study. Reconstruction of missing neutrino specific to LHCb that is
crucial for the understanding of possible systematic biases in P -odd observables is described
in Section 4. Section 5 presents the model-independent binned fit technique proposed to
study the P -odd part of the decay density, and the estimate of statistical sensitivity of
this technique is reported in Section 6. The most important sources of systematic uncer-
tainty that could mimic the NP signal (parity and CP violation in backgrounds, various
instrumentation effects) and the ways to control them in a data-driven way are discussed
in Section 7. We conclude in Section 8.

2 Phenomenology of CP violation in B0 → D∗+ℓ−νℓ decays

The decay B0 → D∗+µ−νµ is fully described by four kinematic variables: the invariant
mass squared of the lepton system q2 = m2(µ−νµ), two helicity angles cos θD and cos θℓ,
and the azimuthal angle χ between the D∗+ → D0π+ and µ−νµ decay planes in the B0

1Here and in the following, the addition of charge conjugate modes is implied unless explicitly mentioned
otherwise.
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Table 1. Unsuppressed CP -violating terms in the angular distribution and their NP couplings

Amplitude term Coupling Angular function

Im(A⊥A∗
0) Im[(1 + gL + gR)(1 + gL − gR)

∗] −
√
2 sin 2θℓ sin 2θD sinχ

Im(A∥A∗
⊥) Im[(1 + gL − gR)(1 + gL + gR)

∗] 2 sin2 θℓ sin
2 θD sin 2χ

Im(ASPA∗
⊥,T ) Im(gP g

∗
T ) −8

√
2 sin θℓ sin 2θD sinχ

rest frame (χ ∈ [−π, π]). The definition of kinematic variables from Ref. [25] (Section 2.3)
is used here. The fully differential decay density as a function of these variables can be split
into parity-even and parity-odd parts,

dΓ = (Peven + Podd) dq
2 d cos θD d cos θℓ dχ, (2.1)

where Peven is the even and Podd is the odd function of χ, respectively. In the SM, Podd ≡ 0,
while it can have non-zero terms in two NP cases: the contribution of right-handed vector
current (RH, in which case Podd contains the terms proportional to sinχ and sin 2χ), and
the interference of the pseudoscalar and tensor currents (PT, with only the contribution
proportional to sinχ). The angular functions associated with these two NP cases are given
in Table 1 extracted from Ref. [29]2. The explicit expressions for the full decay density
can be found, e.g., in Refs. [25, 32]. The Podd part of the decay density corresponds to
combination of I7, I8, and I9 terms in Ref. [25], Eq. (17).

The full angular analysis such as the one suggested in Ref. [28] is sensitive, in particular,
to CP -violating terms in the decay density. However, a dedicated analysis is likely to
be needed to reach the optimal precision for CP -violating observables. It could utilise
the symmetry properties of the decay density to completely cancel out the parity-even
part of the distribution to reduce the associated uncertainty, e.g., due to q2 formfactor
dependence. On the other hand, good control of parity-odd effects in the backgrounds and
detector response is specific to such analysis and should be addressed in more detail. Finally,
the analysis procedure for the dedicated CP violation measurement could be simplified
compared to the full four-dimensional decay density fit.

The parity-odd component Podd of the decay density can, in general, be either parity
(P ) or charge-parity (CP ) violating, depending on how it is related for the B0 and charge
conjugate B0 decays. Parity transformation corresponds to the sign flip χ → −χ, thus to
the sign flip for the Podd term if the same definition of the angle χ is used for the process
and its anti-process. Then, charge conjugation corresponds to the sign flip of the weak
phase difference, and, since Podd is proportional to the imaginary part of the NP coupling,
it corresponds again to the flip of the Podd sign. Therefore, in the case of CP -odd processes,

2The table in Ref. [29] contains additional angular term proportional to Im(A0A∗
∥). However, as follows

from the definitions of the A0 and A∥ amplitudes, this term should not result in CP violation even for
nonzero NP couplings. This is also supported by the independent derivation of the amplitudes in Ref. [32].
We are grateful to the journal referee for pointing this out.
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the sign of the term Podd should be the same for the process and anti-process, while for
P -odd processes the sign changes.

The amplitude terms A⊥A∗
0 and A∥A∗

⊥ which appear in Table 1 are non-zero in the
SM. Thus, if they had non-zero strong phase difference with respect to the rest of the
amplitude, one would observe parity violation in the decay density with Podd having the
opposite sign for the B0 and B0 decays. It is expected, however, that the strong phase is
the same for all the amplitudes in the B0 → D∗+µ−νµ decay [29]. Therefore, testing if the
Podd component is the same for the B0 and B0 decay can serve as a good consistency check
in the experiment that is independent of the presence of NP.

3 Simulation of B0 → D∗+µ−νµ decays

The study of the feasibility of CP violation measurement in B0 → D∗+µ−νµ decays pre-
sented in this publication is based on the simplified Monte Carlo simulation. The kine-
matic parameters of the B0 → D∗+µ−νµ decays are generated according to the amplitude
model from Ref. [32]. Since the performance of the method is not expected to be strongly
dependent on the precise parametrisation of the formfactors, leading-order formfactor ap-
proximation is used for simplicity. The NP couplings gR,P,T varied in the current study are
related to the quark and lepton couplings from Ref. [32] as

gP = (αS
L − αS

R)β
S
Lr

2
S ,

gR = αV
Rβ

S
Lr

2
V ,

gT = αT
Rβ

S
Lr

2
T ,

(3.1)

where α and β are the NP couplings of quark and lepton currents, respectively, and rS,V,T =

mW /ΛS,V,T defines the NP mass scale.
To obtain the laboratory-frame momenta of the decay products, initial B0 mesons

are generated with the transverse momentum pT and pseudorapidity η distributions from
FONNL calculations [33] for 13 TeV pp collisions in a similar way as in the RapidSim frame-
work [34]. The decay position of the B0 and the momenta of the final state tracks are
then generated by taking the exponential B0 lifetime distribution with the known average
lifetime, the spherically-symmetric orientation of the decay and using the values of the
kinematic parameters q2, cos θD, cos θℓ and χ generated at the previous step.

To simulate the reconstruction and selection requirements in real experimental con-
ditions, only the events that satisfy certain criteria are retained. Each charged particle
is required to have pseudorapidity in the range 2 < η < 5, momentum in the range
3 < p < 150GeV, and transverse momentum pT > 300MeV. To simulate the trigger
selection, at least one particle of the D0 decay products is required to have pT > 800MeV.
Finally, the B0 decay vertex is required to be displaced from its production point by more
than 5 mm.

For the retained events, the impact parameter of each final-state track is smeared
according to the parametrised single-track impact parameter resolution [35],

σIP = 11.6µm +
23.4µm
pT[GeV]

. (3.2)
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The D∗+µ− vertex position is then fitted back using a simple least-squares fit. The fitted
position of the vertex and the momenta of four charged final-state particles are used in the
kinematic reconstruction of the decay parameters as described in the next Section. Since
the precision of the decay parameters discussed in the next Section is by far dominated by
the precision of the reconstruction of the B vertex, finite precision of the track momentum
reconstruction is not simulated.

4 Reconstruction of decay parameters

Using the topological information from the position of the primary vertex (the origin vertex
of the B meson) and the B meson decay vertex, one can obtain all the kinematic parameters
of the B0 → D∗+µ−νµ decay with the missing neutrino up to a quadratic ambiguity [36].
The absolute value pB of the momentum of the B meson in the laboratory frame can be
estimated from the observable quantities of the B0 → D∗+µ−νµ candidate as

pB =

(
m2

B +m2
D∗µ

)
pD∗µ cos θ ± ED∗µ

√
(m2

B −m2
D∗µ)

2 − 4m2
Bp

2
D∗µ sin

2 θ

2(m2
D∗µ + p2D∗µ sin

2 θ)
, (4.1)

where mD∗µ, pD∗µ and ED∗µ are the invariant mass, momentum, and energy of the D∗+µ−

combination in the laboratory frame, mB is the B meson mass, and θ is the angle between
the direction of the B meson (which can be reconstructed from the positions of the B vertex
and the primary vertex of the pp interaction) and the D∗+µ− combination.

The two solutions of the Eq. 4.1 are referred to as “+” and “−”. Due to the finite
precision of the B vertex reconstruction, in some cases the expression under the square root
in Eq. 4.1 is negative. In such cases, the closest “physical” solution is chosen by assigning the
square root to be equal to zero. In the following studies, we will compare the performance
of the two solutions, and the third approach when the average of the two is taken (i.e. the
case when the square root in Eq. 4.1 is always taken to be zero; this solution is referred to
as “avg”).

Once pB is determined, the 3-momentum of the B0 meson p⃗B can be calculated by
multiplying pB by the B0 flight direction using the displacement of its decay vertex n⃗.
The kinematic variables q2, cos θD, cos θℓ and χ are then calculated. Figure 1 shows the
comparison of the residual distributions of the four parameters for the simulated B0 →
D∗+µ−νµ sample using three solutions. It is clear that the solution “−” offers the best
resolution. Since the distributions are non-Gaussian, it is hard to quantify the resolutions
of the reconstructed quantities. In the following Section, the performance of the three
solutions will be compared based on the statistical precision of NP couplings.

To study the possible systematic effects that could lead to fake parity-odd terms in the
measured decay density, it is convenient to express the value of sinχ using the momenta of
the reconstructable decay products in the B rest frame as

sinχ =

(
p⃗

′
µ × p⃗

′
D∗

|p⃗ ′
µ × p⃗

′
D∗ |

× p⃗
′
π × p⃗

′
D∗

|p⃗ ′
π × p⃗

′
D∗ |

,
p⃗

′
D∗

|p⃗ ′
D∗ |

)
= −

(p⃗
′
π, p⃗

′
µ, p⃗

′
D)

|p⃗ ′
µ × p⃗

′
D∗ | |p⃗ ′

π × p⃗
′
D∗ |

|p⃗ ′
D∗ |. (4.2)
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Figure 1. Residual distributions for the different solutions of the reconstructed B0 → D∗+µ−νµ
decay parameters (a) q2, (b) χ, (c) cos θD and (d) cos θℓ.

After boosting to the laboratory frame using the estimation of the B momentum p⃗B, sinχ
can be represented as a combination of four triple products of the momenta defined in the
laboratory frame:

sinχ = S1 · (p⃗π, p⃗µ, p⃗D) + S2 · (p⃗B, p⃗µ, p⃗D) + S3 · (p⃗π, p⃗B, p⃗D) + S4 · (p⃗π, p⃗µ, p⃗B), (4.3)

where Si are P -even functions of decay kinematics (e.g. of |pi| or (p⃗i, p⃗j)), while the triple
products (pi, pj , pk) are P -odd.

It is important to note that the sinχ value reconstructed as in Eq. 4.3, even though
estimated from the topological information, is still purely P -odd as is the true one. It can
thus be used as a per-event weight to cancel out the P -even contribution in data. However,
certain reconstruction effects can result in the sinχ variable not being exactly P -odd, in
which case one would observe a fake P -odd signal in the distribution that is purely SM-like
(P -even). To analyse which detector effects can produce a fake P -odd signal, it is useful to
further expand the expression (4.3) in terms of spherical coordinates where the polar axis
is given by the direction of the beams:

sinχ =
∑
i ̸=j

Sij · sin(ϕi − ϕj), (4.4)
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where i, j are the indices corresponding to the momenta of the B and final state tracks,
ϕi are the azimuthal angles of the direction of particle i, and Sij are P -even functions of
decay kinematics. Since the production of B mesons is uniform in ϕ up to high precision,
the fake P -odd signal can only be generated by the detector effects that produce nonzero
sin(ϕi − ϕj) terms after averaging over ϕ. Such effects will be discussed in Section 7.

5 Binned asymmetry fit

The parity-odd part of the decay density, Podd, is the sum of terms proportional to sinχ

and sin 2χ:

Podd(q
2, θD, θℓ, χ) = P

(1)
odd(q

2, θD, θℓ) sinχ+ P
(2)
odd(q

2, θD, θℓ) sin 2χ. (5.1)

These terms can be obtained by integrating the full decay density Ptot = Peven +Podd with
the weights sinχ and sin 2χ, respectively:

P
(1)
odd(q

2, θD, θℓ) =
1

π

π∫
−π

Ptot(q
2, θD, θℓ, χ) sinχ dχ,

P
(2)
odd(q

2, θD, θℓ) =
1

π

π∫
−π

Ptot(q
2, θD, θℓ, χ) sin 2χ dχ.

(5.2)

As a result, the SM-dominated Peven contribution is cancelled out in a model-independent
way.

Assuming that the NP couplings are small compared to the SM one (e.g., in the limit
gR ≪ 1 and gP g∗T ≪ 1), the two terms in Eq. 5.1 are3

P
(1)
odd(q

2, θD, θℓ) = Im(gR)F
(1)
RH(q2, θD, θℓ) + Im(gP g

∗
T )F

(1)
PT (q

2, θD, θℓ),

P
(2)
odd(q

2, θD, θℓ) = Im(gR)F
(2)
RH(q2, θD, θℓ).

(5.3)

Right-handed current gives rise to the P -odd signal in both sinχ and sin 2χ terms, while the
pseudoscalar-tensor interference only results in non-zero term with sinχ (see Table 1). The
system of equations 5.3 can be solved in the experiment to obtain the constraints on the P-
odd combinations of NP couplings Im(gR) and Im(gP g

∗
T ) using the terms P (1,2)

odd (q2, θD, θℓ)

measured in data and the functions F (1,2)
RH,PT (q

2, θD, θℓ) that can be obtained from the sim-
ulated samples. This way, one can avoid dealing with the full angular fit to obtain the
parity-odd observables, and consequently remove the uncertainty related to the description
of the (dominant) parity-even part of the decay density.

In a real experiment, one has to deal with scattered data rather than with decay densi-
ties. In addition, the decay parameters are not the true ones, but rather the approximated
values (see Section 4) which are affected by the experimental resolution and non-uniform
acceptance. In practice, it is convenient to deal with binned asymmetries Ai which are

3The second-order term proportional to Im(gLg
∗
R) is ignored here for simplicity
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related to the density terms P (q2, cos θD, cos θℓ) by a linear transformation (since multi-
plication by the efficiency, convolution with the detector resolution, and calculation of the
integral over the bin area are all linear operations). As a result, a linear template fit using
the binned version of Eq. 5.3 can be used to extract the NP couplings.

To be specific, the binned asymmetries in the i-th bin are defined as

A
(1)
i =

Nbins

Nsignal

Ni∑
n=1

sinχn, A
(2)
i =

Nbins

Nsignal

Ni∑
n=1

sin 2χn, (5.4)

where the summation is performed over all the events that belong to the i-th bin in the
q2, cos θD, cos θℓ region, Nsignal =

∑
iNi is the total number of signal events in the sample

and Nbins is the number of bins (1 ≤ i ≤ Nbins). The normalisation term Nbins/Nsignal is
chosen such that 1) the magnitudes of the asymmetries are independent of the number of
events in the sample, and 2) the asymmetries are independent of the parity-even part of
the density (as would be the case if, e.g., the term 1/Ni was used for the normalisation).

Figure 2 demonstrates the binned asymmetries obtained from the samples with the
admixtures of right-handed current with Im(gR) = 0.1 and interference of pseudoscalar and
tensor current with Im(gP g

∗
T ) = 0.02. True angles are used in the calculation of templates.

The asymmetries are obtained by integrating over the allowed q2 range. Figure 3 shows
that it does not lead to cancellation of the asymmetry, since it has the same sign in the
full q2 range. In what follows, we will thus consider only the 2D binned asymmetries in
the cos θD,ℓ bins without splitting in q2. In a real measurement, one might still consider
splitting the sample in q2 as an additional consistency check.

The observed binned asymmetries (5.4) can now be used to extract the values of the
NP couplings Im(gR) and Im(gP g

∗
T ). Since the values of the asymmetry in each bin are

sums of a large number of independent terms, their fluctuations are Gaussian to a good
precision (if the bins are not too small) and a simple χ2-like function could be used to fit
the binned asymmetry to the model represented by the binned version of Eq. 5.3. One
should keep in mind, however, that the sinχ and sin 2χ asymmetry terms in the same bin
i are obtained from the same data set and are thus correlated. The following function can
thus be used to take this correlation into account:

χ2
corr =

∑
i

∑
a,b=1,2

∆A
(a)
i

(
Σ−1
i

)(ab)
∆A

(b)
i . (5.5)

Here the indices a, b, which can take the values 1 or 2, refer to the two asymmetry terms sinχ
(index 1) and sin 2χ (index 2). ∆A

(a)
i is the difference between the expected asymmetry

calculated from the simulated templates and the measured A(a)
i :

∆A
(a)
i =

Im(gR)fit
Im(gR)0

A
(a)
RH,i +

Im(gP g
∗
T )fit

Im(gP g∗T )0
A

(a)
PT,i −A

(a)
i . (5.6)

For each bin i, the 2×2 matrix Σ
(ab)
i is an estimate of the covariance between the sinχ and

sin 2χ-weighted asymmetries in the bin i:

Σi =

(
Nbins

Nsignal

)2
( ∑

sin2 χn
∑

sinχn sin 2χn∑
sinχn sin 2χn

∑
sin2 2χn

)
, (5.7)
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Figure 2. (a) Binned density and binned asymmetries of (b,d) sinχ and (c,e) sin 2χ terms
in (cos θD, cos θℓ) bins integrated over q2 for the (b,c) contribution of right-handed current with
Im(gR) = 0.1 and (d,e) interference of pseudoscalar and tensor currents with Im(gP g

∗
T ) = 0.02.

Truth-level angles are used.

where the summation is performed over all the events in the bin i:
∑ ≡∑Ni

n=1. In Eq. 5.6,
A

(1)
RH,i and A(1)

PT,i are the binned sinχ-weighted templates for the asymmetries due to right-
handed current (with the coupling Im(gR)0) and pseudoscalar-tensor interference (with
the coupling Im(gP g

∗
T )0) obtained from simulation. Similarly, the A(2)

RH,i and A
(2)
PT,i are

the asymmetry templates with sin 2χ weight. A
(1)
i and A

(2)
i are the binned asymmetries
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observed in data.

Note that in Eq. 5.5, the term A
(2)
PT is kept that is missing in the truth-level distribution

(5.3). That is because in general the non-uniform acceptance or topological reconstruction of
the χ angle could introduce higher harmonics to the P -odd NP terms that are proportional
to sinχ. Equations 5.3 and their binned version (5.6) are linear in the NP couplings, which
assumes that the NP admixture to the SM part of the density is small. For sufficiently large
NP contribution, the terms quadratic in gR and gP g

∗
T will become non-negligible, and the

linearity will no longer hold. The interval of values of the NP couplings where the linearity
assumption is still valid is investigated with simulated samples where NP couplings are
scanned in a broad range, and the linear fits using Eq. 5.5 are performed. The dependence
of the fitted NP couplings on the input ones is shown in Fig. 4. One can see that saturation
of the linear regime occurs at around | Im(gR)| > 0.2 and | Im(gP g

∗
T )| > 0.03.4 In order not

to bias the NP couplings in the linear fit, all the subsequent studies are performed with the
asymmetry templates A(a)

RH,i and A
(a)
PT,i obtained from the simulated samples in the linear

region: Im(gR)0 = 0.1 and Im(gP g
∗
T )0 = 0.02.

Instead of dealing with weighted histograms as in Eq. 5.4, one could cancel out the
P -even part by splitting the sample in χ < 0 and χ > 0 parts and taking the difference
of yields in bins. This is equivalent to using the weights equal to sign(sinχ) rather than
sinχ, and is similar to dealing with triple-product asymmetries that is a commonly used
technique in fully reconstructed beauty and charm decays [37]. In order to access the sin 2χ

term, one needs to count the number of events in four quadrants of χ (i.e. use the weight
sign(sin 2χ)). This approach is considered in further study of statistical sensitivity.

4In the case of pseudoscalar-tensor interference, the linear regime requires that both pseudoscalar and
tensor contributions to the decay amplitude are small with respect to the SM part. The results shown here
correspond to the case gP = 1 and gT scanned in the range from −0.12i to +0.12i. For other combinations,
the linear range will be different, but what is important is that if the linearity holds, then the asymmetry
only depends on the combination Im(gP g

∗
T ) and not on the individual values of the two couplings.
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Figure 4. Dependence of the NP coupling obtained from the binned template fits on the coupling
used in the simulation (“true”) for (a) right-handed current contribution and (b) interference of
pseudoscalar and tensor currents.

6 Statistical sensitivity

A simulation study has been performed in order to estimate the statistical sensitivity of
the proposed technique. Each simulated sample used in the study contains 5× 106 events
satisfying the selection criteria listed in Section 3. This is approximately 15 times larger than
the yield of B0 → D∗+µ−νµ decays observed by LHCb in the data sample corresponding
to 3 fb−1 integrated luminosity of LHC Run 1 [19] and roughly corresponds to the expected
yield of these decays in the 50 fb−1 sample after Run 4 assuming the same trigger and
reconstruction efficiency as in the published analysis. The asymmetry templates are also
obtained from the simulated samples with approximately 4 times larger data samples using
Im(gR) = 0.1 (for the RH template) and Im(gP g

∗
T ) = 0.02 (for the PT template), such

that the uncertainties of the templates are smaller than those of the fitted samples.
The statistical uncertainty for the binned fit to the SM-like sample (i.e., with all NP

couplings set to zero) is shown in Table 2 for the default 8 × 8 binning. The precision
from the distributions using “true” angles is compared with those obtained from the three
solutions of the pB momentum discussed in Section 4. In all cases, the same solution is
used for the fitted data and for the construction of asymmetry templates. The precision for
the Im(gR) and Im(gP g

∗
T ) couplings from the combined fit using the χ2

corr function (5.5)
are shown in the columns “RH Combined” and “PT combined”, respectively. In addition,
the values of Im(gR) obtained from the sinχ and sin 2χ asymmetry terms separately are
given in columns “RH sinχ” and “RH sin 2χ”. Finally, the Im(gP g

∗
T ) coupling is mostly

constrained by the sinχ asymmetry: the precision using this term only is given in the
column titled “PT sinχ”. sin 2χ term alone does not provide meaningful constraint of the
PT term and thus the corresponding precision is not presented separately.

Clearly, the best precision is offered by the solution “−”. Therefore, in all the subsequent
studies solution “−” is used. The binned sinχ and sin 2χ asymmetries for this solution are
shown in Fig. 5 for the RH model with Im(gR) = 0.1 and in Fig. 6 for the PT model with
Im(gP g

∗
T ) = 0.02. Instead of the 2D binned 8 × 8 distributions as in Fig. 2, the flattened
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Table 2. Statistical precision for the imaginary parts of the right-handed coupling gR (RH) and the
combination of pseudoscalar and tensor couplings gP g∗T (PT) with the template fits using different
solutions for the B momentum estimation.

Solution RH sinχ RH sin 2χ RH Combined PT sinχ PT Combined

True 0.00252 0.00190 0.00143 0.00021 0.00020
Solution ’−’ 0.00372 0.00497 0.00219 0.00029 0.00028
Solution ’+’ 0.00569 0.01017 0.00375 0.00045 0.00045
Solution ’avg’ 0.00464 0.00978 0.00308 0.00036 0.00036
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Figure 5. Flattened 8 × 8 binned (a) sinχ and (b) sin 2χ asymmetries for the amplitude with
right-handed current ( Im(gR) = 0.1) using reconstructed decay parameters (solution “−”). Points
with error bars represent the asymmetry obtained from the simulation, and the solid-line histogram
is the result of template fit.

distributions with 64 bins are shown to visualise the uncertainties of the asymmetry in bins.
The bins are counted from negative to positive values of cos θℓ, and then from negative to
positive values of cos θD. The fit result using the combined template fit with the χ2

corr

function is also shown.
Statistical precision for different numbers of bins in the template is shown in Table 3.

One can see that increasing the number of bins from 4 × 4 to 16 × 16 does not result
in a significant change in the precision of the binned fit. While even the rough binning
is sufficient to resolve the two NP couplings, using finer binning may have an advantage
since it provides more degrees of freedom to control the systematic effects, which, as shown
in Sec. 7, produce an asymmetry pattern that is different from the one generated by NP
components.

Finally, Table 4 shows the comparison of the statistical precision for the weighted
asymmetry with the approach when the sample is split according to the sign of sinχ (sin 2χ)
terms as mentioned at the end of Section 5. The precision for the approach with the split
samples is marginally worse compared to the weighted one.
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Figure 6. Flattened 8 × 8 binned (a) sinχ and (b) sin 2χ asymmetries for the amplitude with
the interference of pseudoscalar and tensor currents ( Im(gP g

∗
T ) = 0.02) using reconstructed decay

parameters (solution “−”). Points with error bars represent the asymmetry obtained from the
simulation, and the solid-line histogram is the result of template fit.

Table 3. Statistical precision for the imaginary parts of the right-handed coupling gR (RH) and
the combination of pseudoscalar and tensor couplings gP g∗T (PT) for the weighted asymmetry fits
with different binning.

Binning RH Combined PT Combined

4× 4 0.00236 0.00029
6× 6 0.00224 0.00028
8× 8 0.00219 0.00028
12× 12 0.00213 0.00027
16× 16 0.00208 0.00027

Table 4. Comparison of the statistical precision for the imaginary parts of the right-handed
coupling gR (RH) and the combination of pseudoscalar and tensor couplings gP g∗T (PT) for the
weighted asymmetry fits and the fits of the split sample asymmetry.

Asymmetries RH Combined PT Combined

Weighted (sinχ/2χ) 0.00219 0.00028
Split sample (sign(sinχ/2χ)) 0.00238 0.00030

In conclusion, the statistical precision of the CP violating observables is estimated to
be of the order 0.2% for the Im(gR) coupling and 0.03% for Im(gP g

∗
T ) in the upgraded

LHCb data sample corresponding to 50 fb−1 luminosity and assuming the similar detector
performance as in Run 1 analysis [19]. The currently available data sample of 9 fb−1 should
thus be sufficient to measure the contribution of right-handed current with the statistical
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precision below 1% and the combination of pseudoscalar and tensor couplings Im(gP g
∗
T )

below 0.1%.

7 Systematic effects

The systematic effects that can affect the CP -violating observables can be split into two
groups: the parity-even and parity-odd ones. If the true distribution is SM-like, the former
cannot produce fake parity-odd terms in the angular distribution. However, they affect the
interpretation of the visible asymmetry in terms of theory parameters. The uncertainties
in the background composition, formfactor parametrisation, reconstruction, detection, and
selection efficiency belong to this group of effects. For instance, the formfactor uncertainty
enters relatively to the magnitude of the CP -odd contribution and should be negligible if
CP violation in data is consistent with zero. Similarly, the uncertainty due to the purity of
the data sample (the fraction of signal events) enters the normalisation term Nbins/Nsignal

in the asymmetry (5.4) and is again proportional to the visible CP asymmetry.
The second group of systematic effects, parity-odd ones, are the most dangerous since

they can produce the fake parity-odd (chiral) terms in the SM-like angular distribution.
Such effects are considered in this section in more detail.

7.1 Backgrounds

The decay mode B0 → D∗+µ−νµ can be reconstructed in a clean way in the pp collisions
by combining the D∗+ and µ− candidates [19]. Due to the excellent charged particle identi-
fication capabilities and momentum resolution of LHCb the backgrounds with misidentified
particles and combinatorial D∗+ are low and can be subtracted in a data-driven way.5

Therefore, only the backgrounds with genuine D∗+ and µ− particles are considered in the
following. The most significant of them are presented in Table 5. The estimates of the
branching fractions to the D∗+µ−X final state are presented as products of branching frac-
tions from the PDG [38]. The fraction of each background with respect to the signal mode is
also presented assuming that the reconstruction efficiency is the same as for the signal mode.
In a real analysis, the contributions of various partially reconstructed B → D∗+µ−X back-
grounds can be suppressed by applying isolation requirements, such that the background
fractions in Table 5 present the worst-case scenario.

The backgrounds in Table 5 can be split into two groups: the semileptonic B decays
with either µ−νµ or τ−ντ combinations (in the latter case τ− decays into µ−νµντ ), and
double charm decays with the D∗− and another charm hadron in the final state, followed
by a semileptonic decay of the second charm hadron. Semileptonic decays do not produce
CP violation in the SM, so they can only affect the interpretation of the CP -violating
experimental observables in terms of NP couplings. Some of those backgrounds, however,

5One example of the backgrounds that cannot be suppressed to a negligible level is the B → D∗−π+X

decays with π+ → µ+νµ decay in flight. However, the contribution of this background can be evaluated in a
data-driven way by selecting the candidates where muon tracks are required to pass the pion identification
requirements.
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Table 5. The most significant expected backgrounds for the B0 → D∗+µ−νµ decay mode, and
estimates of their branching ratios (B) [38] and yield fractions with respect to signal. The B
estimates for the modes with D∗∗+ → D∗+π0 include the 1/2 isospin factor wrt. D∗∗0 → D∗+π−

probability. The B0
s decay mode includes a 25% factor due to the ratio of B0

s and B fragmentation
fractions. The B(B → D∗∗τ−ντ ) estimates are based on the respective muon modes with the SM
R(D∗∗) factor of ∼ 0.2 [39]. The contribution of B → D∗−D(∗)K decays is the sum over several
modes whose B’s are measured in Ref. [40].

Decay mode B estimate Fraction

B0 → D∗+µ−νµ (signal) (4.97± 0.12)% 1
B− → (D∗∗0 → D∗+π−)µ−νµ (6.0± 0.4)× 10−3 0.12
B0 → (D∗∗+ → D∗+π0)µ−νµ 1/2× (6.0± 0.4)× 10−3 0.06
B0 → D∗+τ−ντ (1.58± 0.09)%× (17.39± 0.04)% 0.055
B0

s → (D+
s1 → D∗+K0)µ−νµ 25%× 2× (2.7± 0.7)× 10−3 0.027

B− → (D∗∗0 → D∗+π−)τ−ντ 0.2× (6.0± 0.4)× 10−3 × (17.39± 0.04)% 0.004

B0 → (D∗∗+ → D∗+π0)τ−ντ 1/2× 0.2× (6.0± 0.4)× 10−3 × (17.39± 0.04)% 0.002

B0 → D∗+D∗−
s , D−

s → µ−νµX (1.77± 0.14)%× 0.94× (6.33± 0.15)% 0.021
B0 → D∗+D−

s , D−
s → µ−νµX (8.0± 1.1)× 10−3 × (6.33± 0.15)% 0.010

B → D∗+D(∗)K, D → µ−νµX 4× 10−2 × (6.8± 0.6)% 0.05

B → D∗+D
(∗)−
s π, D−

s → µ−νµX 2/3× (2.7± 1.1)%× 10−2 × (6.33± 0.15)% 0.02
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Figure 7. Reconstructed q2 distributions for the signal and backgrounds.

can produce parity-odd (but not CP -odd) terms. On the other hand, double charm back-
grounds are, in general, CP -violating, although CP asymmetry in the dominant ones is
expected to be small.

The reconstructed q2 distribution for the backgrounds is different from that of the
signal decays. The example of q2 distributions for the two backgrounds that are mentioned
below, semileptonic decays with additional pion and doubly charmed decays, is shown in
Fig. 7. As a result, it could be useful to perform the study of CP asymmetries in at least
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two q2 regions to control possible background contributions to the asymmetry.

7.1.1 Semileptonic backgrounds

The dominant partially reconstructed semileptonic backgrounds for the B0 → D∗+µ−νµ
mode are coming from the decays with higher D excitations (D∗∗), either charged or the
neutral ones, with the neutral or charged pion from the D∗∗ → D∗−π decay not recon-
structed. Here D∗∗ is the admixture of several states with different quantum numbers.
As a consequence of that, the decay B → D∗∗µ−νµ can exhibit a different mechanism of
CP violation, where the strong phase difference that is necessary for the CP asymmetry is
generated in the interference of strong decays of different D∗∗ states [30].

To estimate the effect of the B → D∗∗µ−νµ background, the B− → D∗+π−µ−νµ
events are generated where the D∗+π− combination is coming from the interference of
D1(2420) (with quantum numbers JP = 1+) and D∗

2(2460) (JP = 2+) states. The decay
amplitudes for the two states follow the formalism from Ref. [39]. Since the strong phase
difference between the D1(2420) and D∗

2(2460) states is unknown, eight data samples are
generated with the phase difference δD between them changing from 0◦ to 315◦ in steps
of 45◦. The procedure similar to the one for the simulation of the B0 → D∗+µ−νµ signal
(Sec. 3) is used to simulate the production of B− mesons, calculate the momenta of the
reconstructed decay products in the laboratory frame, smear and reconstruct the B− decay
vertex and then reconstruct the parameters q2, cos θD, cos θℓ and χ in the assumption that
the decay products come from the B0 → D∗+µ−νµ mode. Finally, the binned asymmetries
are calculated and fitted with the RH and PT templates (Sec. 5).

The fitted values of the RH and PT couplings as a function of the strong phase difference
are shown in Table 6. The asymmetry pattern in cos θD vs. cos θℓ bins for δD = 315◦ (the
value that gives close to maximal asymmetry) and the results of the template fit are shown
in Fig. 8. The pattern differs from that seen in the case of RH or PT NP terms (Fig. 2)
such that, although the fitted values of the NP couplings differ from zero, the fit quality is
poor. The values of the asymmetry are normalised to the number of background decays;
since in the experiment this background is expected to contribute at the level of 20%, the
worst-case bias if this background is not accounted for (assuming that both the D∗∗0 and
D∗∗+ have the same strong phase difference that gives the maximum effect) is of the order
∆Im(gR) ≃ 0.01 and ∆Im(gP g

∗
T ) ≃ 0.001.

The contribution of the B− → D∗+π−µ−νµ background can be included in the asym-
metry fit: the shape of its template is independent of the strong phase difference δD, with
only the magnitude being the function of δD. Only the interference between D1(2420) and
D∗

2(2460) was considered; the other excited D states can contribute to the asymmetry to a
less extent.

It is important to remind that the discussion above is concerning parity, not CP asym-
metry. CP asymmetry is non-zero for this background only in NP scenarios (although
these scenarios can be different from those that introduce nonzero CP violation in the
signal decay, e.g., pure scalar or tensor couplings can also introduce CP asymmetry, see
Ref. [30]). In a real analysis, it might make sense to consider independent contributions for
this background for different B flavours: that will provide an additional NP observable.
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Table 6. Fitted values of the NP couplings from the binned asymmetry fit for the background
samples

Background sample ∆Im(gR) ∆ Im(gP g
∗
T )

B− → D∗+π−µ−ν̄µ, ϕ = 0◦ −0.0223± 0.0024 0.00142± 0.00027

B− → D∗+π−µ−ν̄µ, ϕ = 45◦ 0.0079± 0.0024 −0.00092± 0.00027

B− → D∗+π−µ−ν̄µ, ϕ = 90◦ 0.0334± 0.0024 −0.00363± 0.00027

B− → D∗+π−µ−ν̄µ, ϕ = 135◦ 0.0404± 0.0024 −0.00331± 0.00027

B− → D∗+π−µ−ν̄µ, ϕ = 180◦ 0.0258± 0.0024 −0.00166± 0.00026

B− → D∗+π−µ−ν̄µ, ϕ = 225◦ −0.0075± 0.0024 0.00101± 0.00026

B− → D∗+π−µ−ν̄µ, ϕ = 270◦ −0.0295± 0.0024 0.00364± 0.00026

B− → D∗+π−µ−ν̄µ, ϕ = 315◦ −0.0443± 0.0024 0.00344± 0.00027

B0 → D∗+D∗−
s −0.0001± 0.0004 (2± 6)× 10−5

Other semileptonic backgrounds are expected to have fractions several times smaller
and, even if parity violation appears to be significant for them, will probably introduce
biases at a level smaller than statistical precision.

7.1.2 Double charm backgrounds

The most significant double charm backgrounds are B0 → D∗+D−
s and B0 → D∗+D∗−

s ,
D∗−

s → D−
s γ with semileptonic decays of the D−

s meson [41]. The former is the decay with
three spin-zero particles in the final state and thus cannot exhibit parity violation. The
latter, however, has four particles in the final state and can be P -violating.

The amplitude structure of the B0 → D∗+D∗−
s , D∗−

s → D−
s γ decay has been measured

by LHCb [41]. The full amplitude is an interference of the longitudinal (“0”) and two
transverse (“+” and “−”) terms. The couplings H0,−,+ of the three amplitudes and the
phases ϕ+,− of the transverse couplings with respect to the longitudinal one have been
measured to be

|H0| = 0.760± 0.007± 0.007,

|H−| = 0.195± 0.022± 0.032,

|H+| = 0.620± 0.011± 0.013,

ϕ− =− 0.046± 0.102± 0.020 rad,

ϕ+ = 0.108± 0.170± 0.051 rad.

(7.1)

The degree of parity violation is determined by phase differences ϕ± and is consistent with
zero in the measurements. However, in the simulation study, the maximal parity violation
was introduced by taking ϕ± = ±π/2. For the generated events, the same simulation and
reconstruction procedure is applied as for the signal events, and the binned asymmetries
then are calculated and fitted with the RH and PT templates. The results are presented in
Fig. 9, and the fitted couplings are given in Table 6. This background is mostly present in
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Figure 8. (a) Binned density and binned asymmetries of (b,c) sinχ and (d,e) sin 2χ terms for
B− → D∗+π−µ−νµ background with δD = 315◦. Plots (b) and (d) show 2D binned asymmetries,
(c) and (e) are the corresponding flattened asymmetries (points with error bars), and the result of
the best fit using RH and PT templates (solid-line histogram).

the low-cos θD and low-cos θℓ region, and even for the maximal parity violation the measured
binned asymmetries are consistent with zero. This is not a surprise since the parity-odd
term is effectively cancelled out after the integration over degrees of freedom related to the
unreconstructed photon.

The remaining double charm backgrounds are contributing at the level of 1% or less.
The most significant of them is likely to be B → D∗+D

(∗)−
s π (where π is either π0 or
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Figure 9. (a) Binned density and binned asymmetries of (b,c) sinχ and (d,e) sin 2χ terms for
B0 → D∗−D∗+

s background. Plots (b) and (d) show 2D binned asymmetries, (c) and (e) are the
corresponding flattened asymmetries (points with error bars), and the result of the best fit using
RH and PT templates (solid-line histogram).

π−). It should mostly be mediated by the same D∗∗ states as in the B → D∗∗µ−νµ
decays. The evidence of this decay was reported by CLEO collaboration [42] and the
branching ratio B(B+ → D

∗∗0
)D

(∗)+
s was measured to be (2.73±0.78±0.48±0.68)%. Under

the assumptions that B(D∗∗0 → D∗+π−) = 1/3 and B(B0 → D∗∗−D
(∗)+
s ) = B(B+ →

D∗∗0D
(∗)+
s ), this background should contribute at around 2% level. Similar decay modes

with theD(∗)K combination, where either higherD+
s excitations via externalW emission, or
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charmonium resonances via internal W emission are produced, is another group of double
charm backgrounds. Several such modes are observed [40], with each individual mode
expected to contribute at the (0.1–1)% level.

The B → D∗+D
(∗)−
s π and B → D∗+D(∗)K decays can exhibit the mechanism of parity

and CP violation similar to that discussed in Section 7.1.1, via the interference of multiple
broad overlapping states. Unlike B → D∗∗µ−νµ decays, they are potentially CP -violating
in the SM. However, since these decays are dominated by the b → c transition, their CP -
violating terms are suppressed at least as |Vub/Vcb|. As a result, they are not expected to
contribute to the CP asymmetry in the B0 → D∗+µ−νµ decays at the noticeable level.
Their contributions, however, can be non-negligible for the B0 → D∗+τ−ντ decays. More
precise determination of the branching fractions of these doubly charmed modes and studies
of their amplitude structure at B factories and LHCb should help better constrain their
effect.

7.2 Instrumentation effects

In this section, the reconstruction effects that can introduce parity-odd terms to the distri-
bution that is originally parity-even will be considered. The parity-odd terms are basically
“twists” in the kinematic distribution of the decay that are asymmetric with respect to
mirror reflection. Detector effects such as misalignments or non-uniform reconstruction
efficiency that are mirror-asymmetric (chiral) may thus introduce such terms in the observ-
able distribution. In real analysis, one has to develop a data-driven procedure to control
these effects precisely.

7.2.1 Detector misalignment

Detector misalignment results in the systematic bias of the reconstructed parameters of
the final state particles (in the case of the B0 → D∗+µ−νµ analysis, of the four charged
tracks) from the true ones. The effect of misalignment is expected to be more pronounced
in the angular analysis of semileptonic decays compared to similar analyses with fully
reconstructed decays (such as measurements of triple product asymmetries in four-body
B hadron decays [43, 44]) since the former relies on reconstruction of vertices to obtain
angular observables. Relatively small mirror-asymmetric misalignment of the elements of
the tracking detectors can introduce biases in the parameters of a single track such that it
is systematically biased “left” or “right” relative to its production point (see Fig. 10).

In the case of LHCb, the largest contribution to the parity-odd misalignment effect is
expected to come from the vertex detector (VELO [31]) since it is the detector element
that provides the information about the impact parameters (IP) of the tracks and, as a
consequence, the positions of decay vertices. VELO consists of two moving halves (left
and right with respect to the beams) which are opened and closed at each beam injection.
As a result, calibration of the relative positions of the two halves is the largest source of
systematic uncertainty in the vertex position. These positions are calibrated for each fill
with the precision of a few micrometres in the x − y plane (transverse to the beams) and
up to a few tens of µm along the beams [35].
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Figure 10. Illustration of “left-handed” and “right-handed” bias in the track parameters relative
to the original production point at x = y = 0.

Table 7. Fitted values of the NP couplings from the binned asymmetry fit for the translational
and rotational components of VELO halves misalignment

Translation/rotation ∆Im(gR) ∆ Im(gP g
∗
T )

Tx −0.00000± 0.00020 (−2.7± 2.0)× 10−5

Ty −0.00320± 0.00019 −0.000240± 0.000019

Tz (0.6± 2.8)× 10−5 (1.6± 2.5)× 10−6

Rx (−8.4± 0.7)× 10−5 (−5.3± 0.6)× 10−6

Ry (−9± 6)× 10−6 (3± 5)× 10−7

Rz (−1.3± 0.5)× 10−6 (−4± 4)× 10−8

Misalignment of each VELO half is parametrised by six components: translations Tx,y,z
along the three axes and rotations Rx,y,z around them. The global shifts of VELO as a
whole do not introduce bias in the measurement of B decay vertex relative to the PV,
therefore, only the translations and rotations of the two VELO halves in the opposite
directions are considered in the following study. For the simulated signal decays, the 10µm
translation and 10µrad rotation of each VELO half in the opposite directions is simulated
by modifying the track parameters separately for the tracks with the negative (tx < 0) and
positive (tx > 0) slopes. B decay vertices are refitted and the biases in the decay parameters
q2, cos θD, cos θℓ and χ are calculated. Binned asymmetry histograms are then obtained
for each misalignment component and fitted with the RH and PT templates to obtain the
biases in the NP couplings. These are listed in Table 7.

As seen from Table 7, the components that introduce significant nonzero P -odd terms
are Ty and Rx. In the case of Rx, the bias is numerically small, an order of magnitude
smaller than the expected statistical precision in the 50 fb−1 sample. The bias introduced
by the Ty translation (±10µm misalignment for the left/right VELO halves), however, is of
the order of the expected statistical precision. One can thus conclude that it is important to
control the misalignment of VELO halves at the level of at least a few micrometres, which
was shown to be achievable in the currently available data. Figure 11 shows the binned
asymmetries due to Ty misalignment and the fit result using RH and PT templates. The
pattern of asymmetry as a function of cos θD and cos θℓ differs from that generated by NP
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Figure 11. Binned asymmetries of (a,b) sinχ and (c,d) sin 2χ terms for the SM events with Ty
VELO misalignment of 10µm. Plots (a) and (c) show 2D binned asymmetries, (b) and (d) are the
corresponding flattened asymmetries (points with error bars), and the result of the best fit using
RH and PT templates (solid-line histogram).

terms, and thus can be independently controlled in the fit to data (e.g. by introducing a
dedicated component of asymmetry due to misalignment obtained with simulation).

7.2.2 Asymmetry in reconstruction efficiency

Another possible instrumentation effect that could introduce chiral terms in the decay
distribution is non-uniform reconstruction efficiency. The non-uniform efficiency in track
reconstruction as a function of ϕ = arctan(ty/tx) is not parity-odd since it averages out
after integration over ϕ. Still, there are at least three effects that are potentially parity-odd:

• Single-track efficiency terms. Non-zero parity-odd terms can appear in single-
track efficiency if it depends on both the track direction t⃗ and coordinates of its origin
r⃗. It should be proportional to the cross product [r⃗× t⃗]. It is the only possible parity-
odd effect if all tracks have the same efficiency dependence (e.g., for the reconstruction
efficiency in VELO). In terms of sinχ expansion (4.4), this effect produces the terms
proportional to sin(ϕB − ϕi) with i being one of the charged final state particles.
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• Factorisable two-track efficiency terms. For the track efficiency that is inde-
pendent of origin position r⃗, parity-odd terms can still appear if the dependence on
the direction t⃗ is different for different particle species. This effect is possible, e.g.,
in the contribution of particle identification subdetectors to the track reconstruction
efficiency. In expansion (4.4), this results in the terms proportional to sin(ϕi − ϕj),
with both i and j being charged final states.

• Non-factorisable two-track efficiency terms. Finally, the parity-odd effects are
possible in the non-factorisable contributions to the reconstruction efficiency, via the
asymmetries in the opening angle ∆ϕ between two tracks. They give rise to the same
sin(ϕi−ϕj) terms in the sinχ expansion (4.4) as the factorisable contributions above.

Any of the parity-odd sin(ϕi−ϕj) terms can be multiplied by a parity-even function of
the decay kinematics. Therefore, it is hard to define a general parametrisation of efficiency-
related parity-odd effect, and it is not clear a priori which effects are dominant. In some
cases, such as in the case of factorisable ϕ-dependent efficiency, one can study the instru-
mentation effects using independent high-statistics calibration samples and then evaluate
the effect for CP violation measurement in B0 → D∗+µ−νµ decays. However, one should
keep in mind possible unaccounted effects, some of which could also be non-factorisable.
Therefore, it is important to find a suitable control sample with properties similar to the
signal decay that could be used to estimate the possible instrumentation effects.

7.2.3 Control sample

The ideal control sample should satisfy the following conditions:

• be completely parity-even, without P -odd or CP -odd components even in reasonable
NP scenarios;

• have the same particles species in the final state as the signal mode;

• have a significant overlap in the kinematic distributions and the same vertex topology;

• have a larger yield than the signal mode in order for the measurement precision not
to be dominated by systematic uncertainty.

Probably the best approximation to the ideal control sample is the mode B0 → D+µ−νµ
with the subsequent D+ → K−π+π+ decay. It has the same particles in the final state as
the signal mode. Since it is a combination of two three-body decays, and the intermediate
D+ has zero spin, no P -odd effects are possible. Of the two pions in the final state, the
one that gives the lower invariant mass combination m(K−π+), can be used as a proxy
for the “slow” pion from the D∗+ decay, the remaining K−π+ combination will then serve
as a proxy for the D0 meson. Once the proxies for the D∗+ and “slow” pion are defined,
the same phase space parameters q2, cos θD, cos θℓ, and χ can be calculated. These will
have little physical meaning, but the important point is that independent of the underlying
dynamics of the B0 and D+ meson decays, the distribution of these variables should be
purely P -even.
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Figure 12. Comparison of kinematic ranges in pT(D) and pT(πs) covered by the (a) signal sample
B0 → D∗+µ−νµ and (b) control sample B0 → D+µ−νµ. In the case of the control sample, the “D”
is defined as the higher invariant-mass combination of the kaon and pion from D+ → K−π+π+

decay, and “πs” is the pion that forms the lower invariant-mass K−π+ combination.

B0 → D+µ−νµ decays can be reconstructed by combining the D+ → K−π+π+ and
muon candidates displaced from the primary vertex. In data, the pure signal will be contam-
inated by the decays with the excited charm states, e.g. B0 → D∗+µ−νµ with subsequent
D∗+ → D+π0 or D∗+ → D+γ decays. However, even in the presence of NP that pro-
duces CP violation in the B0 → D∗+µ−νµ process, the decay parameters obtained from
the reconstructed D+µ− combinations are still P and CP conserving after the integration
over the unreconstructed π0 or γ, since the B and D+ decay densities factorise. This is
checked using MC simulation. As a result, one can consider the decays B0 → D+µ−X

as a control sample without the need to remove the candidates with D+ coming from ex-
cited charm states. This sample is dominated by B0 → D+µ−νµ and B0 → D∗+µ−νµ,
D∗+ → D+π0/γ processes, and the overall yield of such decays is expected to be about
three times higher than that of the B0 → D∗+µ−νµ, D∗+ → D0π+ decays assuming the
same selection efficiency.

The kinematic coverage of the control sample does not fully match that of the signal.
The most notable difference is in the pT distributions of the D0 and πs (or their proxies
in the case of the control sample; see Fig. 12). The pT(πs) distribution tends to be harder
for the control sample. The topology of the decay vertices is also different, with πs proxy
being produced in the tertiary charm vertex rather than in the secondary B vertex as for
the signal. Due to these differences, the possible systematic bias of NP couplings in the
control channel cannot be taken directly as an estimate of the systematic uncertainty of
the signal. Instead, the trends as a function of kinematic and topological variables have to
be studied and extrapolated for the signal.

The effect of several parity-odd effects on the biases in the signal and control samples is
demonstrated in Table 8. Non-uniform efficiency is simulated by applying a weight to each
event. Since the effect of efficiency is linear and parity-even terms produce zero asymmetry,
only the parity-odd weights are applied as listed below. The efficiency weights applied are
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Table 8. Comparison of NP coupling biases introduced by various instrumentation effects to the
signal and control samples. See the text for definitions of the effects introduced.

Instrumentation effect Coupling Signal bias Control bias

Ty misalignment ∆Im(gR) −0.00320± 0.00019 −0.00226± 0.00018

∆ Im(gP g
∗
T ) −0.000240± 0.000019 −0.000378± 0.000015

L-R asym. ∆Im(gR) 0.0377± 0.0014 −0.0312± 0.0013

∆ Im(gP g
∗
T ) 0.01050± 0.00017 −0.01414± 0.00014

r⃗ × t⃗ term ∆Im(gR) 0.00155± 0.00010 −0.00149± 0.00009

∆ Im(gP g
∗
T ) 0.000381± 0.000013 −0.000554± 0.000010

ϕ dependence ∆Im(gR) 0.0123± 0.0006 −0.0140± 0.0006

∆ Im(gP g
∗
T ) 0.00404± 0.00008 −0.00506± 0.00006

∆ϕ dependence ∆Im(gR) −0.0270± 0.0007 0.0281± 0.0008

∆ Im(gP g
∗
T ) −0.00735± 0.00010 0.01077± 0.00008

O(1), which is much larger than the parity-odd efficiency variations that should appear in
reality (if any). The five examples of systematic effects are:

• Ty misalignment: displacement of VELO halves (+10µm in y direction for the left
half and −10µm for the right half).

• “Left-right” asymmetry in track efficiency: Efficiency weight ε = sign[r⃗ × t⃗]z.

• [r⃗ × t⃗] term in track efficiency: Efficiency weight ε = [r⃗ × t⃗]z/1mm.

• ϕ dependence of track efficiency: Efficiency weight ε = sinϕµ cosϕπs .

• ∆ϕ dependence of track pair efficiency: Efficiency weight ε = sin(ϕµ − ϕπs).

One can see that the biases in the control samples are similar in magnitude to the ones
of the signal. The biases due to efficiency terms, however, are opposite in sign. Figure 13
shows the comparison of the asymmetries in bins of cos θD and cos θℓ for the signal and
control samples produced by the ϕ dependence of track efficiency (by applying the weight
ε = sinϕµ cosϕπs). The cos θD dependence is different due to differences in kinematics of
the two decay modes, and as a result, the sign of the sin 2χ terms are opposite. What
is important, however, is that the magnitudes of asymmetry (both the raw asymmetry in
bins and the fitted values of the NP couplings) are similar, which permits the use of the
control sample to evaluate the systematic uncertainty due to instrumentation effects in the
signal fit. Because of the differences in some kinematic parameters, it might be instructive
to measure the asymmetries in the control channel as a function of those parameters (e.g.
pT of the slow pion proxy) to better evaluate possible systematic biases for the signal
kinematics.

Other control samples can be used to address specific instrumentation effects. For
instance, the VELO misalignment contribution, which is independent of the particle species,
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can be calibrated using clean high-statistics fully reconstructed samples such as B+ →
J/ψK+, J/ψ → µ+µ−. The differences in the topology of vertices between the signal and
control samples can be checked by comparing the B0 → D∗+π− and B0 → D+π− samples.
In both cases, one can use a parity-odd observable such as the signed impact parameter of
the B meson, [r⃗B × t⃗B]z, which should be zero on average but can deviate from zero due
to experimental parity-odd effects.

8 Conclusion

The possibility to perform the precision measurement of CP -violating observables in the
B0 → D∗+µ−νµ decays in proton-proton collisions at the LHCb detector is demonstrated.
The feasibility study is performed using a simplified Monte Carlo simulation. The analysis
can be performed in a way to cancel out the parity-even contributions to the decay density
together with their corresponding uncertainties and concentrate only on the parity-odd
(chiral) terms. As a result, theory uncertainties related to the formfactors and backgrounds
can be kept low.

The analysis allows to access two kinds of New Physics observables: imaginary part
of right-handed coupling Im(gR) and interference of pseudoscalar and tensor couplings
Im(gP g

∗
T ). Using the currently available LHCb data sample of 9 fb−1 one can constrain the

contribution of right-handed current with the statistical uncertainty at the level of 1% and
pseudoscalar-tensor interference below 0.1%.

Systematic effects that could fake CP asymmetry are considered. The contribution of
backgrounds, which are mostly dominated by other semileptonic and double charm decays
is evaluated to be small and well under control. The largest source of systematic bias is
expected to be due to instrumentation effects such as misalignment of the detector elements
or kinematic dependence of reconstruction efficiency. Parity-odd instrumentation effects
can be controlled by the data samples which are inherently not P - or CP -violating, such
as B0 → D+µ−νµ with the subsequent D+ → K−π+π+ decay.
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Figure 13. Asymmetry due to parity-odd efficiency terms introduced by the ϕ dependence of
reconstruction efficiency. Comparison of the (left plots) signal sample and (right plots) control
sample. (a,b,e,f) 2D binned asymmetries and (c,d,g,h) the corresponding flattened asymmetries for
(a–d) sinχ and (e-h) sin 2χ asymmetry terms. The green solid line in plots (c,d,g,h) is the result
of the template fit.
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