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We analyze nonleptonic B, decays to a charmonium state and a light meson, induced by the b — c¢s

transition, which are useful to access the B,-B, mixing phase B,. We use generalized factorization and
SU(3)r symmetry to relate such modes to correspondent B decay channels. We discuss the feasibility of
the measurements in the various channels, stressing the importance of comparing different determinations
of B, in view of the hints of new physics effects recently emerged in the B, sector. Finally, adopting a
general parametrization of new physics contributions to the decay amplitudes, we discuss how to

experimentally constrain new physics parameters.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The detailed analysis of CP violation in particle physics
is a powerful tool to test the standard model (SM) of
elementary interactions and unveil the effects of new in-
teractions. The fundamental role in the SM description of
CP violation is played by the Cabibbo-Kobayashi-
Maskawa (CKM) mixing matrix, which is unitary and
implies CP violation if it is complex. The constraints
stemming from unitarity can be represented as triangles,
the lengths of whose sides are the moduli of products of
CKM elements, while the angles represent relative phases
between them. The most studied bd unitarity triangle is
defined by the relation V, Vi, + V. V. +V,V, =0,
and has been probed mainly through the extensive analysis
of B, phenomenology. As a result, the CKM parameters in
the Wolfenstein parametrization have been fixed with
small errors through the measurement of the sides and
the angles of this triangle [1]. The next, already ongoing,
effort is to look at processes in which to test the SM
requires a greater experimental and theoretical precision.
The B, sector is suitable for such a purpose. As in the
B, case, one of the CKM unitarity constraints involves
matrix elements related to By decays: V,,V,, + V.V, +
V,sV5, =0, and one of the angles of the corresponding

bs triangle is the phase of the B,-B, mixing: B, =

Arg[— “,/"‘;“’] In SM B, is expected to be tiny: B, =
s " eh
0.017 rad.

B, is produced at the B factories running at the
peak of Y(5S) and in hadron collisions. In particular, the
experiments CDF and DO at the Tevatron have obtained a
number of remarkable results, such as the measurement
of the mixing parameters: The mass difference of
the two B, mass eigenstates has been fixed to
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Amg = 17.77 = 0.10(stat) = 0.07(syst) ps~! [2], while
the value of their width difference AI'; depends on the
constraints on 3, adopted in the experimental analysis [3];
noticeably, AI'; is not small as in the B, case. Furthermore,
these Collaborations have provided us with results which
seem to signal new physics (NP) effects. The first one
concerns the phase 8,, extracted from the angular analysis
of the time-dependent differential decay width in the pro-
cess B, — J/ i ¢. The study is rather involved: an angular
analysis is needed to disentangle the CP-even and CP-odd
components, required since the final state of two vector
mesons is not a CP eigenstate. Moreover, the measurement
can be carried out either considering flavor tagged or
untagged decays. Another issue concerns the use or not
of assumptions on the strong phases among the different
helicity amplitudes in the considered process: this assump-
tion has been once adopted by the DO Collaboration in one
study [4]. Different results have been obtained from the
different analyses [4,5], and, averaging them, the Heavy
Flavor Averaging Group has provided a value of B, con-
sistent with SM only at 2.20 level: q’)?hw = 2B, =
—0.77%0% or ¢2/V? = —2B, = —2.36+037 [6]. A new
measurement announced by CDF: B; €[0.0,0.5]U
[1.1, 1.5] (at 68% CL) [7], if confirmed, would reconcile
the SM prediction with experiment.

Another signal of a possible inadequacy of the SM is the
measurement of an anomalous like-sign dimuon charge
asymmetry of semileptonic b-hadron decay, reported by
the DO Collaboration [8] (updating a previous measure-
ment [9]):

NSt =N, ~

Ab[ o E——
' NyT+N,

= —(9.57 £2.51 = 1.46) X 1073

D

Hence, there is a large excess of negatively charged
muons over positively charged ones which would
have been generated by the oscillation of one neutral
b meson into the other, at odds with the SM expectation
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Al = (—0.31073983) X 1073 [10], a result which might
imply an NP effect in the oscillation.

In this complex scenario it is worthwhile to further
analyze the B, sector, trying to identify and reduce the
uncertainties affecting the theoretical predictions, with
the aim of improving the measurement of 3, overcoming
the difficulties in By — J/ . Notice that this channel
is considered a golden mode, since it is induced by the
b — ccs transition in which, in SM, the only weak phase
involved is that of the mixing, so that the indirect CP
asymmetry would be proportional to sin(28,), much in
the same way as B; — J/ K has provided a determina-
tion of the angle 8. The feasibility in the reconstruction of
the products of the subsequent decays J/i — utu™,
¢ — K"K~ makes this channel also experimentally
appealing.

There are other modes that can be used to access [,
namely B, — M; + L, where M ; is a charmonium state
J/ll” 111(25), Nes ’Oc(zs), Xc0> Xc1s Xc2s hc and L is a hght
scalar, pseudoscalar or vector meson, f(980), 1, n’ and ¢.
Each of these channels presents specific features and ad-
vantages/difficulties which we want to discuss here.
Standing the general theoretical difficulty in the calcula-
tion of nonleptonic decay amplitudes, in the next section
we discuss approaches to afford the problem, and exploit
the generalized factorization to determine the branching
fractions in the SM for all the channels listed above, except
for those involving .o, or h.. Generalized factorization
gives a vanishing result in these last cases, and hence we
only exploit symmetry requirements to estimate their
branching ratios using information from the B, sector. In
this way, suitable processes to determine (3, can be iden-
tified. In Sec. III we also consider the possible impact of
new physics in these modes, and discuss how to exploit
experimental data to constrain NP parameters. Conclusions
are presented in the last section.

IL. B, — M ;L DECAYS

In SM, assuming CKM unitarity and neglecting the tiny
product V,, Vi, the relation holds: V,,V;, = — V.,V and
the effective Hamiltonian governing the nonleptonic de-
cays induced by the b — ccs transition reads as [11]:

H o = %{Vcbvjs[cl(ﬂ)ol(ﬂ) + Co() Oy ()]

- v,hv;[mgg Ciwoiw | @)

G is the Fermi constant, the C; are Wilson coefficients,
and O; are
(i) current—current (tree) operators

0, = ¢y, (1 — ys)bsy*(1 — ys)c, 3)
0, = ¢y, (1 — ys)esy*(1 — ys)b,
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(i) QCD penguin operators

0; = (%%)v%Z(%qlg)va’
q/

0, = (Eﬁba)V*AZ(‘?/aqlﬁ)VfAr
q/

05 = (Eaba)V*AZ(ql/Bq/ﬁ)VJrA:
ql

“)

O = (Eﬂba)vaZ(qlaq/ﬁ)VJrA:
q/

(iii) electroweak penguin operators

3. _
0; = E(Saba)v—Azeq'(ql;;QQg)WA,
q/

3 _
Og = E(sﬁba)vazeq’(qlaq'IB)VJrA’
ql

&)

3. _
Oy = 5(Saba)v—Azeq/(C]Q;qlg)v—A:
q!

3 _
010 = E(S,Bba)V*Azeq/(qg‘q.lB)viA’
ql

(iv) magnetic moment operators

e
—mia(r’“’(msPL + mbPR)baF

8 - v
Og, = _msalf” (mgP + m,PR)T45bpGY,.
(6)

077/ =

nv

a and B are color indices, and ¢’ are the active ¢’ =
(u, d, s, ¢, b) quark fields at the scale m; with charge e,
The right (left) handed current is defined as (E]’aq’B)Vi 4=

Ga¥,(1 = ¥5)ql, with projection operators P, = 1375 .

The Hamiltonian (2) induces the decays of SU(3)r
related states, namely, the decays of B,;, B~ and Bg;
we consider the general case of the decay of a B, meson
(a = u, d, s being the light flavor index). The simplest
approach to compute the matrix element of the
Hamiltonian (2) between given initial and final hadronic
states is the naive factorization approach. In such an ap-
proach, neglecting the magnetic moment operators in (6),
the B, — M z:L amplitude reads:

ﬂ (Ba - MCEL)

Gr
= V., ViasT(u)}M. :|cy*(1 — vs)cl|0
73 VYo (wX yH(1 = ¥5)cl0)

X(LI5y,(1 = y5)blB,), (7)
where a§(u) = a,(un) + as3(pn) +as(u) and a, = C, + %
a3 =Ci+ S +3e.(Co+50)  and  as=Cs+o+

e (Cy +%). However, naive factorization predictions
.
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are not able to reproduce several branching ratios for which
experimental data are available. Among these there are B,
decays induced by the transition b — c¢cs: some of these
modes, which are of interest for the present analysis, are
listed in Table I together with the experimental branching
fractions.

Several modifications of the naive factorization ansatz
have been proposed. One possibility is to consider the
Wilson coefficients as effective parameters to be deter-
mined from experiment [13]. In principle, this implies
that such coefficients are channel-dependent. However,
some channels could be related, namely, invoking flavor
symmetries, so that universal values for the coefficients
can be assumed within a certain class of modes. In our
case, this generalized factorization approach consists in
considering the quantity a$" in (7) as a process-
dependent parameter to be fixed from experiment. In
particular, on the basis of SU(3); symmetry, B, (B, or
B,) decays can be related to analogous B, decays in-
duced by the same b — cCs transition, so that experi-
mental data concerning B, modes provide predictions for
By related ones. Also this method presents some draw-
backs, for example, the issue of rescattering in the final
state and of the strong phases in the various amplitudes
cannot be faced [14]. Nevertheless, it is useful from a
phenomenological point of view, at least to understand
the size of nonleptonic branching ratios.

A different procedure to analyze nonleptonic decays is
the hard-scattering approach, based on the assumption of
the dominance of hard gluon exchange and of the suppres-
sion of soft mechanisms due to low energy gluon ex-
changes. A nonleptonic amplitude is expressed as a
convolution of a hard kernel, computed in perturbation
theory, with the light-cone wave functions of the hadrons
involved in the decay. In this so-called perturbative QCD
approach (pQCD) the suppression of the soft term is
achieved by suitable Sudakov suppression factors, but the
uncertainty in the wave functions limits the accuracy of the
predictions [15].

PHYSICAL REVIEW D 83, 094027 (2011)

A systematic improvement of naive factorization is
QCD factorization (BBNS) [16]. In this approach, a facto-
rization formula is written for a nonleptonic B, — MM,
decay amplitude (M, denotes the meson picking up the B,
spectator quark), valid in the heavy quark limit (i.e. up to
Aqcp/my, corrections). This formula reproduces the naive
factorization result at leading order in a; and Aqcp/my;
however, it cannot be applied when the meson that does not
pick up the B, spectator quark is heavy. The knowledge of
the meson wave functions is required and represents there-
fore a limiting factor.

A particular case is represented by the decays B —
M ;L considered here. Since the charmonium state is a
heavy meson, the BBNS factorization formula does not
hold. However, it has been pointed out that, due to the
feature of a charmonium meson of being a state with small
transverse extension, one can still adopt the factorization
formula. Still a problem arises going beyond the leading
twist for the wave functions, since the factorization for-
mula contains convolution integrals of such wave func-
tions, and higher twist wave functions do not vanish in the
end point, developing divergences. Getting rid of such
divergences requires the introduction of a cutoff, a parame-
ter to be fixed from experiment.

Two-body nonleptonic B decays have also been ana-
lyzed in a modified formulation of light-cone QCD sum
rules originally proposed in [17] to calculate the B — 77
matrix element, finding results in agreement with QCD
factorization. Applying this method to B to charmonium
decays, one finds that nonfactorizable contributions are
important, but that their inclusion does not allow to repro-
duce experimental data for B — J/ K [18].

Hence, no satisfactory treatment of nonleptonic B to
charmonium decays exists at present, each method having
its own advantages/drawbacks. Motivated by the phenome-
nological importance of these modes, we afford a study
based on generalized factorization, aiming at establishing
at least the sizes of the branching ratios of these modes and
their role for a measurement of 3.

TABLE I. Experimental results for the branching fractions B(B — M .K™) (X 10%) [12];

results in parentheses are from [6].

B— M(’EK ‘]/'w[, Ne 1/1(25) nc(zs)
B~ 10.07 = 0.35 9.1 %13 6.48 = 0.35 34 *=1.8
B0 8.71 = 0.32 89 *1.6 6.2 0.6

B— MC‘EK* J/l/’ Ne l/’(ZS) nr(zs)
B~ 14.3 £ 0.8 12.0 £ 7.0 6.7+ 1.4

B° 13.3 £ 0.6 9.6 =33 7.2+0.8 <3.9
B— MCEK X0 Xel Xe2 hc
B~ 1.43 = 0.21 5.1%=0.5 <0.29 <0.38
B° <1.13 3904 <0.26

B— MLC_KK Xco Xel Xc2 h(r
B~ <2.1 3.6 0.9 <0.12

B0 1.70 £ 0.40 2.0*=0.6 <0.36(0.66 = 0.19) (<22
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To apply Eq. (7) to the modes we are analyzing, we need (ii) B, — L form factors, with L a pseudoscalar (P) or a
the following hadronic quantities: scalar (S) meson:

(i) charmonium decay constants: (P(S)(p)5v* (y5)bIB.(p)
(ne(@ley,yseloy = —if, q,. 2
T/ 0(q DNey,clo) = fymy e, ®) =R+ ) “‘;7“‘q“]

*

<Xcl(q’ 6)|57/L75c|0> = fXL’lmX('l €

+ Fo(q2)7p(s) q*, 9)
(e(A) polarization vector); for x., and h. one has '
Xeo(@ley*cl0) = (xea(q, €)ley*cl0) = )
(h.(q, €)lcy*(1 — y5)c|0y = 0; (iii) B, — L form factors, with L a vector (V) meson:
|
_ . 2V(q?) . I . . As(q?)
<L<pcensyﬂ<1—-y5ﬂ43au»>=:———il——eﬂyaﬁeVpap¢’—z[e-M0n&,+fnL»u(q%-—(e Q)p+ P
mp + mpg + mp
G q) BE(Asla") ~ Aol ] (10)

with A;(¢%) = m”"—m A(g?) — 2t Az(qz) The first two equations in (8) also hold for 1,.(2S) and (2S), respectively,
while the Vamshmg of the matrix elements (Xc02(q)lcy*cl0)y and (A (g, €)|cy*(1 — 7ys5)c|0) implies that the B, — x.02L
and B, — h.L amplitudes vanish in the factorization approximation.
By the factorization ansatz one has expressions for the decay widths. Moreover, for decays in two J = 1 mesons, also the
polarization fractions can be computed, namely f;, the fraction of the decay width when both the final mesons are
longitudinally polarized.' The results are the following:

(iv) modes where M; is either a JP€ = 17~ charmonium state (J/ ¢ or (2S)), or a JP¢ = 17" P-wave y,.; meson:

G%’lvcb V:slz(aeff)sz L
(B, — ML) = < [Fy (m}, PN (m3  m3y  m3), (11)
3277’"3“ By Mo LY

F(Ba - MCEV)
_ GHV, V@) 3 AV (mg  m3y  m
167TmBa va

(A7 (m}, )P B~V B~V
e X,y mi) = 247 (mdy DAY T iy ) m, — iy — mY)A(mG, iy m3)

v) -
il {(mBu + my) AT V(m%,,ﬁ)]z[)t(m%a, m%,,ﬁ, m}) + 12m%,,ﬁm%,]

(mp, + my)?

[VEB—Y(m3, )P
+ 8m12wcfm2vﬁ Mm,, iy, mzv)}, (12)
fL(Ba - MCEV)
1 GV VEP@)? 3, AV (m3  m3, , m3) _
o et a0 AT 8 N, = = )
a cc B, 1%
[AS Y (m3, ]2

A i, mz)—"} : (13)

Bu M(‘c 14 (mBu _l’_ mV)

(v) modes with a JP?¢ =0~" P, (5, or 1,.(25)) charmonium state:

'"The two J = 1 mesons in the final state have the same helicity since the decaying B, is spinless.
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G%’ | Vcb V:s |2(a62:ff)2f%’

327Tm%a

F(Ba - PLEL) =

GV VEP(aS") [,
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<[Fo " my VP(my, — m3)PAV2(my , m3 . m}), (14)

F(Ba - Pcév) = 3277711%{[

A is the triangular function, A(a, b,c¢) = (a — b — ¢)* —
4bc. Equations (11) and (14) apply to both the cases in
which the light meson is pseudoscalar or scalar, L = P, S.

Using in these expressions the coefficients a;(u)
computed in renormalization group improved perturbation
theory, the experimental data are badly reproduced: the b —
ccs induced modes under scrutiny are color suppressed, and
the predictions of naive factorization undershoot the data.
The most striking discrepancy is for the modes with .o in
the final state, which have sizable rates despite the fact that
their amplitudes vanish in the factorization approach. Our
strategy is to exploit the data in Table I to determine an
effective parameter a$ (generally channel-dependent) and,
assuming SU(3) symmetry, to use these values to predict
the flavor related B, decays. Since the results depend on the
form factors, to estimate this hadronic uncertainty we use
two sets of form factors computed by variants of the QCD
sum rule method [19], the set in [20] obtained using sum
rules based on the short-distance expansion, and the set
in [21] based on the light-cone expansion. In the case of
B, — ¢ and B; — [,(980) we use form factors determined
by light-cone sum rules [22,23]. It is noticeable that in the
future, when enough experimental data will be available for
both B, and B; modes, a comparison between the effective
Wilson coefficients St from the various SU(3) related
modes will be possible.

The numerical inputs V., = 0.0412 = 0.0011,
Ve = 1.04 = 0.06, 7(B~) = (1.638 = 0.011) ps, 7(B°) =
(1.530 = 0.009) ps, 7(B,) = (1.47072928) ps, together
with the values of the meson masses, are taken from the
Particle Data Group [12]. Moreover, from J/ ¢ ((2S)) —
e"e” [12] we obtain: f;/, = (416.3 *5.3) MeV and
fues) = (296.1 = 2.5) MeV. The decay constant of 7,
comes from 1, — 2y: f, = (380.0 = 87.1) MeV, while
only the upper bound f, 5 <438.8 MeV is known. In
the heavy quark limit, the pseudoscalar and vector
charmonia are collected in a doublet of states with

[Aq ™" (m, )P A2y, m, , m3). (15)

degenerate masses and same decay constants. Therefore,
fy.(2s) can be obtained using the relation

I,

symmetry breaking terms, coming from removing the me-
son degeneracy, are expected to cancel in the ratio. Since
the constant f,  is not known, for the modes involving .,
we determine the product a§f, ~from data. SUQ3)x
symmetry allows to relate B decays to those listed
in Table I: data on B— MK allow us to predict
B, — M_:m", while information on B — M_.K* is used
to predict By — M z¢p. As for B, — M_;f(980), they
are obtained using the effective |a,| determined from
B — M, .K. The B, — 1) form factors are related to the
analogous B — K form factors: for a generic form factor F
we have FE~7 = —singFP~K and FB:—7" = cos§FP—K
where 6 is the mixing angle in the flavor basis [24]

1 =mn,cos80 — n,sinf, 1n'=mn,sinf+ n cosh, (17)
with n, = (iu + dd)/~/2 and 7, = 5s. The mixing angle
between 7, and 7, can be fixed to the value measured by
the KLOE Collaboration: 6 = (41.5 = 0.3, * 0.7gys =
0.64,)° [25], which agrees with the outcome of a QCD
sum rule analysis of the radiative ¢ — )y modes [26].
The errors on the various a$' correspond to the uncertainty
of the form factors at zero momentum transfer and to the
experimental errors of the branching ratios of the related
modes reported in Table I. In the case of the transitions
involving 7 or 1/, the uncertainty on the form factors is not
included since, on the basis of SU(3), the dependence on
the form factors cancels when B, — M,.n") branching
ratio is related to B — M :K, leaving only a dependence
on the 7-n' mixing angle. The obtained values of aSf are
collected in Table II, and the predictions for B, branching

TABLE II. Effective Wilson coefficients agff and combination a5" f, =~ (in GeV) appearing in the decay amplitudes of the various
B, — M, ;L modes, obtained from the SU(3)r related B decay modes and using the form factors in Ref. [20] (CDSS) and Ref. [21]
(BZ).

mode |aSPSS| |aB?| mode |aSPSS| |aB?]
J/bnm(n') 0.40 = 0.007 0.26 =+ 0.005 n.n(7n") 0.36 = 0.03 0.25 +£0.02
¥ (28)n(n') 0.50 = 0.02 0.31 £0.01 7n.28)n(n") 0.31 = 0.08 0.21 = 0.06
mode [a§PSSf | la5%f, | mode [aSPSSf | la5%f, |
Xan(n) 0.122 = 0.006 0.076 = 0.004 Xcifo 0.122 = 0.016 0.076 = 0.010
Xc1 P 0.0345 = 0.006
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TABLE III.

PHYSICAL REVIEW D 83, 094027 (2011)

Branching ratios (X 10*) of the decays B, — M_.L using the form factors in [20] (CDSS) and in [21] (BZ). The

experimental results for B, — J/ i (1/(2S)) ¢ are taken from PDG [12]; the branching fractions of B, — J/¢n(n’), measured by the
Belle Collaboration [27], are quoted combining the errors in quadrature. For B, — M . f, the effective coefficient a, obtained from
the B — K mode and the form factors CDSS and BZ are used; the two experimental results are due to the LHCb [28] and Belle [29]

Collaborations.

Mode B (CDSS) B (BZ) Exp. Mode B (CDSS) B (BZ)

J/n 43+0.2 42+0.2 3.32 £ 1.02 [27] Nen 4.0 +£0.7 39+0.6

J/ 4.4 +0.2 43 +0.2 3.1 = 1.39 [27] nen’ 4.6 +0.8 45+0.7

(28 29+0.2 3.0+02 7n.28)7n 1.5+0.8 1.4 +0.7

(2870’ 2.4+02 25+0.2 7n.28)7n’ 1.6 = 0.9 1.5+ 0.8

J/ o — 16.7 = 5.7 13 =4 [12] n.d — 15.0 +7.8

P(28)d — 8327 6.8 = 3.0 [12]

Xeim 20+0.2 2.0+0.2 X fo 1.88 = 0.77 0.73 = 0.30

Xam' 1.9+0.2 1.8 £0.2 X1 @ — 33+ 1.3

J/fy 47+*19 2.0*+0.8 3.2 = 1.3 [28] n.fo 4.1+ 1.7 2.0+0.9
2.32 = 0.96 [29]

¥ (29)f, 23*+09 0.89 £ 0.36 7n.(28)fo 0.58 = 0.38 1.3+0.8

TABLE 1V. Branching ratios ( X 10*) of B, decays into p-wave charmonia.

Mode B Mode B Mode B

XcoT 0.85 £0.13 X7 <0.17 hem <0.23
X0 0.87 =0.13 Xeon' <0.17 h.m' <0.23
Xeofo 1.15 £ 0.17 Xeafo <0.29 hefo <0.30
X0 1.59 = 0.38 X2 ® <0.10(0.62 = 0.17) h.d (< 1.9

ratios in Tables III and IV. In Table III the available
experimental data are also included, with a general agree-
ment with the corresponding theoretical results.

Several remarks are in order. The values of aSt derived
from the form factors in Ref. [20] are larger than the ones
derived from Ref. [21]; they also turn out to be channel-
dependent. Their range (0.2-0.3) or (0.3-0.5) is larger than
the one obtained in the QCDF and pQCD approaches
which undershoot the data. As appears from Tables III
and IV, all the modes have sizeable branching fractions,
so that they are promising candidates for measurements of
B,. The modes involving 1, 5', f, present, with respect to
B, — J/ ¥ ¢, the advantage that the final state is a CP
eigenstate, not requiring any angular analysis. However,
the channels with 1 and 5’ could be useful only after a
number of events will be accumulated, since at least two
photons are required for the reconstruction. On the other
hand, it should be observed that a possible future Super B
factory running at the Y'(55) peak could promisingly study
modes such as B, — J/ ") [30] with a better perform-
ance with respect to an hadronic machine [31].

As discussed in [23,32,33], the mode B, — J/ i f,(980)
has appealing features since, compared with the 7 and 7/,
the f, can be easily reconstructed in the 77+ 7~ final state,

which occurs with a large rate: B(f((980) —» 7 7~ ) =
(50%)% [34], so that this channel can be accessed.”
Indeed, the decay B, — J/if, has been very recently
observed by the LHCb [28] and Belle [29]
Collaborations, and a preliminary result is also reported
by the CDF Collaboration [35].

The LHCb Collaboration has measured, in proton-
proton collisions at c.o.m. energy of 7 TeV and using a fit
to the 7" 7~ spectrum with interfering resonances, the
ratio [28]:

R. . = VB, = J/dfosfo— 7 m”)
fol ¢ F(Bv _'J/(/Id)’d) —_— K+K7)

= 0.2523 0038 (stat) 10933 (syst).

(18)

The quark content of £,(980) is not completely known. Under
the g assignment, this meson might be a mixture of the
isosinglet 7in and §s (n = u, d) components. The mixing angle
can be fixed using experimental information on, for instance, the
decays J/¢p— ¢fy and J/ip— wfy: B/ — ¢fo) =
(3.2*0.9) X 1074, B/ — wfy) = (1.4 £0.5) X 1074,
which might signal a nonstrange component of f; and the
consequent reduction of B(B, — J/ i f,) by about 30%.
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This result, together with the experimental measure-
ment of B(B, — J/¢¢) included in Table II and
B(¢p — KTK™) = (48.9 = 0.5) X 1072 [12], corresponds
to B(B; — J/¥fy) = (3.2 = 1.3) X 10~*, combining all
the uncertainties in quadrature. The Belle Collaboration,
analyzing 121.4 fb~! of data collected at the Y(55) reso-
nance, has obtained [29]:

BB, —J/¢fosfo—mim)
= [1.162575(stat) L5 13 (syst) L0 18 (N e o) ] X 107
19)

which corresponds, combining the uncertainties in
quadrature, to B(B, — J/ i fo) = (2.32 = 0.96) X 104
The preliminary result reported by the CDF
Collaboration reads [35]:

R _ B(B\_>J/¢’f0) B(fo_’77+77_)
/¢ = BB, = J/pp) Blp— K K )

= 0.292 * 0.020(stat) = 0.017(syst), (20)

which corresponds to B(B,—J /¢ fo)=(3.7=1.3) X 1074,
The three measurements are all compatible with our
prediction.

The results for B; — m.L are also included in Table III.
Although these channels have sizable branching fractions,
they present the drawback of the difficult reconstruction
of the 7.

Let us now consider B, decays to p-wave charmonia.
We have stressed that, among these decays, the only one
with nonvanishing amplitude in the factorization assump-
tion is that with . in the final state. In the other cases, i.e.
for modes involving o and &, collected in Table IV, the
results are obtained determining the decay amplitudes from
the B decay data by making use of the SU(3); symmetry.
In this case, the differences between the B and B, decays
arise from the phase space and lifetimes of the heavy
mesons. As for the mechanism inducing such processes,
one possibility, put forward in [36], is that rescattering can
be responsible for the observed branching fractions.
Among these channels, B; — y.o¢ is of prime interest
and very promising for both hadron colliders and B facto-
ries. Even though B(B; — x.o®) is 1 order of magnitude
smaller than B(B; — J/ s ¢) it has appealing features, in
particular, as far as the potential of the LHCb experiment is
concerned. As a matter of fact, the y., dominant decay
modes are y.o— p w7, p-wt @, wtm wt, with
branching fractions of order 10~ 2. Therefore the final state
consists of six charged hadrons, and the particle identifi-
cation information from the RICH detectors could suppress
the background. Furthermore, the vertex detector might be
particularly efficient for these channels.

Considering finally the polarization fractions, the results
for the longitudinal polarization fractions f; for the
modes with two J = 1 mesons in the final state can be
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TABLE V. Longitudinal polarization fraction f, ( X 10%) for
B, decays to two J = 1 mesons.

Mode Prediction Experiment
J/ o 51.3 £5.8 54.1 % 1.7
P (2S)d 41.0 £ 3.7
X1 @ 43944

found in Table V. There is agreement with experiment for
B, — J/ ¢, the only mode for which data on f, are
available. This is at odds with the case of a few suppressed
B decays to two light vector mesons, in which the experi-
mental datum is not reproduced assuming factorization.

Before concluding this section, we would like to com-
ment about the accuracy of the results collected in
Tables III, TV, and V. As we have already stressed, the
uncertainties quoted in Tables III and IV are due to the
errors affecting the parameters of the form factors used in
the calculation and to the errors on the experimental branch-
ing ratios of the corresponding B,; decay modes exploited to
obtain aS. In principle, other uncertainties affect such
predictions due to the limited accuracy of SU(3); and to
the neglect of possible nonfactorizable terms.

SU(3)p is usually considered a reliable assumption, and
in the context of B decays such an issue has been dis-
cussed in several analyses. In [37] it was shown that this
symmetry allows to reliably relate B; and B, decay am-
plitudes not only in magnitude but also as far as their strong
phases are concerned. Another argument is provided by the
analysis in [38], where it has been shown that B, — K+ K~
can be related to By — 7" 7~ using U-spin symmetry,
which amounts to replace all the d quarks in the decay
by s quarks, an assumption similar but weaker than the
SU(3)r adopted here.

Concerning the role of nonfactorizable terms, it is more
difficult to assess how large such terms are. However, as
pointed out in [36,39], it is likely and supported by avail-
able data that such terms are negligible in those cases in
which there is a sizeable factorizable term, while they
could be relevant whenever the leading factorizable term
is either absent (as in the case of the modes in Table IV) or
it is effectively suppressed (being, e.g., loop induced or
strongly CKM suppressed). In [39] it was shown that the
polarization fractions are sensible probes of such nonfac-
torizable contributions. Actually, naive and generalized
factorization provide the same result in the case of the
polarization fractions, since they differ only for the value
of agff which cancels in the ratio defining a polarization
fraction. To modify the prediction for f; one should either
consider approaches in which the three polarization frac-
tions (the longitudinal and the two transverse ones) involve
different Wilson coefficients, or invoke again other mecha-
nisms such as rescattering. The first case occurs in QCD
factorization and in pQCD. Among the nonfactorizable
mechanisms, rescattering has been proposed as a solution
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to the puzzle of the polarization fractions in some B decays
to two light vector mesons, when the considered process is
suppressed as in the penguin induced mode B — ¢ K™ [39].
In the case of the modes in Table III the agreement of our
prediction for the longitudinal polarization fraction f; with
the experimental datum for B, — J/¢ ¢, the only B
decay mode for which f; has been measured, supports
this argument.

Finally, concerning the modes in Table IV, as we have
already stressed, the results do not rely on factorization, but
only on the use of SU(3), to obtain the amplitude, hence
only the issue of the SU(3)r accuracy applies to these
modes.

III. NEW PHYSICS EFFECTS IN NONLEPTONIC
B, DECAYS: GENERAL ANALYSIS

As mentioned in the Introduction, hints of deviations
from SM predictions have recently been found in B, phe-
nomenology, hence it is worth considering the effects of
new physics in the B sector, which may show up in mixing
and/or in decay amplitudes.

New physics in B; — B, mixing can modify the mixing
phase 3,. We refer to this phase as to 8¢, which contains
SM as well as NP contributions: S¢f = g3M + gNP_This
effect is the same for all decay modes, and simply shifts the
value of ;. On the other hand, NP in the decay amplitudes
can affect various channels in different ways, even for
modes induced by the same quark transition, as we specify
in the following.

Let us discuss the possibility that experimental results
for nonleptonic B, decays deviate from the predictions
given in the previous section. Such predictions rely on
SU(3) flavor symmetry and on experimental data on cor-
responding B, decays, in which no NP effects have been
detected at the present level of accuracy. Deviations in By
decay rates with respect to the predictions could be due to a
violation of SU(3) symmetry, which is generally expected
at a few percent level. However, there is the more exciting
possibility of deviations due to NP effects with small
contributions in B, oscillations and decays and detectable
contributions in By, an eventuality which is interesting to
consider for the modes studied in this paper. Such modes
receive contribution both from tree-level and loop dia-
grams, so that one would expect NP to affect them negli-
gibly. However, there are scenarios in which the
contribution of new particles in loop diagrams can be
competitive with the SM tree level diagrams. This is the
case, for example, of supersymmetric scenarios in which
one loop gluino exchanges for » — s transition could give
a sizeable contribution to the b — ¢¢s induced modes. This
would affect the branching ratios of such modes, and the
CP asymmetries, since new phases could arise through the
soft supersymmetry breaking terms. To avoid constraints
on such phases from existing limits on dipole electric
moments, one should consider flavor dependent phases.
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Here we do not focus on a specific NP model, rather
we parametrize the effects of new physics in a general way,
i.e. in terms of an amplitude, a weak and a strong phase,
and discuss how these quantities can be constrained by
experimental data on the modes considered above.

In a customary notation, A, is the amplitude for
By — f decay to a generic final state f (CP eigenstate,
common to B, and B,) which, in our case, is of the kind
M“L The correspondmg B, decay amplitude is denoted
as A - Being interested in CP asymmetries, we introduce
the quantity

—|
A= e*2lﬁ?“(—f), 1)
f Jqf

in terms of which one can write the mixing-induced CP
asymmetry Sy and the direct CP asymmetry C/:

23(A4 1 — A
T e e
1+ Ay 1+ A/
Assuming that there is a single dominant NP amplitude (or
that all NP amplitudes have the same weak and strong
phases relative to the SM), we write:

A =AM+ Re'fe oidne), (23)
ANP| .
where R = ﬁ is the ratio of the modulus of the NP
/

amplitude and that of the SM one, while Oxp(Snp) is the
strong (weak) NP phase with respect to the SM part. Our
working hypothesis is that no NP affects B decays: ac-
tually, the new weak phase &xp would be the same in B and
B, decays, depending only on the underlying quark tran-
sition, however R and fyp depend on the matrix elements
of the operators between initial and final states, which can
be different.

Using the definition in Eq. (23) and considering
that: ﬂf = J_Zl?M(l + Reifwe~0w)  we get for the
CP-averaged branching fraction

B = BM[1 + 2R cos(fyp) cos(Snp) + RZ],  (24)

where from now on we shall omit the label f in the
quantities in Eq. (24) though they are channel-dependent
(except for Syp Which is the same for all the modes induced
by the same underlying quark transition). From Eq. (21),
we obtain:

2i et 1 + Rei(Oxe—dxp) ﬂSM
—zl
1 + Re!(One+ ) ﬂLSM

A = (25)

Neglecting double Cabibbo suppressed contributions to the
SM amplitudes we have:

3In the case of two vectors in the final state f denotes one of
the final state components being the CP eigenstate.
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2R sinfyp Sindyp

sin(288) + 2R cosfyp sin(2 8T + Syp) + R? sin(2B8ST + 28NP)
K 1 + 2R cosOyp cosdyp + R?

(26)

Cf=_

7 being the CP eigenvalue of the final state f. In absence
of NP we recover the SM results Ay = e~ 2iBs, S =
—nysin(2B;), Cy = 0. These results would also hold if
NP contributes only to B, — B, mixing with 8, — B¢,

The three Egs. (24), (26) and (27) allow to determine
the NP parameters R, Oyp, Onp, Once experimental data on
B(B, — f), Sy and C; are available for a given final state
f. Assuming R < 1, we obtain:

Cy
Onp = arctan( ) (28)
S
+3) .
Onp = arctan[ S )Sf] (29)
= > , (30)
2 cos(fnp) cos(Sxp)
where 2 and S_f parametrize deviations from the SM:
Bexp
2= BV 1, 3D
~ _’T]fo - Sin(ZBiff)
Sp= (32)

cos(2/35")

In Fig. 1 we plot the direct CP asymmetry C; versus the
mixing-induced CP asymmetry for several values of the
strong phase fyp, using the relation (28). Once for a given
channel f there will be data available for (S, Cy) one
could find a range for Oyp. The two panels in Fig. 1 are
obtained assuming different values for the B, — B, mixing
phase, which is fixed to 28" = 0.77 = 0.37 rad (one of
the values obtained by HFAG averaging the experimental

1.0
05f
Cy oo0p
-0.5}
_1 O 1 1
-1.0 -0.5 0.0 05 1.0
Sy

FIG. 1 (color online).
phase €np.

1 + 2R cosfyp cosdyp + R?’

27)

results provided by the Tevatron Collaborations CDF and
DO) in the left panel, while in the right panel it is fixed to
the SM value B, = 0.017 rad (no errors are attached to the
SM value, hence the various regions shrink to lines). In
these figures only positive values of fyp have been con-
sidered, since Cp(—0) = C(5 + 0) = —C(0).

Equation (29) allows to determine the weak phase Syp
using the measured B(B,; — f) and S . To appreciate how
this could be obtained, we consider the final state J/ ¢ 7,
with n, =1, and plot in Fig. 2 dyp versus S/, for 3
corresponding to the values B =332 *+ 1.02 (see
Table III) and BSM = 4.25 + 0.28 (the average of the
(CDSS) and (BZ) predictions in Table III).

Last, we consider Eq. (30). In this case, all of the three
observables B(B, — f), Sy and C; are required to con-
strain R. Moreover, once experimental information is avail-
able about the three observables B(B; — f), Sy and C; in
at least two decay modes, also B, can be constrained, since
only the NP parameters R and fyp are channel-specific,
while Syp is the same for all the modes induced by the
weak transition b — ccs. Hence, measuring in two chan-
nels the six observables (B(B;— f}),S;,Cy) and
(B(B; — f2), Sy,, Cy,) it would be possible to determine
Ry, Onp 1, Ry, Onpo, Onp and B

A final remark concerns the role of double Cabibbo
suppressed SM contributions to the B processes of the
type discussed here. In SM, taking into account also such
contributions, the expression for the B; — M_.L decay
amplitude can be written as [40]:

_ A2 . .
ASM(B; — M ;L) = jZLSM(l - 7)[1 + ea™Melle 7]
(33)
1.0
Bp= Oap=
NP= .\ NP=".
05f 3 3
Cy 00
T 5
05} HNP='6 GNP='67T
-1.0bL : : : :
-1.0 -0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0

St

Direct CP asymmetry Cy versus the mixing-induced CP asymmetry S; for several values of the strong
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3F T

-1.0 -0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0
Smlf

FIG. 2 (color online).
(right).

AW —AY
Ar+ald-AY
are combinations of the tree operator (3) and of the penguin
operators with internal quark (¢) in (4). The amplitude
involves parameters of the CKM matrix, such as A, the
sine of the Cabibbo angle, and vy, the argument of V;,,
together with the strong phase 6. € represents the combi-
nation € = 1’\2 =~ (.053, and its small value, together

—AZ
2

where AM = A, + Af,f) - Ag) and aSMei? =

with the small ratio of the Wilson coefficients of penguin
and tree operators, is the argument to justify the neglect of
the term involving @M. The reliability of this approxima-
tion has been tested several times, with the conclusion
that penguin corrections to both direct and indirect CP
induced asymmetries are, at most, of @(1073) in the case
of the B, system [41]. The issue has been reconsidered
for B; modes, such as B, — J/ir¢p [40], as well as in
B, — J/yKg; [42], and it has been suggested to use
experimental data to get information on such contributions
using modes in which they are not Cabibbo suppressed,
namely B, — J/YyK**(K*7~) for B, — J/{¢, and
By — J/ya® for By — J/¢Ks;, employing U-spin or
SU(3)r symmetries.

Double Cabibbo suppression also characterizes the SM
penguin pollution in all the processes we have considered
in our study, and the idea of using control modes to bound
their sizes can be applied extensively. This is the case, first,
of processes involving #(2S), namely B, — #(2S)¢, the
control process of which can be B, — (2S)K**(K* 7™)
accessible at the B factories. Analogously, under SU(3)r
symmetry the B, — J/((25))n(n’') modes have B, —
J/ g (f(28))7° as control processes, from which some
information has already been gained. As for B, — y.o¢,
a control mode could be B; — y.K*. Detailed analyses
would be possible with the availability of experimental

PHYSICAL REVIEW D 83, 094027 (2011)

3E .
o f 3
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onp O 1
—1k ]

2k 1
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Snl//

Weak phase Oyp versus S/, in the case fnp = 0 and for B, fixed to the HFAG value (left) or to the SM value

measurements; the variety of possibilities makes the set
of decay modes discussed in this study of great experimen-
tal and theoretical interest.

IV. CONCLUSIONS

Recent results in the B sector require efforts to identify
promising ways to unveil new physics. We have considered
decay channels induced by the b — ccs transition, using
generalized factorization together with SU(3)r symmetry
to predict their branching fractions in the standard model.
Modes with a charmonium state plus 1, 5/, f,(980) are
interesting, since they are CP eigenstates and do not re-
quire angular analyses. The case of f, is particularly
suitable in view of its reconstruction in the 7" 7~ mode.

If NP affects the B sector, it can either contribute to the
AB = 2 induced mixing amplitude, in a channel indepen-
dent way, modifying the value of the mixing phase with
respect to its SM value, or modify the decay amplitudes, in
a way that can vary from one channel to the other. In this
case, the mixing-induced CP asymmetry S, would no
more be equal to — 7, sin2 B, and the direct CP asymmetry
Cf would differ from zero, conditions which instead hold
in the SM or in the case that NP affects only the oscillation
process. Both cases can also happen. We have considered a
general parametrization of new physics in which the sec-
ond condition holds, fixing S, either to the average of CDF
and DO results or to its SM value. With data on the
branching ratio and the two CP asymmetries Sy and Cy
for a given final state f it will be possible to constrain NP
parameters.
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