PHYSICAL REVIEW D 77, 072001 (2008)

Measurement of C P asymmetries and branching fractions in a time-dependent Dalitz analysis of
B" — (p7r)? and a constraint on the quark mixing angle ¢,

A. Kusaka,** C.C. Wang,25 I. Adachi,® H. Aihara,* K. Arinstein,' V. Aulchenko,' T. Aushev,'*!” A. M. Bakich,*’
V. Balagura,12 E. Barberio,?° I. Bedny,l K. Belous,!! U. Bitenc,'® A. Bondar,! A. Bozek,*® M. Bracko,'*!° T. E. Browder,’
P. Chang,”® Y. Chao,*”> A. Chen,”> W.T. Chen,*® B. G. Cheon,® R. Chistov,'* L.-S. Cho,*’ S.-K. Choi,” Y. Choi,*®
J. Dalseno,?’ M. Dash,** S. Eidelman,' N. Gabyshev,1 B. Golob,'*'® J. Haba,? K. Hara,*' K. Hayasaka,21 H. Hayashii,22
M. Hazumi,® D. Heffernan,>' Y. Hoshi,*® W.-S. Hou,?® H. J. Hyun,16 T. Iijima,21 K. Inami,?! A. Ishikawa,*® H. Ishino,*!
R. Ttoh,® M. Iwasaki,*® Y. Iwasaki,® D. H. Kah,'® J. H. Kang,45 H. Kawai,” T. Kawasaki,”® H. Kichimi,® H. O. Kim,'®
S. K. Kim,* Y.J. Kim,* K. Kinoshita,> S. Korpar,lS’]9 P. Krizan,'>'® P, Krokovny,8 R. Kumar,>? C.C. Kuo,* A. Kuzmin,'
Y.-J. Kwon,* J.S. Lee,® M. J. Lee,* S.E. Lee,> T. Lesiak,?® A. Limosani,”® S.-W. Lin,> Y. Liu,* D. Liventsev,'?
F. Mandl,'® A. Matyja,”® S. McOnie,*’ T. Medvedeva,'? K. Miyabayashi,?* H. Miyake,*' H. Miyata,”® Y. Miyazaki,*'
R. Mizuk,"? G.R. Moloney,20 E. Nakano,’® M. Nakao,® S. Nishida,® O. Nitoh,** S. Noguchi,22 T. Nozaki,® S. Ogawa,38
T. Ohshima,>' S. Okuno,'* H. Ozaki,® G. Pakhlova,'? C. W. Park,® H. Park,'° L. S. Peak,*” R. Pestotnik,"* L. E. Piilonen,**
H. Sahoo,” Y. Sakai,® O. Schneider,!” C. Schwanda,'® A.J. Schwartz,® K. Seny0,2] M. E. Sevior,? M. Shapkin,”
C.P. Shen,” H. Shibuya,*® B. Shwartz,' J. B. Singh,*> A. Somov,” S. Stani¢,>® M. Stari¢,"® T. Sumiyoshi,** S. Suzuki,*?
S.Y. Suzuki,® F. Takasaki,® K. Tamai,® N. Tamura,?® M. Tanaka,® Y. Teramoto,*° I. Tikhomirov,'? K. Trabelsi,® S. Uehara,®
K. Ueno,25 T. Uglov,12 Y. Unno,6 S. Uno,8 P. Urquijo,zo G. Varner,7 K.E. Varvell,37 K. Vervink,17 S. Villa,17 C.H. Wang,24
M.-Z. Wang,25 P. Wang,9 X.L. Wang,9 Y. Watanabe,14 E. Won,15 Y. Yamashita,27 Z.P. Zhang,34 V. Zhulanov,1
A. Zupanc,"® and O. Zyukova'

(Belle Collaboration)

'Budker Institute of Nuclear Physics, Novosibirsk
2Chiba University, Chiba
3University of Cincinnati, Cincinnati, Ohio 45221
“The Graduate University for Advanced Studies, Hayama
5Gyeongsang National University, Chinju
6Hanyang University, Seoul
7University of Hawaii, Honolulu, Hawaii 96822
8High Energy Accelerator Research Organization (KEK), Tsukuba
°Institute of High Energy Physics, Chinese Academy of Sciences, Beijing
Orstitute of High Energy Physics, Vienna
" nstitute of High Energy Physics, Protvino
Rpnstitute for Theoretical and Experimental Physics, Moscow
3] Stefan Institute, Ljubljana
14Kanagawa University, Yokohama
BSKorea University, Seoul
' Kyungpook National University, Taegu
YEcole Polytechnique Fédérale de Lausanne (EPFL), Lausanne
BUniversity of Liubljana, Ljubljana
YUniversity of Maribor, Maribor
2OUniversity of Melbourne, School of Physics, Victoria 3010
21Nagoya University, Nagoya
22Nara Women’s University, Nara
BNational Central University, Chung-li
**National United University, Miao Li
ZDepartment of Physics, National Taiwan University, Taipei
*SH. Niewodniczanski Institute of Nuclear Physics, Krakow
27Nippon Dental University, Niigata
28Niigata University, Niigata
29University of Nova Gorica, Nova Gorica
00saka City University, Osaka
310saka University, Osaka
32Panjab University, Chandigarh
33Saga University, Saga

1550-7998/2008 /77(7)/072001(25) 072001-1 © 2008 The American Physical Society



A. KUSAKA et al.

34Um'versity of Science and Technology of China, Hefei
¥Seoul National University, Seoul
36Sungkyunkwan University, Suwon
37University of Sydney, Sydney, New South Wales
BToho University, Funabashi
¥ Tohoku Gakuin University, Tagajo
40Depaerent of Physics, University of Tokyo, Tokyo
Tokyo Institute of Technology, Tokyo
“Tokyo Metropolitan University, Tokyo
43Tokyo University of Agriculture and Technology, Tokyo
“Wirginia Polytechnic Institute and State University, Blacksburg, Virginia 24061

45 . . .
Yonsei University, Seoul
(Received 25 October 2007; published 3 April 2008)

We present the results of a time-dependent Dalitz plot analysis of B — 77" 77~ 7r° decays based on a
414 fb~! data sample that contains 449 X 10°BB pairs. The data were collected on the Y (4S) resonance
with the Belle detector at the KEKB asymmetric energy e*e™ collider. Combining our analysis with
information on charged B decay modes, we perform a full Dalitz and isospin analysis and obtain a
constraint on the quark mixing angle ¢,, 68° < ¢, < 95° at the 68.3% confidence level for the ¢,
solution consistent with the standard model. A large standard-model—disfavored region also remains. The
branching fractions for the decay processes B — p*(770)7+ and B® — p°(770)7° are measured to be
(22.6 = 1.1[stat] = 4.4[syst]) X 107® and (3.0 = 0.5[stat] = 0.7[syst]) X 1076, respectively. These are
the first branching fraction measurements of the process B® — p(770)7 with the lowest resonance
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p(770) explicitly separated from the radial excitations.
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I. INTRODUCTION

In the standard model (SM), CP violation arises from an
irreducible complex phase in the Cabibbo-Kobayashi-
Maskawa (CKM) matrix [1]. The SM predicts that mea-
surement of a time-dependent CP asymmetry between the
decay rates of B® and B° gives access to the CP violating
phase in the CKM matrix [2—4]. The angle ¢, of the CKM
unitarity triangle can be measured via the tree diagram
contribution in b — uud decay processes, such as B —
mta, B — pTa*, or B - p*p~ [5]. In these decay
processes, however, contributions from so-called b — d
penguin diagrams could contaminate the measurement of
¢,. Snyder and Quinn pointed out that a Dalitz plot analy-
sis of B®— par, which includes B — p*#7~, B’ —
p~ 7", and B — p°7°, offers a unique way to determine
¢, without ambiguity. The Dalitz plot analysis takes into
account a possible contamination from the penguin con-
tribution [6]. In addition, an isospin analysis [7,8] involv-
ing the charged decay modes, B' — p*#’ and
B* — p’zr*, provides further improvement of the ¢,
determination.

The Belle [9] and BABAR [10] Collaborations recently
reported the first measurements employing a time-
dependent Dalitz plot analysis technique. In this paper
we describe the details of the time-dependent Dalitz plot
analysis with the Belle detector at the KEKB asymmetric
energy e e collider reported in Ref. [9]. We also present
the first measurements of the branching fractions of B —
p=(770)m* and B® — p°(770)7° decay processes ob-
tained from the Dalitz plot analysis, where the p(770) is

PACS numbers: 11.30.Er, 12.15.Hh, 13.25.Hw

separated from radial excitations. These results can be
compared with the branching fraction of the process B~ —
p°(770)7* [11].

A. KEKB and Belle detector

KEKB [12] operates at the Y(4S) resonance (/s =
10.58 GeV) with a peak luminosity that exceeds 1.6 X
10°** cm™2s™!. At KEKB, the Y(4S) is produced with a
Lorentz boost of By = 0.425 nearly along the electron
beamline (z). Since the B® and B° mesons are approxi-
mately at rest in the Y(4S) center-of-mass system (cms),
At can be determined from the displacement in the z
direction, Az, between the vertices of the two B mesons:
At = Az/Byc.

The Belle detector is a large-solid-angle magnetic spec-
trometer that consists of a silicon vertex detector (SVD), a
50-layer central drift chamber (CDC), an array of aerogel
threshold Cerenkov counters (ACC), a barrel-like arrange-
ment of time-of-flight scintillation counters (TOF), and an
electromagnetic calorimeter comprised of CsI(TI) crystals
(ECL) located inside a superconducting solenoid coil that
provides a 1.5 T magnetic field. An iron flux return located
outside of the coil is instrumented to detect K9 mesons and
to identify muons (KLM). The detector is described in
detail elsewhere [13]. Two inner detector configurations
were used. A 2.0 cm beam pipe and a 3-layer silicon vertex
detector were used for the first data sample of 152 X
10°BB pairs (DS-I), while a 1.5 cm beam pipe, a 4-layer
silicon detector, and a small-cell inner drift chamber were
used to record the remaining 297 X 10°BB pairs (DS-II)
[14].
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B. Outline of the analysis

The analysis proceeds in the following steps. First, we
extract the signal fraction (Sec. II). We then determine the
sizes and phases of the contributions from radial excita-
tions (Sec. III). Using the parameters determined in the
steps above, we perform a time-dependent Dalitz plot
analysis (Secs. IV, V, and VI). The fit results are interpreted
as quasi-two-body CP violation parameters (Sec. VII) and
as branching fractions of B® — p*(770)7* and B° —
p°(770)7° decays (Sec. VIII). We subsequently use these
results to constrain the CKM angle ¢, (Sec. IX).

C. Differential decay width of time-dependent Dalitz
plot

We measure the decay process B — 77~ 7%, where
we denote the four-momenta of the 77+, 7, and 7° by p,,
p—, and p, respectively. The invariant-mass squared of
their combinations,

sy =(ps + Po)z, s_=(p_+ Po)z,

ey
so = (p+ + p-)%
satisfies the following equation:
sy +s_+sg=mz +2m, + ml, )

by energy and momentum conservation. The differential
(time-integrated) decay width with respect to the variables
above (Dalitz plot) is

(
1 |A377|2

dl' =
Q2m)3 Sm%;()

ds.ds_, 3)

where Aj, is the Lorentz-invariant amplitude of the
B°(B°) — 7t 7~ 7 decay.

In the decay chain Y (4S) — B°B° — f, f,, where one of
the B’s decays into final state f| at time #; and the other
decays into another final state f, at time t,, the time-
dependent amplitude is

A(ty, t,) ~ o~ (T/2+iM)(t +1,)

X {COS[Amd(ﬁ —1)/2](A1A; — AjAy)

- iSin[Amd(t1 - l2)/2]<§A1A2 - ZZ]ZQ)}
“4)

Here, p and ¢ define the mass eigenstates of neutral B
mesons as pB® = ¢B°, with average mass M and width T,
and mass difference Am,. The width difference is assumed
to be zero.

The decay amplitudes are defined as follows,

Ay EA(BO—’fl), )]
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A =AB = f) (6)
Ay = AB° = f,), )
Ay =AB° = fr). ®)

In this analysis, we take As, as A; and choose f, to be a
flavor eigenstate, i.e., A, = 0 or A, = 0. Here we call the B
decaying into f| = fcp = w7~ 7 the CP side B, while
the other B is the tag-side B, f, = ftag(ftag). The differen-
tial decay width dependence on time difference At =
fep — lyg 18 then

dr -~ erlAll{(lAl’»ﬂ'lz + |Z377|2)
~ g ° (|A377|2 - |Z37,-|2) COS(AmdAt)

T g 2Im<%A§7ﬁ3ﬁ> sin(AmdAt)}dAt, ©)

where we assume |g/p| = 1 (CP and CPT conservation in
mixing) and |A(B® — fu,)| = |A(B° = fi,,)|, and inte-
grate over fgn, = fcp t ty,. Here gy, is the b-flavor
charge, and g, = +1(—1) when the tag-side B decays
as a BY (B°) flavor eigenstate.

Combining the Dalitz plot decay width (3) and the time-
dependent decay width (9), we obtain the time-dependent
Dalitz plot decay width

dl ~ |A(At; s, s_)|*dAtds . ds_, (10)

where
AE 51,50 = 7T s P+ [ )
~ Grag (A5, — |A5,1?) cos(AmyAt)
+ Gug 2Im<gA§7,Z3,,> sin(AmdAt)‘l,
p

(1n

A37T = A37T(S+7 S_),

We assume that the B — 77 7~ 770 decay is dominated
by the B — (pm)° amplitudes: B’ — p*7~, B’ —
p-mt, and B°— p°7°, where p can be p(770),
p(1450), or p(1700). Although there could exist contribu-
tions from BY decays into non-p7 7+ 7~ 7 final states,
such as f,(980)7°, £,(600)7°, w#’, and nonresonant
7T~ w°, we confirm that these contributions are small;
their effects are taken into account as systematic uncer-
tainties (Sec. VIE). The Dalitz plot amplitude A;, (s, s_)
can then be written as

Ayp = Aslsi,s ). (12)

A37T(s+: S—) =

Z fK(S-F’S—)AK) (13)

k=(+,—,0)
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Asg(seso) = Felso, s )RS, (14)
k=(+,-,0)

where A(A*) are complex amplitudes corresponding to
BB — pta, p~ 7", p’a® for k = +, —, 0 and the
functions f,(s., s_) incorporate the kinematic and dy-
namical properties of the B decay into a vector p and a
pseudoscalar 77. The goal of this analysis is to measure the
complex amplitudes A", A=, A, A", A~, and A°; we then
constrain the CKM angle ¢, using these amplitudes.

In contrast to a quasi-two-body CP violation analysis,
the time-dependent Dalitz analysis includes measurements
of the sizes of the interferences among the final states
p 7, p~m", and p°#°, and CP-violating asymmetries
in the mixed final states. In principle, these measurements
allow us to determine all the relative sizes and phases of the
amplitudes A¥ and A%, which are related to ¢, through an
isospin relation [7,8] by

— _
ity A HAH 2A°. 1s)
AT+ A" +24°
Consequently, in the limit of high statistics, we can con-
strain ¢, without discrete ambiguities.

D. Kinematics of B — (pm)°

“)
The function f (s, s_) can be factorized into two parts
as

F s s ) =T5FA(s) (k=4 -0, (16

where F,(s,) and T correspond to the line shape of the p
and the helicity distribution of the p, respectively. Here we
assume that a single unique functional form for the line

shape F_(s) can be used for all six (f>,< [15]. Since this
assumption has no good theoretical or experimental foun-
dation, we check the validity of the assumption with data
and assign systematic errors.

The line shape is parametrized with Breit-Wigner func-
tions corresponding to the p(770), p(1450), and p(1700)
resonances:
+y- BWS(SWOO)’

a7

F.(s) = BWSS

. GS
o70) T B BW

p(1450)

where the amplitudes 8 and y (denoting the relative size of
two resonances) are complex numbers. We use the
Gounaris-Sakurai (GS) model [16] for the Breit-Wigner
shape of each resonance [17].

In the case of a pseudoscalar-vector (J = 1) decay, T} is
given by

Tt = —4|p;l| pil cost, (18)
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FIG. 1. The relation between three pions in the rest frame of
p.
Ty = —4lpllp-lcosf”~
Ty = —4lpollpilcosd® |, (19)
7 = —4|p-Ilpol cosd™®

where p;, py are the three-momenta of the 77/ and 7* in the
rest frame of p” (or the 77/ system), and 6/%(= 0,) is the
angle between p; and p; (see Fig. 1).

E. Fitting parameters
After (16) is inserted into expressions (13) and (14), the
coefficients of Eq. (11) become
|A377|2 * |Z37T|2

=S kU
ke{+,—,0}

+2

k<o&{+,—,0}

(Relf,ofo U — Imlf o f 5 1UG™),

(20)
q x4
Im<;A3ﬂ,A3,,.>
= > IflL
kE{+,—,0}
+ > Relfifolliy + Imlf, fRRS), (1)
k<o€{+,—,0}
with
Ug = |A<]> = |A%]?, (22)
I, = Im[A%A**], (23)
"™ = Re(Im)[A*A™ £ AKA7"],  (24)
Ko — >

Rt = Re(Im)[AXA7" — (+)A"A%].  (25)

The 27 coefficients (22)—(25) are the parameters deter-
mined by the fit [22]. The parameters (22)—(25) are called
noninterfering and interfering parameters, respectively.
This parametrization allows us to describe the differential
decay width as a linear combination of independent func-
tions, whose coefficients are the fit parameters in a well-
behaved fit. We fix the overall normalization by requiring
Ul = 1. Thus, 26 of the 27 coefficients are free parameters
in the fit.
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FIG. 2 (color online).

Distribution of signal Monte Carlo simu-
lation (without detector efficiency and smearing) in the usual
Dalitz plot. The dashed line is the kinematic boundary, while the
hatched region corresponds to the region rejected by the mass cut
described in Sec. II.

F. Square Dalitz plot (SDP)

The signal and the continuum background ete™ —
qq(qg = u, d, s, ¢), which is the dominant background in
this analysis, populate the kinematic boundaries of the
usual Dalitz plot as shown in Figs. 2 and 3 (left). Since
we model part of the Dalitz plot probability density func-
tion (PDF) with a binned histogram, the part of the distri-
bution that is concentrated in a narrow region near the edge
of the usual Dalitz plot is not easy to treat. We therefore
apply the transformation

ds,ds_ — |detJ|dm'de’, (26)

which defines the SDP [11]. The new coordinates are

1 my — mmn
m =— arccos(Zﬁ — 1), 27

T my* — my
30 1
Y20 [
> 0.6
g| 15¢ o o 4i
® 10 Tt
5 0.2}

10 15 20 25 30

005

s,(GeV?)

L P R |
0 02 04 06 08 1
m/

FIG. 3. Distribution of ¢g background (from the data M,
sideband) in the usual Dalitz plot (left panel) and square
Dalitz plot (right panel).
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FIG. 4 (color online). Distribution of signal Monte Carlo simu-
lation (without detector efficiency and smearing) in the square
Dalitz plot. The solid, dashed, and dotted lines correspond to the
isocontours of /s, = 0.5 GeV, 1.0 GeV, and 1.5 GeV, respec-

tively, for each p” resonance.

1 1
0 =—0, (= —0’0>,

T T
where my = /5o, my™ = mgo — mo, and m§"™ = 2m .+
are the kinematic limits of mg, and J is the Jacobian of the

transformation. The determinant of the Jacobian is given
by

(28)

max __ ,,min
ny ny

| detJ| = 4|p 41| polmyg - 7 sin(zrm’)

- arsin(7 @),

(29)

where p, and p, are the three-momenta of 7% and 7° in
the 7% 7~ rest frame. Figures 4 and 3 (right) show the
distributions of the signal and continuum events, respec-
tively, in the square Dalitz plot.

II. EVENT SELECTION AND RECONSTRUCTION

To reconstruct candidate B° — 77~ 7° decays,

charged tracks reconstructed with the CDC and SVD are
required to originate from the interaction point (IP) and to
have transverse momenta greater than 0.1 GeV/c. Using
kaon identification (KID) information, we distinguish
charged kaons from pions based on a kaon (pion) like-
lihood L, derived from the TOF, ACC, and dE/dx
measurements in the CDC. Tracks that are positively iden-
tified as electrons are rejected.

Photons are identified as isolated ECL clusters that are
not matched to any charged track. We reconstruct 7
candidates from pairs of photons detected in the barrel
(end-cap) ECL with E, > 0.05 (0.1) GeV, where E, is
the photon energy measured with the ECL. Photon pairs
with momenta greater than 0.1 GeV/c in the laboratory
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frame and with an invariant mass between 0.1178 GeV/c?
and 0.1502 GeV/c?, roughly corresponding to +3¢ in the
mass resolution, are used as 7° candidates.

We identify B meson decays using the energy difference
AE =E — Ei™  and the beam-energy-constrained

beam

mass My, = |/(Bf25,)? — (pg™)?, where EZm

is the

beam energy in the cms, and EF™ and p3™ are the cms
energy and momentum, respectively, of the reconstructed
B candidate.

We select candidates in a fit region defined as
—0.2 GeV < AE<0.2 GeV and 5.2 GeV/c? < M, <
5.3 GeV/c?. The fit region consists of a signal region
defined as —0.1 GeV < AE <0.08 GeV and M, >
5.27 GeV/cz, and its complement, called the sideband
region, which is dominated by background events.

The vertex position for the B — 7t 7~ 7% decay is
reconstructed using charged tracks that have enough
SVD hits [23]. The f, vertex is obtained with well-
reconstructed tracks that are not assigned to f-p. A con-
straint on the interaction-region profile in the plane per-
pendicular to the beam axis is also used with the selected
tracks.

The b flavor of the accompanying B meson is identified
from inclusive properties of particles that are not associ-
ated with the reconstructed B® — fp decay. We use two
parameters, the b-flavor charge g,, and r, to represent the
tagging information [24]. The parameter r is an event-by-
event, Monte Carlo (MC)-determined, flavor-tagging dilu-
tion factor that ranges from r = 0 for no flavor discrimi-
nation to » = 1 for unambiguous flavor assignment. It is
used only to sort data into six r intervals. The wrong-tag
fractions for the six r intervals, w; ([ =1,2,---,6), and
the differences between B and B° decays, Aw,, are deter-
mined using a high-statistics control sample of semilep-
tonic and hadronic b — ¢ decays [24—-26].

The dominant background for the B — 7" 77~ 7¥ signal
is from continuum. To distinguish these jetlike events from
the spherical B signal events, we combine a set of variables
that characterize the event topology into a signal (back-
ground) likelihood variable L, (yxe), and impose require-
ments on the likelihood ratio R = Lg,/(Lg, + Liy,)-
Because of a correlation between R and r, these require-
ments depend on the quality of flavor tagging.

When more than one candidate in the same event is
found in the fit region, we select the best candidate based
on the reconstructed 77° mass and R. About 30% of the
signal events have multiple candidates.

After the best candidate selection, we reconstruct the
Dalitz variables s, sg, and s_ from (i) the four-momenta
of the 77+ and 7™, (ii) the helicity angle of the p° (i.e., the
helicity angle of the 7+ 7~ system), and (iii) the relation of
Eq. (2). Note that the energy of the 7° is not explicitly used
here, which improves the resolution of the Dalitz plot
variables. We reject candidates that are located in one of
the following regions in the Dalitz plot: /55>

beam
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0.95 GeV/c* and /57 >1.0GeV/c* and f5_ >
1.0 GeV/c?; S0 <0.55 GeV/c? or 5+ <0.55 GeV/c?
or /s~ <0.55 GeV/c? (see Fig. 2). In these regions, the
fraction of B? — p signal is small. Moreover, radial
excitations [the p(1450) and p(1700)] are the dominant
contributions to B — 7" 7~ 7" in the region with /s >
1.0 GeV/c?, where s is either s,, s_, or sy. Since the
amplitudes of the radial excitations are, in general, inde-
pendent of the amplitude of the p(770), they are considered
to be background in our analysis; vetoing the high mass
region considerably reduces the systematic uncertainties
due to their contributions.

Figure 5 shows the M. and AE distributions for the
reconstructed B® — 7" 7~ 7r° candidates within the AE
and M, signal regions, respectively. The signal yield is
determined from an unbinned four-dimensional extended-
maximum-likelihood fit to the AE-M,. and Dalitz plot
distribution in the fit region defined above; the Dalitz
plot distribution is only used for the events inside the
AE-M,, signal region. The AE-M,, distribution of signal
is modeled with binned histograms obtained from MC
simulation, where the correlation between AE and M,.,
the dependence on p,o, and the difference between data
and MC simulation are taken into account. We also take
into account incorrectly reconstructed signal events, which
we call self-cross-feed (SCF). This component constitutes
~20% of the signal. In a SCF event, either one of the three
pions in f¢p is swapped with a pion in fi,,, or €lse the ¥ in
fcp is misreconstructed. We give the details of the AE-M,
and Dalitz plot PDF’s of the SCF component in
Appendix A. For continuum, we use the ARGUS parame-
trization [27] for My, and a linear function for AE. The
AE-M,, distribution of BB background is modeled by
binned histograms based on MC simulation. The Dalitz
plot distributions for all components are modeled in the
same way as the time-dependent fit described later, but
integrated over the proper time difference, Az, and summed
over the flavor of the tag-side B, gy,,. The fit yields 971 =
42 B® — 7t 7~ ¥ events in the signal region, where the
error is statistical only.

)
52 522 524 526 528 5.3 -0.2 -041 0 0.1
My, (GeV/c?) AE (GeV)

100

5

3 300 F (b) — signal
O 250f -y
o E i

S 200F ik MZZEE
o E

2 150h

> u

c

(]

>

L

Events / 0.002GeV/c?

o O

0.2

FIG. 5 (color online). The M. (a) and AE (b) distributions
within the AE and M, signal regions. The histograms are
cumulative. Solid, dot-dashed, dotted, and dashed hatched histo-
grams correspond to correctly reconstructed signal, SCF, BB,
and continuum PDFs, respectively.
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III. DETERMINATION OF THE CONTRIBUTIONS
FROM RADIAL EXCITATIONS

Although the contributions from radial excitations are
suppressed by the selections in the Dalitz plot described in
the previous section, there are still significant contributions
from the long tails of the radial excitations and their
interferences. We thus need to determine the sizes of the
radial excitations and their uncertainties to properly model
the signal PDF’s and systematic uncertainties associated
with their degrees of freedom.

Using the same data sample as described above but
performing a time-integrated Dalitz plot fit with a wider
Dalitz plot acceptance, 0.55 GeV/c? < VS0 <
1.5 GeV/c? or \fsT < 1.5 GeV/c? or ./s—<1.5GeV/c?,
we determine the p line shape, i.e., the phases and ampli-
tudes of the coefficients 8 and y in Eq. (17). We use these
for all of the decay amplitudes. In this fit, we use the PDG
values [28] for the masses and widths of the p(1450) and
p(1700). The fit yields

18] = 0.3133:97
|yl = 0.087583,

arg3 = (219*18)°,

(30)
argy = (102%25)°
The mass distributions and fit results are shown in Fig. 6.
Figure 7 schematically shows how the radial excitations
contribute to our fit result. Note that the above values are
quantities used for the time-dependent Dalitz fit, and we do
not regard them as our measurements of 8 and vy. This is
because these parameters are determined from the region
where p* 7~ and p~ 7" modes, etc., interfere, and they
depend on the unfounded common line-shape assumption
of Eq. (16); hence we do not give their systematic errors.
Because statistics are low, we cannot determine (3 and y
for each decay mode without imposing the common line-
shape assumption. However, we include the effect of pos-
sible decay-mode—dependent differences in the values of
B and v in the systematic errors, which are described in
Sec. VIA.
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FIG. 7 (color online). A schematic figure of the fit result of the
line shape and the contributions from radial excitations. Note
that our definition of F,(s) does not include the factor 1/(1 +
B + v) as in Eq. (17). The inset shows the high mass region,
my, > 1.15 GeV/c?, on a semilog scale where the interference
between the p(770) and radial excitations is visible. One can see
that the p(770) and p(1450) destructively interfere with each
other near /s = m,, = 1.4 GeV/c?, which means that the
p(1450) has a large impact on the phase of F,(s), although
the absolute value of |F,(s)| is not much affected.

Thus, it is important to determine the common or aver-
age line shape as well as to obtain an upper limit on the
deviation from the average line shape for each of the six
decay amplitudes. For this purpose, we put constraints on
additional amplitudes that describe (i) the excess in the
high mass region, \/s > 0.9 GeV/c?, where s is either s,
s_, or sp; and (ii) interferences between radial excitations
and the lowest resonance p(770) [e.g., interferences be-
tween p(770)* 7~ and p(1450)~ 7", etc.]. The nominal fit
is performed with the average line shape determined
above, fixing all of the additional amplitudes to zero.
When floating the additional amplitudes for the other
resonances, we obtain results consistent with zero for all
of the additional amplitudes but with large uncertainties
compared to the errors for the average line-shape parame-
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FIG. 6 (color online).

R

_(GeV/c?)

120
100
80
60
40
20

Events / 0.05GeV/c?

Mass distributions and fitted line shapes in p* 7~ (left panel), p~ 7" (middle panel), and p°#° (right panel)

enhanced regions. The histograms are cumulative. Solid, dot-dashed, dotted, and dashed hatched histograms correspond to correctly
reconstructed signal, SCF, BB, and continuum PDFs, respectively. Note that there are feed-downs from other quasi-two-body
components than those of interest, especially in the high mass regions. For example, the high mass region (m, = 1.0 GeV/c?) of the
p°7° enhanced region (right panel) includes large contributions from p= 7.
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ters above. The fit result with the additional line-shape
parameters is used in the systematic error study; the un-
certainties in these additional line-shape parameters are
also taken into account.

IV. TIME-DEPENDENT DALITZ PLOT ANALYSIS

To determine the 26 Dalitz plot parameters, we define
the following event-by-event PDF:

P()—E) = fsigTsig()—E) + fBETBE()—C)) + quipqq(i): (31)

where Pg,, Pz, and P,; are PDF’s for signal, BB back-
ground, and continuum background, respectively, and f g,
f 5> and f 7 are the corresponding fractions that satisfy

fsig+f3§+fq§:1- (32)

The vector X, the arguments of the PDF’s, corresponds to a
set of event-by-event variables:

X = (AE, My, m', 0'; At, G 15 Do) (33)

A detailed description of the PDF can be found in
Appendix A.

With the PDF defined above, we form the likelihood
function

L =]1pPG, (34)

where i is an index over events. We maximize L to
determine the 26 Dalitz plot parameters using the like-
lihood function with the signal fraction and the line-shape
parameters obtained in Secs. II and III, respectively.

V. FIT RESULT

An unbinned maximum likelihood fit to the 2824 events
in the signal region yields the result listed in Table I. The
correlation matrix for the 26 parameters, after combining
statistical and systematic errors, is shown in Appendix B.
Figure 8 shows the projections of the square Dalitz plot in
data with the fit result superimposed. We also show the
mass and helicity distribution for each p 7r enhanced region
along with projections of the fit (Fig. 9). We find that U is
4.80 above zero, corresponding to clear evidence for the
presence of the decay B® — p°7 in agreement with our
previous measurement [29] (see Sec. VIII). Figure 10
shows the At distributions and background-subtracted
asymmetries. We define the asymmetry in each A7 bin by
(N, —N_)/(N, + N_), where N, corresponds to the
background-subtracted number of events with g, =
+1(—1). The p~ 7" enhanced region shows a significant
cosinelike asymmetry, arising from a nonzero value of UZ.
Note that this is not a CP-violating effect, since p~ 7" is
not a CP eigenstate. No sinelike asymmetry is observed in
any of the p* 7=, p~ 7", or p®#° enhanced regions.
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TABLE I. Results of the time-dependent Dalitz fit.

Fit result
Ut +1 (fixed)
Ut +1.27 = 0.13(stat) * 0.09(syst)
Ug +0.29 + 0.05(stat) == 0.04(syst)
URe +0.49 + 0.86(stat) + 0.52(syst)
Uiye +0.29 * 0.50(stat) = 0.35(syst)
Utge +0.25 = 0.60(stat) = 0.33(syst)
yhm +1.18 + 0.86(stat) =+ 0.34(syst)
utm —0.57 * 0.35(stat) = 0.51(syst)
uiym —1.34 + 0.60(stat) = 0.47(syst)
n +0.23 = 0.15(stat) * 0.07(syst)
UZ —0.62 = 0.16(stat) = 0.08(syst)
Uy +0.15 = 0.11(stat) = 0.08(syst)
U, Re —1.18 = 1.61(stat) = 0.72(syst)
U ie —2.37 = 1.36(stat) = 0.60(syst)

U=y —0.53 + 1.44(stat) * 0.65(syst)

v —2.32 * 1.74(stat) = 0.91(syst)
Uuigm —0.41 = 1.00(stat) * 0.47(syst)
u-," —0.02 = 1.31(stat) = 0.83(syst)
I, —0.01 = 0.11(stat) = 0.04(syst)
I_ +0.09 = 0.10(stat) * 0.04(syst)
Iy +0.02 = 0.09(stat) * 0.05(syst)
IRe +1.21 * 2.59(stat) = 0.98(syst)
R +1.15 = 2.26(stat) * 0.92(syst)
R —0.92 + 1.34(stat) * 0.80(syst)
m —1.93 + 2.39(stat) = 0.89(syst)
m —0.40 = 1.86(stat) = 0.85(syst)
m —2.03 = 1.62(stat) + 0.81(syst)

As a check of our fit, we perform the time-dependent
Dalitz plot fit with the B? lifetime floated as a free parame-
ter. We obtain 1.41 * 0.07 ps for the lifetime, where the
error is statistical only, while the changes of the other
parameters are very small compared to their statistical
errors. The lifetime we obtain is consistent with world
average [28] and thus validates our understanding of the
PDF’s and the background fraction.

E g (a) — signal E (b)

o O SCF oy 2001

e B8 S 1sof
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02 04 06 08 1
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FIG. 8 (color online). Distributions of €' (a) and m’ (b) with fit
results. The histograms are cumulative. Solid, dot-dashed, dot-
ted, and dashed hatched histograms correspond to correctly
reconstructed signal, SCF, BB, and continuum PDFs, respec-
tively.
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Mass (upper panels) and helicity (lower panels) distribution of p* 7~ (left panels), p~ 7" (middle panels), and

p%m0 (right panels) enhanced regions. The histograms are cumulative. Solid, dot-dashed, dotted, and dashed hatched histograms
correspond to correctly reconstructed signal, SCF, BB, and continuum PDFs, respectively.

Treatment of statistical errors

With a toy MC study, we check the pull distributions,
where the pull is defined as the residual divided by the
MINOS error. Here, the MINOS error, which corresponds
to the deviation from the best fit parameter when

100
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At (ps)

FIG. 10 (color online).
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—21In(L/ L,,,) increases by 1, is an estimate of the sta-

Proper time distributions of good-tag (r > 0.5) regions for fi,,

Events/ps

Events/ps

BG subtracted asym.

F T

tistical error. Although the pull is expected to follow a
Gaussian distribution with unit width, we find that the
width of the pull distribution tends to be significantly larger
than 1 for the interfering parameters due to small statistics.

Tt T LRt T
——
| | | P P | |
5: ——

2 I 1
8 6 4 2 0 2 4 6 8
At (ps)

= B’ (upper plots) and f,, = B° (middle

upper plots), in p* 7~ (left plots), p~ 7+ (middle plots), p®7° (right plots) enhanced regions, where solid (red), dotted, and dashed
curves correspond to signal, continuum, and BB PDFs. The middle lower and lower plots show the background-subtracted
asymmetries in the good-tag (r > 0.5) and poor-tag (r < 0.5) regions, respectively. The significant asymmetry in the p~ 7" enhanced
region (middle plots) corresponds to a nonzero value of UZ.
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We verify with MC simulation that with high statistics the
widths of the pull distributions are unity. To restore the pull
width to unity, we multiply the MINOS errors of the
interfering parameters by a factor of 1.17, which is the
average pull width for the interfering parameters obtained
above, and quote the results as the statistical errors. For the
noninterfering terms, we quote the MINOS errors without
any correction factor.

VI. SYSTEMATIC UNCERTAINTIES

Tables II, II1, and IV list the systematic errors for the 26
time-dependent Dalitz plot parameters. The total system-
atic error is obtained by adding each source of systematic
uncertainty in quadrature.

TABLE II.

PHYSICAL REVIEW D 77, 072001 (2008)
A. Radial excitations (p’ and p')

The largest contribution for the interfering parameters
tends to come from radial excitations. The systematic error
related to the radial excitations [p(1450) and p(1700), or
p' and p"]l can be categorized into three classes:
(i) uncertainties from the line-shape variation, i.e., the
line-shape difference between each decay amplitude,
(i) uncertainties in external parameters, m,(14s0)> 1 p(1450)»
mp1700)> I p1700)» and (iii) uncertainties in the common
line-shape parameters 8 and vy used for the nominal fit.

In our nominal fit, we assume all six decay amplitudes
have the same contribution from p(1450) and p(1700); i.e.,
we assume Eq. (16). This assumption, however, is not well
grounded. In general, the contributions from p(1450) and

Table of systematic errors (1). The notation “<<0.01”” means that the value is small

and less than 0.01, and thus not visible for the number of significant digits shown here. We
calculate the total systematic error including these small contributions.

ut  ug upRe vl urfe ub™ o uim oufm
p’ and p" 0.01 0.01 0.31 0.19 0.19 0.21 0.39 0.30
SCF 0.01 0.02 0.31 0.09 0.11 0.11 0.12 0.11
Signal Dalitz 0.06 0.01 0.15 0.20 0.18 0.13 0.10 0.10
Background Dalitz 0.02 0.01 0.17 0.11 0.11 0.14 0.10 0.19
Other 7o 0.04 0.02 0.06 0.08 0.07 0.10 0.09 0.07
Background fraction 0.02 0.01 0.08 0.04 0.07 0.06 0.03 0.11
Physics 0.02 <0.01 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.01
Background At <0.01 <0.01 0.03 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.01
Vertexing 0.03 0.01 0.03 0.05 0.02 0.09 0.05 0.07
Resolution <0.01 <0.01 0.03 0.05 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.03
Flavor tagging <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <001 <001 <001 <o0.01 0.01
Fit bias 0.02 0.02 0.10 0.11 0.07 0.06 0.24 0.22
TSI <0.01 <0.01 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.01 <0.01
Total 0.09 0.04 0.52 0.35 0.33 0.34 0.51 0.47
TABLE III. Table of systematic errors (2). The notation “<<0.01” means that the value is small

and less than 0.01, and thus not visible for the number of significant digits shown here. We
calculate the total systematic error including these small contributions.

Uy,  U- Uy, U Ut ufe ui™ up™ oot
p' and p” 001 002 004 053 029 042 070 031 059
SCF 002 002 002 009 017 017 013 0.09 0.18
Signal Dalitz 001 002 001 027 020 014 030 0.15 0.19
Background Dalitz 004 003 002 028 032 022 030 020 030
Other 7w 003 003 002 007 008 012 013 0.08 0.08
Background fraction 002 004 001 018 017 014 022 013 0.11
Physics 001 001 <001 003 003 003 004 0.01 0.04
Background At <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 002 003 002 0.03 002 003
Vertexing 0.02 0.01 0.05 0.18 020 017 008 007 0.11
Resolution 001 001 <001 010 014 028 007 011 026
Flavor tagging 001 001 <001 003 003 003 005 0.03 0.02
Fit bias <0.01 002 <0.01 003 009 0.02 027 008 026
TSI 003 003 001 006 003 001 005 0.04 0.02
Total 007 008 008 072 060 065 091 047 083
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TABLE IV. Table of systematic errors (3). The notation ““<<0.01”’ means that the value is small
and less than 0.01, and thus not visible for the number of significant digits shown here. We
calculate the total systematic error including these small contributions.

1 I_ e R R M
p' and p” 0.02 0.02 0.03 082 064 055 046 056 048
SCF 0.01 0.01 0.01 018 027 010 038 0.17 0.14
Signal Dalitz 0.01 0.01 0.01 028 022 014 027 021 030
Background Dalitz 0.01 0.01 001 029 035 026 028 026 034
Other 7o 0.02 0.03 001 013 010 010 0.10 0.13 0.14
Background fraction 0.01 0.01 001 013 024 019 016 0.15 025
Physics 0.01 0.01 <0.01 004 005 003 004 003 0.05
Background At <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 005 0.04 003 005 004 0.09
Vertexing 0.02 0.01 0.03 011 024 009 031 036 0.16
Resolution 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.19 022 015 028 020 023
Flavor tagging <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 004 007 004 004 007 003
Fit bias <0.01 001 <0.01 011 010 041 025 0.13 0.18
TSI <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 009 004 006 005 018 0.05
Total 0.04 0.04 0.05 098 092 080 0.89 0.85 081

p(1700) can be different for each of the decay amplitudes,
and thus the systematic uncertainty from this assumption
must be addressed. Without the assumption about the
higher resonances, Eq. (16) becomes

)

)
e =T{Fz(s,), (35)
where

©) “)
F7(s) = BW,470)(s) + (B + AB,)BW ,(1450)(5)
+ (y + A(’;’)K)Bwp(noo)(s)- (36)

The variation of the contributions from radial excitations is

©) _
described by nonzero A, and A(y),(, which are 12 com-
plex variables. We generate various toy MC-simulated
samples, where the inputs A% and A are fixed but the

=) _
values of AB, and A()/)K are varied randomly within the

constraints on A(,é,{ and A(S)K; these constraints are ob-
tained from the results in Sec. III, which are combined with
the isospin relation [7,8] to improve the constraints. The
statistics for each pseudoexperiment are set to be large
enough so that the statistical uncertainty is negligible.
We assign the changes in the fit results as well as the MC

biases due to the changes in A(,ék and A(i),( as systematic
erTors.

For the masses and widths of the p(1450) and p(1700),
we use the values from the PDG [28]. To estimate the
systematic error originating from uncertainties in their
parameters, we generate toy MC-simulated samples vary-
ing the input masses and widths. We fit them using pa-
rametrizations with the masses and widths of the nominal
fit. Here, we vary the masses by twice the PDG error [ =
50 MeV/c? for the p(1450) and +40 MeV/c? for the

p(1700)] since the variations between independent experi-
ments are much larger than the 10 PDG errors, while we
vary the widths by the £10 PDG errors. We quote the
mean shift of the toy MC-simulation ensemble as the
systematic error. We also take into account the systematic
errors from the uncertainties in 8 and y for the nominal fit
[Eq. (30)] in the same way.

B. SCF

Systematic errors due to SCF are dominated by the
uncertainty in the difference between data and MC simu-
lation; these errors are determined from B — D™ p control
samples that contain a single 77¥ in the final state. We vary
the amount of SCF by its 1o error, which is =100% for the
CR SCF and "% % for the NR SCF in DS-I (DS-ID),
where DS-I and DS-II denote the subsets of data taken with
the different detector configurations defined in Sec. T A.
Here, NR represents the neutral-pion-replaced SCF and CR
represents the charged-pion-replaced SCF. We quote the
differences from the nominal fit as the systematic error.
The event fraction for each r region (for CR and NR), the
wrong-tag fractions (for CR), and lifetime used in the At
PDF (for CR), which are obtained from MC simulation, are
also varied, and the differences in the fit results are as-
signed as a systematic error.

C. Signal Dalitz PDF

Systematic errors due to the Dalitz PDF for signal are
mainly from the Dalitz-plot-dependent efficiency. We take
account of MC simulation statistics in the efficiency and
uncertainty in the 7° momentum-dependent efficiency
correction, €'(p o), obtained from the control samples of
the decay modes B'— p D™+, B'— 7 D®W* B~ —
p DY, and B~ — 7~ D", The Dalitz plot efficiency
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obtained from MC simulation is found to have a small
charge asymmetry ( ~ 3% at most). We use this asymmet-
ric efficiency for our nominal fit. To estimate the system-
atic error from the asymmetry, we fit the data using a
symmetric efficiency and conservatively quote twice the
difference between symmetric and asymmetric efficiencies
as the systematic error. The Dalitz plot efficiency is
r-region dependent and obtained as a product with the
event fraction in the corresponding region, }’éig .

€'(m', '), using MC simulation. The difference in the
fraction for data and MC simulation is estimated to be
~10% using the B — D*~ 7t control sample. The frac-
tions are varied by *£10% to estimate the systematic error.

D. Background Dalitz PDF

The Dalitz plot for continuum background has an un-
certainty due to the limited statistics of the sideband
events, which we use to model the PDF. We estimate the
uncertainty by performing a toy MC study of sideband
events. With each MC pseudoexperiment, we model the
PDF in the same way as we do for real data. Using the PDF,
we fit the data in the signal region and quote the variation
of fit results as the systematic error. The flavor-asymmetry
parameters for the continuum background, which are fitted
from sideband events, are varied by their uncertainties.
Systematic uncertainty from the statistics of the BB MC
simulation, which is used to model the BB Dalitz plot PDF,
is also taken into account.

E. B — 7" 7~ 7" processes other than B — (pm)°

The primary contribution to the systematic errors of the
noninterfering parameters tends to come from the B —
mtar~ ° decay processes that are not B* — (pm)°. We
take account of the contributions from B® — f,(980)7°,
B® — £,(600)7°, B — w#° and nonresonant B’ —
a7~ 7Y, Upper limits on their contributions are deter-
mined from data, except for B® — w7, for which we use
world averages for B(B’ — wx’) [30] and B(w —
" 77) [28]. For the mass and width parameters of the
fo(600) resonance, we use recent measurements by BES
[31], CLEO [32], and E791 [33] and take the largest
variation. We find no significant signals for any of the
above decay modes. Using the 1o upper limits as input,
we generate toy MC simulation for each mode with the
interference between the B — (p#)°? and the other B —
7+ 7~ 7 mode taken into account. We obtain the system-
atic error by fitting the toy MC simulation assuming B —
(pm)? only in the PDF. Within the physically allowed
regions, we vary the CP violation parameters of the other
B — 7" 7~ 7% modes and the relative phase difference
between B’ — (p7)°? and the other B’ — 77 7
modes, and use the largest deviation as the systematic error
for each decay mode.

PHYSICAL REVIEW D 77, 072001 (2008)

In the above procedure, we use relativistic Breit-Wigner
functions for the f,(980) and f,(600). To validate the
estimated systematic uncertainties, we investigate possible
model dependence as follows. For the f(980), we perform
the same procedure using a coupled-channel Breit-Wigner
function [34], which takes account of the opening of the
KK decay channel, instead of a simple relativistic Breit-
Wigner function. We observe no systematic increase in the
uncertainties. By changing the model for the f;(980), the
total systematic error for the “7* 7~ 7" other than p7r”
category increases by at most 10% in the noninterfering
parameters, which are the only parameters in which the
systematic error contribution from this category is signifi-
cant. Thus, we conclude that the model dependence of the
f0(980) resonance parametrization is negligibly small. For
the f,(600), the situation is more complicated because
there are not only possible variations of the resonance
mass spectrum but also uncertainties in the low mass
7~ 7" S-wave component; this contribution may not be
modeled by a simple scalar resonance such as the f,(600),
but by a more sophisticated description known as the K
matrix [35,36]. To address this issue in a model-
independent and conservative way, we perform the system-
atic error study assuming a hypothetical scalar resonance
that has exactly the same mass spectrum as the p°(770).
Since this resonance, as a 7 7~ S-wave contribution, is
maximally similar to the p°#° signal, this procedure will
lead to systematic uncertainties larger than, or at least
comparable to, any other model of the at@7™ S-wave
contribution. We find that including the hypothetical reso-
nance leads to no significant increase of the systematic
uncertainties compared to those we assigned to the f,(600)
in our nominal systematic errors. The increase compared to
the case of the f(600) is at most 30% in the noninterfering
parameters, which corresponds to only a 10% increase of
the total systematic error for the “z* 7~ 7% other than
pm”’ category. This follows because the discrimination
power of the p°7° signal from these low-mass 7" 7~
S-wave contributions, in general, primarily comes from
the helicity distribution; the result is not sensitive to the
details of the models of the low mass 7" 77~ distributions.
Thus, the systematic uncertainties that we have assigned
for a possible contribution from B® — £,(600)7° are rea-
sonable estimates of the systematic uncertainties from
possible B® — (low mass 7% 7~ S-wave) 7° contributions
in general.

F. Background fraction

Systematic errors due to the event-by-event AE-M,,
background fractions are studied by varying the PDF shape
parameters; the fraction of continuum background; and a
correction factor to the signal PDF shape, which takes
account of the difference between data and MC simulation,
by *+10. We also vary the fractions of the BB background,
which are estimated with MC simulation, by =50% (=
20%) for b — ¢ (b — u) processes.
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G. Physics parameters

We use world averages [28,30] for the following physics
parameters: 7z and Am, (used for signal and BB back-
ground A7), the CKM angles ¢, and ¢, (used in BB
background), and the branching fractions of b — u decay
modes (used in BB background). The systematic error is
assigned by varying these parameters by * 1¢. The charge
asymmetry of B® — a;" 7™, for which we use zero in the
nominal fit, is varied over the physically allowed region,
ie., *1.

H. Background At PDF

Systematic errors from uncertainties in the background
At shapes for both continuum and BB backgrounds are
estimated by varying each parameter by *1o.

I. Vertex reconstruction

To determine the systematic error that arises from un-
certainties in the vertex reconstruction, the track and vertex
selection criteria are varied to search for possible system-
atic biases. In addition to the tracks, the IP constraint is also
used in the vertex reconstruction with the smearing due to
B-flight distance taken into account. The systematic error
due to the IP constraint is estimated by varying the smear-
ing by £10 pum.

J. Resolution function for the A¢ PDF

Systematic errors due to uncertainties in the resolution
function are estimated by varying each resolution parame-
ter obtained from data (MC simulation) by =10 ( = 20).
Systematic errors due to uncertainties in the wrong-tag
fractions are also studied by varying the wrong-tag fraction
individually for each r region.

K. Fit bias

We observed fit biases due to small statistics for some of
the fitted parameters. Since these biases are much smaller
than the statistical errors, we do not correct for them but
rather take them into account in the systematic errors. For
each parameter, we estimate the size of the fit bias from a
toy MC study and quote the bias in the systematic errors.
We also confirm that the bias is consistent between toy MC
and full detector MC simulation.

L. Tag-side interference

Finally, we investigate the effects of tag-side interfer-
ence (TSI), which is the interference between CKM-
favored and CKM-suppressed B — D transitions in the
fiag final state [37]. A small correction to the PDF for the
signal distribution arises from the interference. We esti-
mate the size of the correction using a B — D* (v
control sample. We then generate MC pseudoexperiments
and make an ensemble test to obtain the systematic biases.
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VII. QUASI-TWO-BODY PARAMETERS

One can deduce quasi-two-body CP-violation parame-
ters from the fit result of the time-dependent Dalitz plot
analysis. In this section, we obtain the quasi-two-body
CP-violation parameters from the results for the U and 7
parameters determined in the previous section.

The time-dependent partial width for the quasi-two-
body decay process of B — p~ 7™ is given by [38]

dr

Y x(l+ AS Py~ 1A/

X [1 = guue(C = AC) cos(Am, A1)
+ Gue(S = AS) sin(Am,Ar)], (37)

where the upper (lower) sign is taken for B — p* 7~
(p~7t). The parameters J’Zlgﬁ, C, AC, S, and AS charac-
terize CP-violating and charge-asymmetric properties of
B? — p*ar*; ASL is a time- and flavor-integrated charge
asymmetry, C is a flavor-dependent direct CP-violation
parameter, S is a mixing-induced CP-violation parameter,
and AC and AS are CP-conserving parameters (i.e., non-
zero AC or AS does not imply CP violation). They are
related to the parameters obtained in the time-dependent
Dalitz plot analysis as

Ut -ut
=
A vt +ut’
ct+C Ct—C
C=——1— AC= ———,
2 2
St+ S8~ St -8~
S=——, AS=——, 38
> > (38)
where
U> U- 21 21
+_ Y+ - _Y- + 2t - =
= ST S Tu S TuE
(39)
We obtain
A f,,’; = —0.12 £ 0.05 = 0.04, (40)
C = —-0.13 £0.09 = 0.05, 41)
AC = +0.36 =0.10 = 0.05, (42)
S = +0.06 = 0.13 = 0.05, (43)
AS = —0.08 = 0.13 * 0.05, (44)

where first and second errors are statistical and systematic,
respectively. The correlation matrix is shown in Table V.

The angle ¢S, which equals ¢, in the no-penguin limit,
can be defined as [39]

etf = 1(¢eff + ¢eff (45)

with
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TABLE V. Correlation matrix of the quasi-two-body parame-
ters, with statistical and systematic errors combined.

ACE c AC S AS
ACP | +1.00
C —=0.17 +1.00
AC +0.09 +0.16 +1.00
S +0.01 —0.02 —0.00 +1.00
AS —0.00 —0.01 —-0.02 +0.29 +1.00
A . S+ AS
2(;53“" 6= arcsm(—), (46)
J1—(C * AC)?

and

5 = arg(AT*A™). (47)
Our measurement gives
off = (88.0 £3.9 = 1.7)°, (48)

where ¢S ~ 90° would give values of S and AS consis-
tent with zero. There also exists a mirror solution ¢St =
(2.0 £3.9+ 1.7)° due to the twofold ambiguity in the
arcsine. In addition, other solutions, ¢St ~45° and
135°, are also allowed, in principle. The additional solu-
tions correspond to cases where 25T + § and 25T —
5 differ by ~180°; they can be excluded by including a
weak theoretical assumption [flavor SU(3) or QCD facto-
rization implies a much smaller value] [39]. The measured

sff can be used to constrain ¢, in a model-dependent way,
using a theoretical assumption that puts a limit on the
difference ¢, — ¢S [39,40].

The direct CP-violation parameters for the process
B’ — p*a*, At  and A, are defined as

A = IFB°—p 7)) —T(B = pt7)

CT@B - p )+ T(B"— pta7) “49)

and

o _TB = pta ) -TB —p~7")
T TB = pta )+ T (B> p ")

(50)

One can transform the parameters ﬂlgf;, C, and AC into the
direct CP violation parameters as

_AST+C+ ASTAC

- = 1
Aor 1+Aactace O
ACP —Cc— ACPAC
A =" pm 52
" T T1—AC— ACIC (52)
We obtain
A GT = +021 +0.08 = 0.04, (53)
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FIG. 11. Contour plot of the confidence level for the direct CP

violation parameters A~ vs A L.

A 5 =+0.08*0.16 = 0.11, (54)

with a correlation coefficient of +0.47. Our result differs
from the case of no direct CP asymmetry (A ;- = 0 and

»» = 0) by 2.3 standard deviations (Fig. 11).

We also measure the CP violating parameters of the
quasi-two-body B? — p°7° decay process. The time-
dependent partial width for the process is given as

a ., e 18/ + Grag A po 0 cos(AmyAt)
dAt
+ QtagSpho“ Sin(AmdAt)], (55)

where A 00 and S 0,0 are the parameters to be measured.

They are calculated from the parameters fitted in the time-
dependent Dalitz plot analysis as

Uy 21,
lepo,n.o = _m, P00 = Uia' (56)
We obtain
A PO = —0.49 = 0.36 += 0.28, 57
Spoﬂo = +0.17 £ 0.57 £ 0.35, (58)

with a correlation coefficient of —0.08. We observe a very
small  correlation between the  quasi-two-body
CP-violation parameters of the processes B® — p* 7+
and B® — p°7°, whose absolute values are less than about
0.02. Our measurement of A .0 is consistent with the
previous measurement from Belle [29].

VIII. BRANCHING FRACTION MEASUREMENTS

The number of B® — 7+ 7~ ¥ events, N,;,, obtained in

Sec. II is

ig»

Ngg = 971 £ 42. (59)
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The branching fraction for B — (pm)° — 7t 7~ 7°

cluding radial excitations is given as

DeItVSi\feto /KID ’ (60)
Nyze©e"e

in-

B(B" — pmil) =

Det Veto

where €”¢' and € are the average detection efficiency
and the efficiency corresponding to the Dalitz veto (i.e., the
upper and lower bounds on s, s_, and s,), respectively;
€/%ID ig the efficiency correction factor to take account of
the KID difference between data and MC simulation; and
Nz is the number of BB pairs produced, where we assume
equal numbers of B’BY and B* B~ pairs. The branching
fraction for the decay to a ground state p*(770)7 is given
as

B(B® — p“(770)77) = fp:”fp"(770)B(BO — pml)
([x, o] =[=, *1[0,0]), (61)

where f pr and f,«70) are the fractions of B’ — Py’
among all B — p7 — 777~ 7" and that of B®—
p*(770)7” among B® — p“ 77, respectively. Here, p¥,
symbolically represents the total contribution from
p*(770), p*(1450), and p*(1700). The fraction fpx, is

calculated from the parameters U;} and U oRellm) (o =
+, —, 0) in Table I, while the coefficients representing
contributions from radial excitations (8, y) in Eq. (30)
determine f ,«(770). More details of the formalism can be
found in Appendix C. The values for these coefficients are
shown in Table VI. Note that f ,«(70) is close to 1 and 1 —
fp(770)| is much smaller than the error in our result. This
means that it is reasonable to compare the central values of
our result with the preceding branching fraction measure-
ments that do not separate the contribution from radial
excitations. However, the errors are not directly
comparable.
From (59) and the coefficients in Table VI, we obtain

BB — pml) = (258 +1.2+3.6) X 1075, (62)
and
B (B — p*(170)7™)
B(B® — p°(770)7") =

(22.6 = 1.1 + 4.4) X 1079,
(3.0=0.5+0.7) X 107°.

(63)
TABLE VI. Summary of the coefficients used in the branching
fraction measurement.
€ePet 0.10
evew 0.84
€/XID 0.96
foz, 0.89
o0 0.12
fp=70) 0.99
I o0770) 0.99
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TABLE VII. Summary table of the systematic errors for the
branching fraction measurements. A common factor of X107° is
omitted for simplicity.

pll p=(7T70) 7™ p%(770)7°
p' and p” +2.8 *3.9 *0.5
Physics parameters *0.1 *0.1 *0.0
Fit *1.7 *1.5 *0.2
Detection efficiency *1.4 *1.3 *0.2
TDPA systematic *0.2 *0.4 *0.4
Number of BB +0.3 +0.3 +0.0
Total *3.6 *4.4 *0.7

Here, the first and second errors correspond to the statisti-
cal and systematic errors, respectively, where statistical
errors include the contributions from the statistical errors
on the number of events (Ng,) and uncertainties in the

Dalitz parameters (U, and U ,J:[,Re(lm)). The correlation
coefficient for the statistical errors between B(B? —
p=(770)7%) and B(B° — p°(770)7°) is —0.09. The
branching fractions obtained are consistent with our pre-
vious measurements [29,41].

A. Systematic uncertainties

Table VII summarizes the systematic errors for the
branching fraction measurement. We discuss each item in
the table in the following.

1. Radial excitations (p' and p")

As in the time-dependent analysis, the systematic un-
certainties related to the radial excitations come from
(i) uncertainties due to line-shape variation,
(ii) uncertainties in masses and widths of the p(770) and
its radial excitations, and (iii) the common line-shape
parameters. Their impacts are estimated in the same man-
ner as done for the time-dependent analysis. The impact
from possible line-shape variation, which is constrained by
our data, is estimated by a MC study. We adopt the same
uncertainties for the masses and widths of the p(770) and
radial excitations as in the time-dependent analysis and
estimate their impact on the branching fractions. The errors
due to common line-shape parameters (3, y) are also taken
into account.

The uncertainty for this category is sizable since the
p(770) and radial excitations are separated in the branch-
ing fraction analysis. This is an essential difference from
the time-dependent analysis, where we do not separate the
p(770) and the radial excitations.

2. Physics parameters

This category includes the systematic error from the
uncertainties in the branching fractions of the BB back-
ground components as well as those due to the possible
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TABLE VIII. Summary of the systematic uncertainties related
to the detection efficiency.

70 detection 4.7%
Kaon identification 0.4%
Continuum suppression 2.3%
Vertex reconstruction 1.8%
Dalitz efficiency 0.8%

contribution from the B® — 7% 77~ 7° processes other than
B’ — (pm)°.

3. Fit

This category includes the uncertainties related to the
extended unbinned maximum likelihood fit, except for the
items included in the above two categories. It consists of
the uncertainties from the modeling of PDF used in the fit,
where the possible uncertainty in the SCF component has a
sizable impact; the fraction of the BB background compo-
nent, which is fixed in the nominal fit; and the fit bias.

4. Detection efficiency

The largest components of the detection efficiency sys-
tematic uncertainty are the differences between data and
MC simulation. We consider differences in 77° detection
efficiency with 7 momentum dependence, the KID effi-
ciency correction (€’%P), the continuum event suppression
cut, and the vertex reconstruction efficiency. All are esti-
mated from control sample studies. Small uncertainty due
to the limited statistics of MC simulation used in calcu-
lation of the efficiency is also taken into account.
Table VIII shows the breakdown of the systematic uncer-
tainty contributions from the above items.

5. Time-dependent Dalitz plot analysis (TDPA) systematic
errors

The systematic errors in the Dalitz plot parameters
obtained in the TDPA listed in Table I propagate to the
branching fractions.

6. Number of BB pairs

The number of accumulated BB pairs and its uncertainty
are Nyp = (449.3 £5.7) X 10°, assuming an equal pro-
duction rate for charged and neutral BB pairs from the
Y (4S). The uncertainty in the number of BB pairs prop-
agates to the branching fraction and is taken into account as
a systematic error.

IX. CONSTRAINT ON THE CKM ANGLE ¢,

We constrain the CKM angle ¢, from our analysis
following the procedure described in Ref. [6]. With three
B? — (pm)? decay modes, we have nine free parameters
including ¢,:

PHYSICAL REVIEW D 77, 072001 (2008)

9 = (6 complex amplitudes = 12d.0.f.) + ¢,
— (1 global phase) — (1 global normalization)
— (1isospin relation = 2 d.o.f.), (64)

where we make use of an isospin relation that relates
neutral B decay processes only [7,8]. Parametrizing the
six complex amplitudes with nine free parameters, we form
a x? function using the 26 measurements from our time-
dependent Dalitz plot analysis as constraints. We first
optimize all the nine parameters to obtain a minimum
X% X%..; we then scan ¢, from 0° to 180° optimizing
the other eight parameters, whose resultant minima are
defined as x?(¢,); the difference A x?(¢,) is defined as
Ax*(¢s) = x*(¢p2) — x2,. Performing a toy MC study
following the procedure described in Ref. [42], we obtain
the 1 — C.L. plot in Fig. 12 (dotted line) from the A y?(¢,)
[43].

In addition to the 26 observables obtained from our
time-dependent Dalitz plot analysis, we use the branching
fraction B(BY — p7) obtained in Sec. VIII and the
following world average branching fractions and asymme-
tries: BBt —ptaY), AB"—p'7®), BB —
p’m™), and A(B* — p’xrt) [30], which are not corre-
lated with our 26 observables. With the 31 measurements
above, we perform a full combined Dalitz and isospin
(pentagon) analysis. Having five related decay modes, we
have 12 free parameters including ¢,:

12 = (10 complex amplitudes = 20d.o.f.) + ¢,
— (1 global phase) — (4 isospin relations = 8 d.o.f.).
(65)
The detail of the x> construction can be found in
Appendix D. The x2. obtained is 10.2, which is reason-
able for 31(measurements) — 12(free parameters) =

19 degrees of freedom. Following the same procedure as
above, we obtain the 1 — C.L. plot in Fig. 12 (solid line).

U C.L..:68.3%<

1 1 1 1 1
0 30 60 90 120 150 180
0, (degrees)

FIG. 12 (color online). 1 — C.L. vs ¢,. Dotted and solid
curves correspond to the result from the time-dependent Dalitz
plot analysis only and that from the Dalitz and an isospin
(pentagon) combined analysis, respectively.
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We obtain 68° < ¢, < 95° as the 68.3% confidence inter-
val consistent with the SM expectation. Several SM-
disfavored regions (0° < ¢p, <5°, 25° < ¢p, < 32°, and
108° < ¢, < 180°) are also allowed.

X. CONCLUSION

Using 414 fb~! of data we have performed a time-
dependent Dalitz plot analysis of the B — 7+ 7~ 7¥ de-
cay mode. Combining our analysis and information from
charged B decay modes, a full Dalitz plot and isospin
analysis is performed to obtain a constraint on ¢, in a
model-independent way. We obtain 68° < ¢, << 95° at the
68.3% confidence interval for the solution consistent with
the SM expectation. However, a large CKM-disfavored
region also remains. In principle, with more data we may
be able to remove all the additional ¢, solutions. From the
result of the Dalitz plot analysis, we also obtain the branch-
ing fractions for the decays B® — p=(770)7~ and B® —
p°(770)7°. These are the first branching fraction measure-
ments of these processes with the lowest resonance p(770)
explicitly separated from the radial excitations.
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APPENDIX A: PDFS FOR TIME-DEPENDENT
DALITZ PLOT ANALYSIS

In this section, we describe the details of the PDF for
each component that appears in Eq. (31).

PHYSICAL REVIEW D 77, 072001 (2008)

1. Signal PDF

The PDF for signal events consists of a PDF for the
correctly reconstructed events P, and PDFs for SCF
events P; (i = NR, CR):

Poc®+ S P
e i=NR,CR '

where NR and CR represent the 7° (neutral) replaced and
7~ (charged) replaced SCF’s, respectively, and /N are the
integrals of the PDF’s.

a. PDF for correctly reconstructed events

In terms of the event fractions for the /th flavor-tagging
region (Fl), the Dalitz-plot-dependent efficiency (€’),
the 77° momentum-dependent efficiency correction taking
account of the difference between data and MC simulation
(¢'), wrong-tag fractions (w;), and the differences in
wrong-tag fractions between B? and B° (Aw,), the PDF
for correctly reconstructed events is given by

‘Ptrue(f) = f{rue : Ttruc(AE’ Mbc;pwo)
* €que(m’, 01, 1)€'(p o) - | detJ(m!, 6')]

* Piue(m’, 0'; AL, g ), (A2)

where the Dalitz-At PDF Py, (m’, 0'; At, qioe; 1) corre-
sponds to the right-hand side of Eq. (11) and is
:Ptrue(m/’ 0/; At} Qtag; l)
o 18/ _
= 0w dw 4P+ )
TpRo

~ Qg1 = 2w))(1A3,* — |43,1%) cos(Am A1)

T gl 2w,)21m<%K3WA§7T> sin(AmdAt)}. (A3)

For the At PDF, the above equation is convolved with the
resolution function [23]. The terms |A;,|> = |A5,|*> and
Im(%Z%A;T) are expanded as in Egs. (20) and (21). The
AE-My_ PDF is normalized such that

f [ AAEdMy, P AE, My p) =1 (Y p,a),
signal region

(A4)

since we define the Dalitz plot efficiency for events inside
the signal region. Since the PDF’s in the At-gy,, direction
are also normalized to be unity, the integral inside the
signal region, N ., is

N e = D Nles (AS)
l

where
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Nie.= Z f dAt ff dAEdM,,, ff dm’'d@' P (%)
signal region SDP,Veto

Gtag

= Flue [[S A0 el D€ (p )| et (A P+ [, ),
. Veto

and the correlation between p_o and m' is properly taken
into account in the integration on the last line. The notation
[ sppveto dm'd6’ means integration over the square Dalitz
plot with the vetoed region in the Dalitz plot taken into
account.

The #° momentum-dependent AE-M,. PDF,
Piue(AE, My.; p o), is modeled using MC-simulated
events in a binned histogram interpolated in the p_o direc-
tion, to which a small correction obtained with B° —
p~D™* is applied to account for the difference between
data and MC simulation.

The Dalitz plot distribution is smeared and distorted by
detection efficiencies and detector resolutions. We obtain
the signal Dalitz plot efficiency from MC simulation to
take the former into account. We introduce a dependence
of the efficiency on the r region, €., since a significant
dependence is observed in MC simulation. Small correc-
tions, €'(p,0), are also applied to the MC-determined
efficiency to account for differences between data and
MC simulation. We use B’ — p DWWt B — 7~ D*",
B~ — p~D° and B~ — 7~ D decays to obtain the cor-
rection factors. The smearing in the Dalitz plot due to the
finite detector resolutions is small compared to the widths
of p(770) resonances; the smearing is confirmed by MC to
be a negligibly small effect.

b. PDF for SCF events

Approximately 20% of signal candidates are SCFs,
which are subdivided into ~4% NR SCF and ~16% CR
|

(A6)

[

SCF. 1t is therefore important to develop a model that
describes the SCF component well. The time-dependent
PDF for SCF events is defined as

P/AE, My;m', 0'; AL, qug; 1) = F' - PAE, My; s;)
“Pi(m', 0'; At, grag)

(i = NR, CR), (A7)

with

e~ 1A1/7;
47,

~ Gug(1 = 2w, ) P{(m', 0')

X cos(AmyAt)

+ Gug(l = 2w ) Pi"(m', 0)

X sin(AmyAr)},

Pi(m', 0" At, qg) = {(1 = qugAw/)Pi(m’, 0)

(A8)

where F! is the event fraction in each tagging r bin.
The AE-M,. PDF is normalized inside the signal region
as

ff AAEdM,, PA(AE, My:s) =1 (Y s,).
signal region
(A9)

As the PDF’s in the At-gy,, direction are normalized to
unity and 3, F! = 1, the integral inside the signal region,
N i is

N, = ZZfdAt/f dAEdM,, jf dm'd0' PUAE, My, m', 6 At, gio)
1 signal region SDP,Veto

Grag

= ﬂ dm'dg' P (m', 9').
SDP,Veto

We find that the AE-M,, distribution for SCF has
a sizable correlation with Dalitz plot variables, but only
in one of its two dimensions. We thus introduce a
model with dependences on the Dalitz plot variable s;.
The variable scg = s+ = max(s,, s_) is used, because
the CR SCF can be divided into a 7% replaced SCF and
a 7~ replaced SCF, where s_ (s,) is used for 7 (77)
replaced SCF. Here, we exploit the fact that almost all
of the 7+ (7r7) replaced SCF distributes in the region of
s+ <s_ (s4+ > s_). For the NR SCF, syg = §¢. This pa-
rametrization models the correlation quite well, with each
of the parameters s; related to the kinematics of replaced
tracks.

(A10)

[

Since track () replacement changes the measured kine-
matic variables, the SCF events “migrate” in the Dalitz
plot from the correct (or generated) position to the ob-
served position. Using MC simulation, we determine reso-
lution functions R;(m, 0} Myen, Ogen) to describe this

obs’ Y obs?
“migration” effect, where (m/, 6);) and (M}e,, Open) are

obs’
the observed and the generated (correct) positions in the
Dalitz plot, respectively. The resolution function satisfies

the normalization condition of
! !/ ! ! . ! !/ —
[fSDP dmObSdeobsRi(mobs: Os> Mgen, ngn) =1

(V méen: eéen)~

(Al1)
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Together with the efficiency function €;(1mgen, @gen), Which
is also obtained with MC simulation, the Dalitz plot PDF
for SCF is described as

’P{(m’, 0)=[(R; €)® P,];hys
= j:[SDP dméendeéenRi(mlr 0’ méen’ algen)

’ ei(méen’ 0lgen) ’ P{)hys(méen’ eéen)’

1(m’, 6")

(i = CR, NR, j = life, cos, sin) (A12)
where
PR (Mipen, Ogen) = | detJ1(143,1> + [A5,]),
P (M, Ope) = et 1A, P~ [0, (13,
P (e, Oen) = | detJ12 Im(%K%A;T).

For the NR SCF, the shape of the A7 PDF defined in
Eq. (AS8) is exactly the same as the correctly reconstructed
signal, ie., Tng = Tp, WhR =w;, and AwNR = Aw,
since the replaced 7¥ is not used for either vertexing or
flavor tagging. On the other hand, for the CR SCF, the Ar
PDF is different from correctly reconstructed signal, since
the replaced 7~ is used for both vertexing and flavor
tagging. Thus, we use MC-simulated CR SCF events to
obtain 7cg, wER, and AwSR, which are different from those
of correctly reconstructed signal events. In particular,
AwSR is opposite in sign for the 7" and 7~ replaced
SCFs, due to the fact that the replaced 7~ tends to be
directly used for flavor tagging in the slow pion category.

2. Continuum PDF
The PDF for the continuum background is

P G(AE, My m!, 05 At, qugs 1)
= Téa . Tflq(AE: Mbc) : ?qﬁ(mlx 0/’ AE’ Mbc)
[1 + gugAl(m’, 0")

(Al4)

; } - P (A,

where f’q 7 is the event fraction for each r region obtained

in the signal yield fit. All the terms on the right-hand side of
the equation are normalized to be unity so that

ZZ / dAt [[ dAEdM,, ﬂ dm’'de’
7 signal region SDP,Veto

Grag
X Pg(AE, Mye;m!, 05 AL, qs 1) = 1. (A15)
Since the allowed kinematic region is dependent on AE
and M, the Dalitz plot distribution is dependent on AE
and M,.. We define a AE-M,.-independent PDF,

P g(mi ., 0'), where m( . is a redefined SDP variable

with the kinematic effect taken into account as
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my — m{)“i“ 1
mp>x — mP + AE + AM,, ’
(A16)

1
moe = - arccos<2
where

AMbc = MbC — Mmpgo. (A17)

Using the A E-M,.-independent PDF, ’P,M(m’, 0'; AE, My.)
is described as

1
P (m', 0, AE, M) =
a0 w) = N (AE + Ay
sin(7rm’)
. . Q,’) _ ! , 9/
sin(mrm’_;,) aa(Micaer 0
(A18)

for the region, mi" < my < min(mI>, mP> + AE +
AMy.) (p,g =0 otherwise), where N Z(AE + AM,,)
and sin(zrm’)/ sin(7rm!_,.) are the normalization factor
and the Jacobian for the parameter transformation m/
m', respectively. We obtain the pz(m/.,., 0') distribution
from data in part of the sideband region, —0.1 GeV <
AE <0.2 GeV and 5.2 GeV/c* < My, <5.26 GeV/c?,
where the contribution from BB background is negligible.
Since we find significant flavor asymmetry depending on
the location in the Dalitz plot, we introduce the following

term to take account of it:

1+ g Al(m', 0")
2 ’

which is r-region dependent. The asymmetry is antisym-
metric in the direction of @', ie., Al(m’, 0)>0
[Al(m/, ') < 0] in the region of 8 > 0.5 (6 <0.5), and
the size of the asymmetry is at most ~20% in the best r
region. This effect is due to the jetlike topology of con-
tinuum events; when an event has a high momentum 7~
(7*) on the CP side, the highest momentum 7 on the tag
side tends to have + ( — ) charge. The highest momentum
a7 on the tag side with + ( — ) charge tags the flavor as B°
(B®). Since an event with a high momentum 7~ (7%)
resides in the region 6’ > 0.5 (8’ < 0.5), a continuum event
in the region ' > 0.5 (6’ < 0.5) tends to be tagged as B°
(B%). We again parametrize the asymmetry A!(m’, ') in a
AE-M, -independent way as

(A19)

Al(m!, 0") = Al(m', 0'; AE, My,) = Al(m]

scale’

9'), (A20)

and model it with a two-dimensional polynomial, whose
coefficients are determined by a fit to data in the AE-M,
sideband region.

3. BB background PDF

The treatment of BB background is different for CP
eigenstate modes and flavor-specific or charged modes.
The PDF for the CP eigenstate modes is
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?ZE(AE’ Mbc; ml’ 01; At’ Qtag)
- :FZE . TBE(AE’ MbC) ’ ?Bﬁ(ml’ o) - ?BE(AI’ dtag> D),
(A21)

where Pz (At, qy,,) is a time-dependent CP violation PDF
normalized as

> ] dAIP5(AL qug; ) =1 (V). (A22)

dtag
For the flavor-specific or charged modes, the PDF is
Pup(AE, My m!, 075 At, qu: 1)
= j:;E : PBE(AE’ Mbc)

X ZTBE(mI’ 0/; Qrec) : TBE(AI’ qlag: Grecs l)’ (A23)
qrec

where the Dalitz plot PDF P z(m’, 6'; q,.) is dependent
on the true flavor of the CP (fully reconstructed) side, g,
and the time-dependent part is a mixing PDF (lifetime PDF
with flavor asymmetry) for flavor-specific (charged)
modes. The Ar PDF is normalized as
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> f dA1P5(AL Gug Grec; ) =1 (V1) (A24)

Grag Grec

The AE-My, PDF and Dalitz plot PDF are obtained
mode by mode from MC simulation. The Dalitz plot
PDF of the CP eigenstate modes is assumed to have the
following symmetry,

P yz(m', ) = Py(m!, 1 — 0'), (A25)

while that of flavor-specific and charged modes is assumed
to have the following symmetry,

fPBE(ml) 0/; qrec) = TBE(m/: 1 - 0/; _Qrec)' (A26)

The total PDF of the BB background is a linear combina-
tion of each mode with efficiencies and branching fractions
taken into account.

APPENDIX B: CORRELATION MATRIX OF THE
FIT RESULT

Tables IX, X, and XI show the correlation matrix for the
26 parameters determined in the time-dependent Dalitz
plot analysis, corresponding to the total error matrix with

TABLE IX. Correlation matrix (1) of the 26 fitted parameters, with statistical and systematic

errors combined.

Ut Ug ke ulRe oyt  urM™  ul™ vt
U+ +1.00
Ug +0.22  +1.00
UiRe +0.06  +0.04  +1.00
UtRe +0.10 4002  +0.02  +1.00
Uutfe -0.04 =011  +0.01  +0.01  +1.00
ym +0.08 4003  +0.12  +0.02  —0.00  +1.00
Ui -0.03 —008 —0.00 +0.13 4002 —0.00 +1.00
urm -0.14 —008 —0.02 —0.02 4010 —0.01  +0.01  +1.00
Us +0.05 4002  +0.00 -0.02 4000 —0.02 -0.01  —0.01
U- -0.23 —008 —0.03 —0.04 —002 —0.03 +0.01  +0.03
Uy +0.05 4010  +0.01  +0.00 —0.04 +0.01 —0.06  —0.08
U Re -0.03 —-001 —0.03 —0.00 —000 —0.04 +0.00 +0.0l
UL -0.04 —-001 —0.01 =012 —0.00 +0.00 —001  +0.02
U-ye -0.02 —004 —0.00 —0.00 4006 —0.00 +0.01  +0.08
vym -0.04 —002 —0.05 -001 —0.00 +0.00 +0.00  +0.01
UL -0.03 —009 —0.01 -001 4002 —0.00 —0.04  +0.01
u-ym +0.01  -0.02 4000 4000 4000 —0.00 4000 —0.25
I, +0.00 4000 —0.02 -0.01 —000 —0.05 —0.01  —0.00
I +0.06  +0.03  —0.01  +0.01 —0.02 +0.05 —0.00 +0.04
Iy +0.01 4001  +0.00 4002 —0.00 +0.00 —0.02  —0.02
IRe. -0.04 —001 +0.01 —0.00 +0.00 —0.16 +0.00  +0.00
®e +0.00 4002  +0.00 -0.13 —-001 —0.00 —0.00  —0.00
IR -0.06  +001 —0.01 -001 —0.12 +0.00 -0.01  —0.29
i -0.02 —001 +0.13  —0.00 +0.00 +0.00  +0.00  +0.00
m -0.01 =003 4000 4000 +0.01  +0.01  +0.04  +0.01
m -0.06 —0.04 —0.01 —0.02 —009 —0.02 +0.01  +0.08
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TABLE X. Correlation matrix (2) of the 26 fitted parameters, with statistical and systematic

errors combined.

U; U= Uy~ UPR o uvge oM™ ugg™ oo™

U +1.00

UZ —-0.06 +1.00

Uy +0.00 —0.01 +1.00

U | -007 +001 -0.00 +1.00

UI‘ORE -021 +0.03 -0.08 +0.02 +1.00

U:‘ORe +0.01 -0.12 -0.16 -0.00 +0.02 +1.00

vom +0.03 +0.03 —-0.00 +0.20 -0.01 -0.00 +1.00

Ul‘olm -0.02 +0.01 -0.03 +0.00 +0.01 +0.01 +0.00 +1.00

U:OIm +0.00 -0.03 +0.02 -0.00 -0.00 +0.14 -0.00 +0.01 +1.00

Iy -0.02 -0.01 +000 +0.03 +0.01 +0.00 -0.02 +0.01 +0.00

I_ -0.00 -001 +001 +003 -000 -0.05 +0.00 -0.01 —0.07

Iy +0.00 -0.01 +0.07 -0.00 -0.02 +002 -0.00 -0.05 -—-0.06

Re +0.02 +0.01 —-0.00 -0.02 -0.00 +0.00 —-0.15 +0.00 +0.00

7 -0.01 +0.00 +0.02 +0.00 +0.09 -0.01 —0.00 +0.16 +0.01

R -0.01 +0.08 +0.08 +0.01 -0.00 -0.12 +0.01 —-0.00 +0.21

m +0.02 +0.04 —-0.00 +0.04 -0.00 -0.00 +0.04 +0.00 —0.00

rm +0.03 +0.00 -0.03 -0.01 -028 +0.00 +0.01 —-0.03 +0.01

m -0.00 +0.01 -001 -0.00 +0.01 +0.18 +0.00 +0.02 +0.11

TABLE XI. Correlation matrix (3) of the 26 fitted parameters, with statistical and systematic

errors combined.

N I I R e IR rm ' m

I. +1.00

I_ -0.06 +1.00

I +0.00 +0.01 +1.00

re —-0.04 -0.06 —0.00 +1.00

®e +0.04 —-0.00 -0.14 —-0.00 +1.00

% -0.02 +0.21 +0.01 -0.01 +0.00 +1.00

I -007 -0.01 -000 -035 -0.00 +0.00 +1.00

m -0.15 +0.01 -0.09 +0.01 -023 —-0.00 +0.01 +1.00

m +0.01 -0.14 -0.23 +0.01 +0.04 -0.06 +0.00 +0.03 +1.00

statistical and systematic error matrices combined. We Piwe(m’, 0 + 5 Pum', ')
assume no correlations for the systematic errors. P (m 0) = i=CRNR . (1
g 0) N 3 ()
APPENDIX C: FORMALISM FOR BRANCHING T

FRACTION MEASUREMENT with

In this section, we describe the formalism for the factors
used in the branching fraction calculation of Egs. (60) and

(61).

1. Detection efficiency

Since the detection efficiency is Dalitz-plot dependent,
we use the detection efficiency averaged over the Dalitz
plot, €Pet for the branching fraction measurement. From
Egs. (A1)—(A3), (A7), (A8), and (A12), the PDF integrated
over AE-M,. (in the signal region) and A¢, and summed
OVer G, and [, is

P rue(m’, 0') = Zj:{rucetrue(ml: o' l)el(pﬁO)Pphys(m/’ o),
I

(C2)

ipi(m/’ 0/) = fo[(ez ’ Rz) ® Pphys](m/: 9/): (C3)
l

and
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Pphys(mI’ 01)
= IJ(m,’ 0/)|(|A37T|2 + |Z37T|2)

= I, e/>|{zU: 112

3 WL RS f3] — Uil f3D) €4

K<o

Consequently, P, (m’, 8') can be symbolically rewritten as

sig
P (', 0)) = E,fvgg’f"hy](mﬁf) (©5)
i=CRNR
where
[ ® Py ](m', 6)
= Z}" true €uruc (1, 0'3 D€' (P 70) Pinys (', 6')
3 S FleR) e P9, (C6)

i=CR,NR

Note that R; is normalized as Eq. (A11).
Consequently, the detection efficiency averaged over the
Dalitz plot €t is

ot _ Jspp.vewo dm'd0'[ €72 @ PPN |(m', 0)

C7
‘ [ spp,vewo dm'dd' PP (m', 6") P
Ntrue + Z Ni
i=CRNR

= : . C8
[ spp.vero dm'd6'P Py (m, 6) ©®

2. Dalitz veto efficiency
The efficiency corresponding to the Dalitz veto, €V, is

simply calculated as

eVeto — ffSDP,Veto dm,da,PPhYS(ml’ o) (C9

ffSDP,Whole dm,delpphys(m/r 0/) .

3. Fraction of p},, 7

The fraction of B® — pX 7% normalized to B’ —

a7 s

.[/SDP,Whole dm/de/PP]hl}’:(ml’ Hl)

For, = , (C10)
P [f spp whote dm'd0' Py (m', 6')
where
P!, 0) = |J(m!, OO|ULIf 2 (CLD)

4. Fraction of p*(770)w"
The fraction of B® — p*(770)7 normalized to B —
Pa 7’ 1

PHYSICAL REVIEW D 77, 072001 (2008)

h
/[ sppwhote dm'd6' P I()77y8) (m',8')

T = J'spp.whote dm'd0' Pgﬁy,f(m 0 1
where
PSS (', 0) = [T, U |20 (C13)
The function 27" is defined as
FRT = TS BW 70, (s.0) (C14)

corresponding to the p(770) part of f, defined in Egs. (16)
and (17).

5. Summary

By using the expressions described above, Egs. (60) and
(61) are rewritten as

& .[[SDP,Whole dm,da,Pphys(ml’ 0/)

B (pm) = C15
(pﬂ- ) NBE Ntrue+ Z Ni ( )
i=CR,NR
and
Ny oo dm'do' PP (!, 0')
B (pK(770) 77_(,) _ ‘Vsig lSDP,Wh 1 (770), k

N—BE Ntrue+ Z Ni

i=CR,NR

(C16)

APPENDIX D: METHOD OF ¢, CONSTRAINT

1. Formalism

We define amplitudes as

At = A(BY = p* ), 1)

A" = AB° — p-at), (D2)

A% = A(BY — p°79), (D3)

A0 = A(B* = p* ), (D4)

A" = ABT — pz™h), (D5)

and

At =248 = pta), (D6)
p

A =248 = p=a), (D7)
p

A0 =9 2B = porY), (D8)
p

A=A = p=aY), (D9)
p
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A~ =9 4B~ = pO7). (D10)
p

These amplitudes are obtained from (i) 26 measurements

determined in the time-dependent Dalitz plot analysis as

well as (ii) branching fractions and asymmetry measure-

ments, and give a constraint on ¢,.

Equations (22)—(25) define the relations between the
amplitudes for the neutral modes and the parameters de-
termined in the time-dependent Dalitz plot analysis. The
relations between the branching fractions and asymme-
tries, and the amplitudes are

Blpm)=c- > (AP +[AP) 7, (D11
k=+,—,0
Bp*m) =c (A + A7) - 7ps, (D12)
B(p'm") =c- (IA*]> + 1A% %) - 7ps, (D13)
|A—0|2 _ |A+0|2
Apta)y="——— D14
(p™ ) [A O + [ATO]2 (D14)
AO— 2 _ A0+ 2
Apoaty = A 1A D15)

[AD 2 + [ADT ]2
where ¢ is a constant and the lifetimes 7z and 7g+ are
introduced to take account of the total width difference
between BY and B*. Note that we do not use quasi-two-
body parameters related to neutral modes except for
B(p*7™"), since they are included in the Dalitz plot
parameters.

The amplitudes are expected to follow SU(2) isospin
symmetry to a good approximation [7,8],

AT+ A+ 240 = AT + A7 +24°
— \/§(A+0 ~|—A0+)

=240 + A97), (D16)
A0 — A0F — (AT — AT) = A0 — A0~
~V2(A~ —4*), (DI17)
where
Ak = o 2itaAK
3 (D18)

and A0 = ¢ 2ib2A0—

Note that there is an inconsistency in Eq. (D17) between
Refs. [7,8]; we follow the treatment of Ref. [7].

2. Parametrization

Here we give two examples of the parametrization of the
amplitudes. The first example may be more intuitive, while
the second example is well behaved in the fit. The results
are independent of the parametrizations with respect to the
constraint on ¢,.

PHYSICAL REVIEW D 77, 072001 (2008)

In the following, we set the constant ¢ to be unity and
discard the normalization condition |[AT|2 + |AT|2 =1
instead. This is equivalent to letting ¢ be a free parameter
in the ¢, constraint fit, keeping the normalization |[A™|?> +

|A*|?> = 1. We adopt the former for simplicity. Note that
Egs. (22)—(25) become

Uz = (IA<]> = [A*]})/N,
I, = Im[AXA**]/N,
™ = Re(Im)[A*A”* + A“A7*]/N,
1R — Re(Im)[AXA”* — (+)A°A<*]/N
(N=|A"]*+]A%]%)

in this case.

a. Amplitude parametrization

We can parametrize the amplitudes as follows [7]:

At =it + Y, (D19)

A” =eihT" + P, (D20)

AV = 710270 — (P + P7), (D21)
V2AT0 = ¢mihaTH0 4 pt — pm (D22)

V240 = 7T + 77 + 270 — TH0) — P* + P~

(D23)
and

At = et 4+ P, (D24)

A~ = ettt 4+ P, (D25)

A0 = tib70 — L(p+ 4+ P7), (D26)

V2470 = gtiaT+0 4 pt — po (D27)

V2407 = T (T + T~ + 270 — TH0) — P* + P,
(D28)

where the overall phase is fixed with the convention
Im7* = 0. Thus, there are six complex amplitudes, 77,
T—,T° P*, P~,and T"Y, corresponding to 11 degrees of
freedom; and ¢,, corresponding to 12 degrees of freedom
in total. This parametrization automatically satisfies the
isospin relations without loss of generality; i.e., the isospin
relations are the only assumption here.

b. Geometric parametrization

We can parametrize the amplitudes using the geometric
arrangement of Fig. 13 that satisfies the isospin relation of
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V2A"

FIG. 13. Complex pentagons formed from the B — p7 decay
amplitudes.

Eq. (D16). This figure is equivalent to Fig. 3 of Ref. [8],
except that the sides corresponding to B — p~ 7t and
B? — p°70 are swapped. This difference is not physically
significant. We apply this modification only to obtain a
better behaved parametrization; the parametrization here
uses the angles w_ and 6 _ related to the process B(BY) —
p*7r+, which are better behaved than those related to
B°(B%) — p°#°.

To parametrize the amplitudes, we use ¢, and the
following 11 geometric parameters:

(D29)

!/ !
w, 0w _,0,0,.,0_,b.,b_b,a,,a_,L,

where b and a imply branching fraction and asymmetry,
respectively. In terms of these parameters, the amplitudes
can be described as follows:

A+ = ei(w++0+/2)\/;+(1_—a+)/2, (D30)
At = et‘(m*&/ﬂm’ (D31)
AT =t o (1—a)2 (D32)
A~ =¢ll@e=0-/2p (1+a.)/2, (D33)
A= (L—AT —A7)/2, (D34)
AV=(L—-A"—A)/2, (D35)
A = i\ [pl /2, (D36)
avo =L~ AT, (D37)

Nz
io—L o (D38)

and
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~ L
AO— :2_\/5_ [A+0 — A0+ — \/—2_(A+ _A,)

+2(A- - AH)])/2 (D39)

Equation (D39) exploits the isospin relation of Eq. (D17),
which Fig. 13 does not incorporate geometrically. The
phase ¢, enters when the A’s are converted into A’s with
Eq. (D18). When we perform the analysis only with the
time-dependent Dalitz plot observables and without the
information from charged decay modes, we remove the
parameters o’ and b’ from the fit and fix L to be a constant.

This geometric parametrization has a substantial advan-
tage in terms of required computational resources, com-
pared to the parametrization based on the T and P
amplitudes described in the previous section. In the proce-
dure to constrain ¢,, the minimum y? has to be calculated
for each value of ¢,. To avoid local minima, initial values
of the parameters in the minimization have to be scanned.
This inflates the computing time, which increases expo-
nentially with the number of parameters. However, the
number of parameters to be scanned decreases in the
geometric parametrization. Among the 11 parameters ex-
cept for ¢,, five of them, b,, b_, b', a,, and a_, are
related to the branching fractions and asymmetries. Since
in most cases they do not have multiple solutions, we do
not have to scan their initial values. In addition, the opti-
mum initial value for L can also be determined using other
parameters and b, the nominal branching fraction of B —
p°7°, from the following relation,

. . 2
by = ‘L — eio b, /2 — el [b_/2 ‘ . (D40)

up to a twofold ambiguity. Here b is calculated using the
input parameters as

U Blp=7)
bo = ° ’

= D41
Ut + U7 (D4D)

C - 'TBO
based on Egs. (22) and (D11). The explicit solution for the
optimal initial value of L is

L = Rey * /by — (Imy)?
(where vy =e“\b./2+ ei”’*,lb,/2>.

When by, — (Imy)> < 0, there is no real-valued solution
and L = Revy is the optimum initial value. With the opti-
mum values calculated above, the initial value of L does
not have to be scanned, except for the twofold ambiguity.
Consequently, the number of parameters to be scanned in
this parametrization is only five, corresponding to w ., @ _,
w', 0, and 6_, while 10 of the 11 parameters have to be
scanned in the T and P amplitude parametrization. This
leads to a substantial reduction of the computational re-
sources required.

(D42)
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