PHYSICAL REVIEW D 86, 095013 (2012)

New physics in € from chromomagnetic contributions and limits on left-right symmetry

S. Bertolini,' J. O. Eeg,2 A. Maiezza,>* and F. Nesti®

UNFN, Sezione di Trieste, SISSA, Trieste, Italy
2Department of Physics, University of Oslo, Oslo, Norway
3Dipartimento di Fisica, Universita di L’Aquila, L’Aquila, Italy
*Laboratori Nazionali del Gran Sasso, INFN, Assergi, Italy
(Received 20 June 2012; published 13 November 2012)

New physics in the chromomagnetic flavor changing transition s — dg* can avoid the strong Glashow-
Iliopoulos-Maiani suppression of the standard model and lead to large contributions to CP-violating
observables, in particular to the € parameter, that we address here. We discuss the case of the left-right
symmetric models, where this contribution implies bounds on the phases of the right-handed quark mixing
matrix, or in generic models with large phases a strong bound on the left-right symmetry scale. To the
leading order, a numeric formula for €’ as a function of the short-distance coefficients for a wide class of

models of new physics is given.
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Flavor-changing processes still offer one of the best
means for spotting signs of physics beyond the standard
model (SM). The K decays into pions are among the best
studied channels both experimentally and theoretically, and
despite the hadronic uncertainties in the theoretical predic-
tions, can serve as a great tool for probing new physics.
The reason is that for a number of observables, in particular
the CP violating ones, the SM contribution is extremely
small, mainly due to the Glashow-Iliopoulos-Maiani (GIM)
mechanism [1] and the fact that the CP violating phase in
the SM is suppressed by the smallness of the quark mixing
angles. In turn, in the SM the GIM mechanism is intimately
related to the chiral nature of the weak interactions. As a
result, probes of processes involving the GIM mechanism
are well suited to test for nonchiral interactions.

This is paradigmatic in one popular extension of the SM,
left-right (LR) symmetry [2], which altogether gives a
framework for restoration of parity in fundamental inter-
actions, nonzero neutrino masses, as well as violation of
lepton number and flavor [3] both at the reach of the
coming round of experiments, fitting especially well with
the scenario of TeV scale LR symmetry [4-6]. The related
direct searches at LHC, with important signatures through
the new interactions and same-sign dileptons [7], can ex-
plore this possibility up to ~6 TeV [8] and are already
beginning to probe this interesting region [9—11]. It is then
important to assess the bounds on the model from existing
phenomena.

In the LR models, based the SU(2). X SU22)g X
U(1)g_1. gauge group, modifications of GIM are mainly
due to the new right-handed gauge boson Wy and to its
mixing with the standard weak gauge boson W; . Bounds
on the scale of the new right-handed gauge interaction
were already addressed since the early days, a notorious
example being the AMy box diagram [12,13] where the
GIM enhancement adds to a chiral enhancement of the
matrix elements, and still leads today to the strongest
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bound on the scale of LR symmetry, My, = 2.5-3 TeV
[4]. Similar effects hold for the CP-violation parameter €
[14]. The bottom line is that the interplay of nonchiral
interactions with the hierarchy of quark masses and mix-
ings can lead to dramatic effects in loop diagrams. This is
especially true in the phenomenology of strange mesons,
and in particular for the direct CP-violation parameter €’
and the chromomagnetic loop, that we address.

The gluonic penguin operators have been traditionally
associated to €'/, because they pointed immediately to a
possibly sizable effect. However, in the SM a partial can-
cellation between the dominant gluonic and electroweak
penguins translates into a large theoretical uncertainty,
linked to hadronic matrix elements. For a review on the
evaluation of €'/e and additional literature, we refer to
Refs. [15-17]. In any case, €' is naturally tiny in the SM,
and can serve as an efficient tool for constraining new
physics.

In this work, we address the contributions of nonchiral
interactions in the chromomagnetic operator, and its effect
on €. In the analysis we first give a parametrization of the
effects of new physics in € which is applicable to a wide
class of models with nonchiral interactions. In the context
of left-right symmetry, as it is known current-current op-
erators mediated through the left-right gauge boson mixing
gives large contributions to the K — 77 amplitude. This
issue was studied in detail in Refs. [4,18-20], together with
the other flavor constraints on the model. However, the
effect of the chromomagnetic operator was not considered.
We study its impact due to the effective K — 7 transition
whose hadronic matrix element computed within the chiral
quark model (yQM) [21].

The yQM provides an interpolation between short-
distance QCD and its effective description in terms of the
octet of Goldstone mesons, below the scale of chiral sym-
metry breaking (for a recent discussion, see Ref. [22]). The
chiral Lagrangian coefficients are determined order by
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order in the momentum expansion by integration of the
constituent quarks and depend on three nonperturbative
parameters: the constituent quark mass and the quark
and gluon condensates. Via a fit of the Al = 1/2 rule in
K — mar decays, the authors of Ref. [15] obtained a non-
trivial phenomenological determination of these three pa-
rameters that allowed for a correlated calculation of €'/e
and of the AS = 2 bag parameter By within the yQM
approach, at next-to-leading order (NLO) in the chiral
expansion [23-25]. We will use these values of the para-
meters in our analysis.

For the LR model, we shall see that only the chromo-
magnetic operator plays a dominant role in €, once other
existing constraints from K and B physics are considered,
and implies a bound on the free phases involved, in
the hypothesis of TeV scale LR symmetry. For other
new-physics models, constraints from €’ via the chromo-
magnetic operator were studied in Refs. [26-28].

The paper is organized as follows: In Sec. I, we describe
the effective operators involved when nonchiral new phys-
ics is present, including the dipole ones. We also review the
short distance coefficients in the case of the LR theory.
In Sec. II, by running with the mixed anomalous dimen-
sions, we compute the Wilson coefficients at 0.8 GeV,
which is our chosen scale for matching with chiral per-
turbation theory. In Sec. III, we describe (and update) the
bosonization of the chromomagnetic operator. This enables
us to make contact with the K — 777 amplitude and with €'
in Sec. IV in general and in Sec. V for the LR model.
In Sec. VI, we draw our conclusions.

I. NEW PHYSICS

The effective Lagrangian for flavor changing can be
written in the form Lys_, = —(Gr/~/2)3.,C;0; + H.c.,
where Q; are the relevant operators and C; the correspond-
ing coefficients (and G the Fermi constant). In the stan-
dard model the AS = 1 processes are usually described by
a (over)complete set of operators [29,30]. They involve
tree-level operators as well as QED and QCD penguins. In
models with both chiralities such as the left-right model,
the standard set of operators has to be extended. In the case
of AS = 1 discussed here the complete set at low energy
involves 28 operators,

O = Gaup) (igdy)r,
5t = (5u) (ad)y,
03 = (3d)L(Gq)L,
Q4= (5,dp)1.(Gpqa)L,

3
Qo =§(§d)Leq@4)Lr
3
Q= E(Eadﬁ)Leq(%%)L,

QlﬁL = (EaMB)R(ﬁBda)L:

O = (5,up)r(igdy )k,
SR = (Su)g(id)g,
0 = (3d)r(GDr,
0} = (3adp)r(Gpgalrs
05 = (e, (@,

3 _
'10 =§(SadB)R€q(CIﬁ(1a)L:

O = (5,up)(ligd )R,
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Ot = (Su)g (ad),, OR = (5u)(dd)g,
Qs = (5d).(q9)r. 0% = (3d)r(qq)L,
Q6 = (50dp)L(Gpq0)r, Qs = (5odp)r(G g,

3 3
Q7= E(fd)Leq(C_]C])R, 0= E(Ed)Req(QQ)L’

3 3
Og = —(Eadﬁ)Leq(Qﬁqa)R, Q5= —(5adﬁ)R€q(C_]BC]a)Lv

L_ &M a My R _ gv a v
w!®Ga Ld, 4°Gg Rd,
Q= 872 Qy = 8
Q%ZZ 750, Fa"Ld, QR—e W FERA.
(1)

The notation is (g¢q)Lr = gy,(1 ¥ ¥s)q, L, R=
(1 ¥ y5)/2, and the summation on g = u, d, s is implicit.

i5 are the SM operators usually denoted as Q;,. The
dipole operators Q, ., are normalized with m, for an easy
comparison with existing calculations, and for keeping
unaltered the anomalous dimension. It is known that
some of the operators above are accompanied by an en-
hancement due to the different chiral structure, either in the
short distance coefficient, in the running, or in the matrix
element. Such a situation occurs for the chromomagnetic
operators Q%'}, as we describe below.

At leading order the operators generated by the SM and
the LR short distance physics are 045, Q4. Q)}, Qs, 0%, 07.

05, Oy, 05, 4, with A, B = L, R. Their coefficients
are the current-current ones:
LL — )\LL LR — % )\LR
G Ay C; Ay )
CER = B R = O
the penguin ones are
a
Cy=0Co= —Szi/\{'“LF]fL(xi),
Cy = Cp = 12 BEARRFIR (B,
3)

C;=Cy= 477“ A ER(x)),

ae
Cp = Cy =, BLARER (Bx);

and the dipole ones are

myCl = 3 [m AV FY + m ARCFLR + m, BARR FRR]

myCR = 3, [mg AV F5- + £mAMRFSR + m BARRFRR]

myCy = 3 [m AFRESE + (m ARRESR + my BARRESR],

m,CR = 3, [mg AW ELL + £*m AMRELR + m BARR ERR],
“4)

In the above, e, =2/3 is the u-quark charge, x; =

m; /miy, with i = u, ¢, t, and F(%, and E3” are the loop
functions, given in Appendix A. Then, 8 = M3, /My, is
the ratio of the electroweak to the LR scale and ¢ is the
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Wi -Wg mixing. Note that in the hypothesis of LR symme-
try at TeV scale, 8 ~ 1073, Also ¢ is of order 3 or less; for
instance, in the minimal LR models it is { =~ — Be'® li*x 5,
with x <1 the (modulus of the) ratio of the two vacuum
expectation values of the Higgs bidoublet and « its phase.
We will consider below the specific case of minimal LR
models, referring to Refs. [4,31] for definitions and details.
Finally, A48 = ViAVB where V| and Vy are the Cabibbo-
Kobayashi-Maskawa matrix and its right-handed analogue.
A crucial new ingredient in Vy is the presence of (five)
additional phases, besides the Dirac one. These can be
parametrized as (U = u, ¢, t, D = d, s, b)

VR, = ey eifn, 5)

with Vi the mixing matrix in standard Cabibbo-
Kobayashi-Maskawa form.

The terms in the expressions (2)—(4) for the coefficients
should be understood as generated at the decoupling of the
relevant heavy states, and thus at different scales, namely:
My, or m, for the current-current and top-dominated
loops, m, for the charm dominated loops etc, and my,
for the right-right (RR) current-current.

A similar set of operators Q{5 with the c-quark replac-
ing u, is also generated by the short distance physics, and
also by renormalization at scales larger than m.. On the
other hand, the further operators involving the ¢ quark are
not explicitly required: for the LL and RR operators this is
due to the GIM cancelation above m, (also in the running);
for the LR ones, they are only generated at electroweak
scale through the LR-mixing £." Last, there are also penguin
operators built through the LR-mixing, which are chirally
suppressed and give subleading (negligible) contributions.

From (4), it can be seen that the coefficients CSL,’R receive
a large contribution in the LR model, due to the different
GIM mechanism. In fact, the mass insertion on the external
fermion legs in the SM (m;) is replaced in the LR model by
a mass insertion inside the loop (m;). The loop is then
dominated by m, leading to an enhancement of m,/m, ~
100. In addition, the factor A28 /AL gives a further large
enhancement of 10°, which compensates the LR-scale
suppression . Both Q% and QR are present, and the LR
contribution ends up being a factor ~200 larger than the
SM one, at short distance:

=™ 2m FRG)IVE Vel

~ . ~2 X 1055 =~ 200. (6)
|H§SM)| mSF%L(Xt)IV}deI

!Clearly, if LR were generated at high scale, they should be
taken into account, because due to the mixed chirality a GIM
cancelation is not effective in the running (see also comments in
Appendix B). Also, some more operators of the form (5d); X
(dd + 5s) g mixing with the penguins are present in general, see
Ref. [32], but they are not generated in the LR model and it is
also difficult to generate them in models where new physics sets
in at scales higher than the electroweak scale.
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Here, the factor 2 accounts for the contributions LR + RL,
and we considered Vg = V; , which is a general prediction
of minimal LR models [4].

The new phases (5) contained in Vg, together with
the enhancement above, can directly induce a sizeable
CP violation. It is therefore important to address the
effect of this operator on €', which we study along the
lines of Refs. [33,34]. In order to deal with this low
energy phenomenon, two steps are necessary: the first
is to renormalize the coefficients at low energy, in the
range of chiral perturbation theory; the second is to
use the matrix elements (27|Q;|K,), or equivalently to
match with chiral perturbation theory. In the following
section, we renormalize the full set of coefficients down
to the scale of 0.8 GeV, and in the next we match with
the chiral Lagrangian in the context of the chiral quark
model.

The need to evaluate the Wilson coefficients at such a
low QCD scale is dictated by the requirement to use the
matrix elements calculated in the context of chiral quark
model in chiral perturbation theory, whose cutoff is the
chiral symmetry breaking scale. In order to assess quan-
titatively the scale dependence of the result, we remark
that by varying the matching scale between 0.8 and
1 GeV, the chromomagnetic Cz'® and the current-current
ones C%E’RL vary at most by 5% and 10%, respectively.
These uncertainties are well below those of the matrix
elements.

II. RUNNING TO LOW SCALE

The mixing of operators (1) is described in detail in
Appendix B. At leading order, the operators can be split
into two sets, of opposite chiralities, corresponding to the
two columns in (1). The low energy coefficients together
with the matrix elements of all the operators are also
sufficient to give an estimate of the impact on €’ for quite
a large class of models of new physics. This will be
presented in Sec. IV.

In the particular case of the LR model, the low energy
coefficients are shown in Table I. The running takes
into account the whole set of operators including the
SM penguins, but we show the result only for the opera-
tors containing the LR scale 8 or { which have an impact
on €, and the magnetic operator Q%’R which is also
enhanced. The results are normalized to A,, to compare
with existing calculations. The coefficients Cg®, com-
pared with the complex part of the SM result, Cg(SM) =
0.34A, [33], confirm the important role of Q, from new
physics.

In the detail of the running it is worth noting that, despite
the reduction of ~0.5 due to their own anomalous dimen-

sion, Cy'® receive contributions from Cr5MRRERR - The

RL,LR

largest additional contribution is due to Cy5.~" at scales

above m,, while the contributions from lelguLR are
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TABLE I. Coefficients for the dominant new operators in the
minimal LR model, evaluated at & = 0.8 GeV.

CllzL,LR A,(1.07)| ¢ eFila0sa=0.)
CRULR A,(0.80)|¢]e (@~ 0ua=00)
CRR A, (—0.54)Bei(0:=04)
CRR A,(1.24) Be™i(0:=00)
CLR A (—10.7)[f|e* (00,00
it Au(=3.31)] e i Va0

suppressed by the u quark mass. This is due to the internal
mass insertion in the (two) loop graphs responsible for
the operator mixing in the anomalous dimension matrix,
and is another consequence of the nonchiral nature of these
operators. As a side result, this additional contribution
preserves the same combination of phases appearing in
the original short-distance C5'}.

From Table I, we can calculate the contributions to € of
these operators. This requires the evaluation of matrix
elements which we review now for Q5.

ITI. BOSONIZATION OF @,

The bosonization of O, was addressed in Ref. [33] in the
context of the chiral quark model. Here we review the
computation, which leads a minor numerical correction.

Under chiral SU(3);, X SU(3)g rotations, the Q, opera-
tors transform as (3;, 3g), and thus they give rise to parti-
cular terms in the chiral Lagrangian. While by symmetry
arguments there are diverse possibilities (see e.g., Ref. [35]
in naive dimensional analysis) in the context of the chiral
quark model, only one form arises [33]. This is true in the
SM as with the separate operators Q%, OX. One has

Ly =TdEXA + A X'3)D,3tDH3] (7)

where A_ = (A¢ — iA7)/2, and where the matrix of two
coefficients X = diag(0, G}, G%) replaces the single

coefficient Gg‘) and the running quark mass matrix
|
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FIG. 1. Diagrams for the bosonization of Q,, in the fixed point
gauge. Note the flow of gluon momentum &.

M = diag(m,, mgy, my) of the analogous calculation in the
SM. In fact, the coefficients CE’R of the AS = 1 transition
induce a tiny breaking of the chiral symmetry which plays
the same role as the s and d quark masses in the SM. We also
observe that from the point of view of chiral perturbation
theory the above Lagrangian is O(p*) in the LL and
RR terms proportional to light quark masses, but O(p?) in
the LR and RL terms, proportional to m.. In any case, the
coefficients GIS“’R will, respectively, be proportional to CL:’R.
To determine them, it is convenient to evaluate some ampli-
tude both through the above chiral Lagrangian and in the
chiral quark model, and compare the results [33]. We do this
in the ‘“unrotated” picture [17]. The simplest process is
the off-shell K~ — 7~ transition, which at one loop is given
by the three diagrams shown in Fig. 1. The two external
gluon lines are attached to the gluons in the external thermal
QCD vacuum and lead to a coefficient proportional to the
gluon condensate. To deal with the thermal and color aver-
age, it is best to adopt Fock-Schwinger fixed-point gauge
(x#A,, = 0) [36]. Due to this gauge choice, translations are
broken and two fixed ““sink’” points for the gluon momentum
are defined, chosen here to be x = 0 and x at the K and 7
vertices. Then the three diagrams in Fig. 1 are

B . 2m? [ d%q
A(K — T )=7'/.W(a+b+c),

a=tul(f — K+ mAlf + mq,(f +m)(f — p + m)]Alg, mPAlg — k, mlAlg — p, m]

b=tl(f — K+ mq,(f — K+ mAf +m)(f — p + m)]Alg, m]Alg — k, mPAlg — p, m], ®)
¢ = tul(f + mg,(f + m)(f — b+ mAf + K= p + m)]Alg mPAlg — p,mlAlg — p + k. m]

where p is the K and 77 momentum; k is the incoming gluon momentum; A[p,m]=1/(p*—m?); g, = —iGpg,m(CEL +
CgRR)G“Ba'aB/\/i and m is the constituent quark mass. Also (see Ref. [36]) A = (g,/2)y,G ., 9/0k, where a derivative
with respect to the gluon momentum has to be taken, after which & is set to zero.? By the same prescriptions, one shows that
no external gluon momentum flows through the chromomagnetic operator. Finally, the two gluon field-strengths are
averaged in the gluon condensate, G, 3G, 5 — (72/68 (S GG)(guy8p5 — 8as8py)-

*Due to the absence of translational invariance, the use of the one-external-gluon effective quark propagator in the fixed point gauge
[37] is not correct in diagram (b), where the gluon momentum flows to the origin (K) passing through the operator insertion. This leads
to a mismatch between diagrams a and b and to a numerical correction of the result in Ref. [33].
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The loop integration produces a term at order zero in p
which is canceled in the leading chiral Lagrangian in
agreement with the Feinberg-Kabir-Weinberg theorem
[38]. The second order term gives the desired result

>

j Ct + CR 7+1+38
AK =) =G, 5T e 2g<“ G> T+ 1+8) . )
167 48f*m

V2

T
9)

the three numbers being relative to diagrams a, b, c.
Comparing this amplitude with the one calculated from
the chiral Lagrangian (7), one finally finds the coefficients

1 Ja Gy m,CHR
GL’R=2—<—GG>—F SU8
8 T V2 1672

12m
The factor of 2 corrects 11/4 appearing in Ref. [33] and
leads to a 30% reduction of the matrix element. This result
is also confirmed by a similar calculation within the
“rotated” picture.

Before using this result for the calculation of €', let us
note that the additional contribution from the off-shell
chromomagnetic sdg vertex, shown in Ref. [39] to be of
the same order as Q, in the SM, is strongly suppressed in
the case of nonchiral interactions (again because the mass
insertion happens inside the W loop).

Finally, a double insertion of Q,, leads directly to
(long-distance) AS = 2 processes and can be calculated
similarly. However, the process is doubly loop and Gg
suppressed and the result is negligible for both AMy and
€ (see Appendix D).

(10)

IV. RESULT FOR €
The direct CP parameter €' is defined by

€ = Lw<ImA2 — %)gei(ﬁr%)’ (11)
»\/5 RCAZ ReAO p

where p, g are the K°, K° mixing parameters and o =
Ay/Ay=1/22.2. The ratio p/q=1 with an excellent
approximation. The isospin amplitudes A; (I = 0, 2) are
defined from the AS =1 effective Hamiltonian as
(27),|(—i)Hag—1|K®) = A€, where §, are the strong
phases of 77 scattering. We calculate the imaginary part
of the amplitudes, while for the real part we take the
experimental value: ReA; =3.33 X 1077 GeV  and
ReA, = 1.49 X 1078 GeV.

The amplitudes A, and A, for the standard operators are
collected in Appendix C. The ones of Q{;R are easily
calculated from the chiral Lagrangian (7). One has the
isospin decomposition

+ 2 + + 1 +
A% = ‘/;A%% A% = \gA% a2

where the amplitude for K® — 77~ is
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L+R —\/z

A% =Fm%,(G{;—G§)
Grpm? (Cy = C}
- Fm;<gGG>7m‘( G g
omf> \mw 167

and the one for K — 7970 vanishes. In the following we

use f =93 MeV, and for the gluon condensate and con-
stituent quark mass we adopt the central values (¢ GG) =
(334 MeV)*, and m = 200 MeV [15], obtained by consis-
tently fitting in the model the Al = 1/2 selection rule.

Using the running and the matrix elements, one can
generically describe the contributions to €’ of the different
operators, as a weighted sum of the coefficients contribut-
ing from the desired scales u,:

€'l =

> > wil)ImCilu,) | (14)

where, at each scale u,,, the C;(u,,) are the coefficients and
w;(w,) their weights. The scales w,, can be either taken as
the ones where the short distance coefficients are gener-
ated, i.e., my, m,, etc., in which case the w; account for the
running and the matrix elements, or some low energy scale
if one includes the running in the C;. In Table II, we collect
the numeric values of w; computed by taking into account
the complete running from a choice of different scales
down to 0.8 GeV, together with the required matrix
elements (see Appendix C).

As discussed in Appendix C, the hadronic uncertainties
present in the B factors of departure from vacuum satura-
tion approximation can be sizable and may vary from 10 to
50% for the better known operators, to a factor of order one
for Q, and Q}%. For the SM operators, the values adopted
in Table II are taken from the chiral quark model calcu-
lation [15]. For the LR operators Q5, a determination is
missing but an guess can be given by noting their similarity
with operators Q7 g.

For ng’R, while the leading order chiral bosonization (7)
results in a m%/m?% suppression [see (13)], this may cease
to be true in higher orders and may result in a further
enhancement. Together with chiral loops, this is likely to
lead to order one correction coefficients Bf , to be added to
Eq. (12). While we stress the need for a dedicated assess-
ment of these corrections in the view of new physics, in the
present analysis we conservatively assume B(‘)',z = 1, keep-
ing in mind that a possible enhancement would make our
bounds below stronger.

Clearly, taking the central values of the hadronic matrix
elements is sufficient for the scope of assessing the rele-
vance of contributions beyond the SM, and, in particular, in
view of the leading role of the chromomagnetic operators
shown by the present analysis. Also, the renormalization
evolution is performed at leading order, as is the deter-
mination of the starting conditions in Egs. (2)-(4).
Nevertheless, since the penguins can be considered as
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TABLE II.
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Weigths w; (times 10) of the coefficients C; in the determination of €', applicable to coefficients from different scales.

The weights relative to the opposite chirality operators have opposite sign.

w; X 10 wRL wRL wRLyRL - yLL wit  whtl Il Wy Ws W W wg Wy Wiy Wk

M= my 052 —0.068 160. 52. 008 —0.55 20 -—-024-0.14 —-34 81 22. 110. 340. 32 05 0020
mo=mg 0. 0. S51. 15, 0. 0. .9 10 016 —-074 27 80 32. 110. 28 1.9 0.038
n=08GeV 0. 0. 42. 11. 0. 0. 20 12 022 —-055 22 67 25 88 28 21 0043

NLO contributions, a NLO correction to the current-
current starting conditions was also inserted (see
Ref. [30]). In this respect let us again remark that while a
NLO analysis is necessary for the SM, it is not crucial for
assessing the constraint from €’ on new physics. We beli-
eve Table II with formula (14) to be useful in analyzing
the impact of €' for quite a wide class of new physics
models.

V. CONSEQUENCES FOR THE LR MODEL

We can finally estimate the numerical impact on €’ of the
new physics operators in the case of LR symmetry, using
the values of the low energy coefficients summarized in
Table I and the last line of Table II (or equivalently the
appropriate short distance coefficients with the first lines).
We find

lef x| =11£11.25[sin(e — 6, — 6,4) + sin(a@ — 0, — 6,)]
+1£10.010[sin(a — 8, — 0;) + sin(a — 6, — 6,)]
+ B0.013sin(6, — 6,), (15)

where the first line is due to the dominant QYSR", the

second to Q’%, and the last to Q}5.” The penguin contri-
butions are only responsible for minor corrections in the
above numeric result.

For TeV LR-scale (8 ~ 1073), we see that the above
contributions can give overdominant contributions to €/,
even having assumed similar left and right quark mixing
angles, as in the minimal LR models. This is true both for

E’R and for the other operators. Their impact may be
different and it depends, in addition to the LR scale S,
on the CP phase a and on the extra phases in Vi. The
actual implications for a given LR model depend thus on
the available freedom in choosing these phases. Let us
describe the bounds in different scenarios, assuming that
the new physics can contribute as much as 100% to €’.

Assuming generic O(1) free phases, the LR scale is
constrained to lie above a large limit My, = 25 TeV. In
fact this amounts to the highest limit on the right-handed
scale. It is also worth recalling that for order one phases
another large bound of about My, = 15 TeV results from
€, while limits from B mass difference and CP violation
are less stringent [4,19]. The argument can however be

*Also ALY is complex, but its phase is O(1/1000) and is
subleading in this expression.

turned around and (15) can be used to put constraints on the
phases, in the scenario of TeV LR symmetry.

In the minimal LR models, phases are either strictly
predicted or are free, depending on the choice of LR
symmetry, which can be generalized parity (2P, exchanging
fermions 1 < ) or generalized charge conjugation (C,
exchanging fermions ¢; < ), following the analysis of
Ref. [4].

An important common constraint resulting in both cases
from e is that §,; — 6, is close to 0 (or marginally to 7) at
least as 1072 This implies that the contribution of Q%% to
€’ can be neglected [the last line in (15)]. This can already
be seen from the low energy coefficients in Table 1. From
the same Table I, it is also important to note an other
consequence of the e constraint, namely, that thanks to
0, = 0, the coefficients are practically complex conjugated
under L — R exchange. As a result, the contributions to €/,
which are proportional to L — R combinations [as Ci; -
Cg, see (13)] are purely imaginary and thus with maximal
imaginary part. On the contrary, only the combinations
L + R would enter in other CP-violating observables in-
volving an even number of mesons, making the imaginary
part suppressed by 8, — 6, < 1072, This is the case for
instance for the contribution of the magnetic operators
O%® to the CP asymmetry in K — et e, which is thus
suppressed, despite the enhancement of the Wilson coeffi-
cient. This situation can be contrasted with the one occur-
ring, e.g., in supersymmetric models, where a correlation
between € and K — w€t€~ can be inferred [26].
Nevertheless, the enhancement of C3® would survive in
CP-asymmetries with an odd number of mesons, like K —
am{* €~ (whose analysis brings in the leptonic sector of
the LR models and is beyond our study).

Let us then describe the impact of the first two lines in
(15) to €, for the two possible choices of LR symmetry.

In the case of P, due to the hermiticity of the Yukawa
couplings, the phases in Vj are all predicted in terms of the
phase «, and they are all close to 0 or 7. The neutron
electric dipole moment (EDM) then poses a strong con-
straint which together with € and €’ leads to the strong limit
My, > 8-10 TeV [19]. As discussed in Ref. [4], a TeV-
scale LR symmetry is still allowed by resorting to an
unappealing fine-tuning with the QCD strong phase . In
this case, the €’ gives alone a bound, because from € one
must have xsina =~ 1073 [4,19], so that the limit x — 0
i.e., { — 0 that would suppress €’ in (15) is not permitted.
Then, by using the values for the predicted phases (see
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Eq. (29) in Ref. [19]) and exploiting conservatively the free
signs, in particular u and ¢ opposite, one finds the numeric
result®

el =5.7 X 1075(8/1073). (16)

This result holds in the natural regime x < 0.1, where
analytic expressions for the phases are available.
Comparing €] with 100% (50%) of |€/[¢x,=3.92X 1079,
we obtain the constraint My, = 3(4) TeV. Here the main
contribution comes from Q%’%’RI‘, while QE’R contribute
subdominantly, with the effect of softening the limit with
respect to the conclusions of Ref. [4].°

In the more interesting case of C as LR symmetry, the
phases (5) in Vi are free. This time, the bound from €
together with the B, systems put the stronger constraint
0, — 0, <1073 [4]. As a result, from (15) one has

lef x| =1£112.50sin(a — 6, — 6,7) +0.020sin(a — 6. — 0,)|.
(17)

The first line due to QILE’RL is dominant, but one can note
that the phase combination appearing there is indepen-
dently constrained by the neutron EDM: as studied in
Refs. [4,19,40] one has |{]sin(a — 6, —6,) <1077,
This implies that the current-current contribution can be
neglected here, and thus we are left with the dominance of
the second line, due to Q®. For €] to at most saturate the
experimental value, one has the constraint

1] sin(a — 6, — 6,)] <2.0 x 107 (18)

(or a correspondingly more stringent one for a subdomi-
nant |€'|;z). This represents a correlated bound between
the phases and the LR symmetry scale/mixing. For uncon-
strained phases 6. + 6, one would require My, = 8 TeV,
or vanishing LR mixing, while for TeV-scale LR symmetry
and large LR mixing, one puts a constraint of ~10~! on the
involved combination of phases.

This constraint is relatively stronger than the one re-
ported in Ref. [41], where a different evaluation of the Q,
matrix element was adopted, and where only the ““‘charm”
couplings were considered. As discussed above, the
uncertainty (possible enhancement) in the matrix element

“This corresponds to the case |§; — 6] ~ 1072. There is also
a second possibility, with |8, — 8, ~ 7+ 0(107%) and
xsina = 1072, but it is disfavored by the B, mass differences
and CP-violation. Moreover, in this case there are cancelations
in each line of (15) and the situation is more ambiguous, since it
depends on the precision to which the equality Vi ~ Vi of
mixing angles holds. We recall that with a global numerical
study of this model [4], the angles could be deviated as much as
20%, which would spoil these cancelations in €’. Therefore, also
in this case one can expect a dominant contribution as in (16).

>We also do not agree with the strong bound derived in Ref. [20],
using only the isospin-2 amplitude of the operator Q'R.
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of 9, could make this bound even stronger by an order one
factor.
The bound (18) is also stronger than the analogous limit
inferred from the s — dvy decays [41,42], which through
%R involve the same enhancement and the same phases as
the chromomagnetic operator.

VI. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

In this work we addressed the effect on € of new
physics in the chromomagnetic dipole operators, which
can have a huge enhancement with respect to the SM,
especially in the presence of nonchiral interactions. The
paradigmatic example for this effect appears in minimal
left-right symmetric theories, where the W -Wy gauge-
boson mixing leads to an enhancement of 103 in the short
distance loop coefficient, so that even with a scale of new
physics in the TeV region, an enhancement of two orders
of magnitude results. Together with the presence of new
phases in the right quark mixing matrix, this can lead to a
dramatic impact in €’.

To evaluate quantitatively the effect, we considered the
dipole operators together with the full set of four quark
operators which can give rise to CP violation in K — 77
decays. We considered their renormalization and mixing
(at leading order) from short distance to the low scale of
matching with chiral perturbation theory, where the ma-
trix elements can be estimated. For the chromomagnetic
dipole operators, we reevaluated the corresponding matrix
element in the context of the chiral quark model (correct-
ing the previous existing calculation). For the SM opera-
tors, we adopted the estimates consistently determined in
previous analysis of €'/e [15]. These were also used for
an estimate for the LR current-current operators Q5 (see
discussion in Sec. IV and Appendix C). The set of high
energy operators considered is fairly complete, and can
serve also for estimates of the impact of other new
physics models on €.

We applied the results to the case of the minimal left-
right model, showing that €’ receives contributions from
the chromomagnetic operator as well as from the current-
current ones QILE’RL. These are in general large, but we
noted that they are severely constrained by the nEDM, with
the result that the chromomagnetic operators turn out to be
dominant. One can expect this to be a fairly generic situ-
ation, because new CP phases contributing to Qll"l;’RL are
usually contributing as well to the nEDM.

In the LR model, focusing on the case of generalized
charge-conjugation C taken as LR symmetry, where new
phases are free, this allows us to derive a correlated
constraint between the LR-gauge boson mixing (or LR-
symmetry scale) and the relevant phases. The bound
amounts to ¢ < 107* (or My, > 8 TeV) for arbitrary
phases or, in the scenario of TeV-scale LR symmetry, a
constraint of 1072 on the involved phases.
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The dominance of the Q, contribution can then lead to
constraints on processes involving the same combination
of phases. This is true for instance for the magnetic opera-
tors O%‘R which are also GIM-enhanced, and as we argued
will enter in K — wme*e” CP-violating asymmetries.
Also, (o — 8. — 6,) enters in the charmed mesons phys-
ics, the analysis of which is beyond the scope of this work.
Nevertheless, let us point out that it enters the decays of the
D meson via ¢ — u7y, whose short distance contribution is
overwhelmed by the long distance ones [43], but also it
enters the CP-violation in the D — KK, 77 channels, for
which anomalous signals have been reported by the LHCb
collaboration [44]. The interesting analysis of the related
charm physics in the LR models will be the subject of a
separate work.

L x(—18 + 11x; + x3) @ —16x; + 9x7) Inx;
! 12(x; — 1) 6(x; — 1)* ’
FLL x;(2+3x; — 6x? + x; + 6x; Inx;)
2 4(x; — D ’
—4 + 3xj + x? — 6xj lnxj

FLR — ,
2 2x; — 1)
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APPENDIX A: LOOP FUNCTIONS

The loop functions relevant for the SM and the LR
model are [14,45-47]

 x;(5x7 — 2x; — 6) 19x3 — 2523 4

LL — Inxj + —2—"0 + " Inx,
! 180, — DF 360 — 1) 9
AL _ xj(Sxi +5x; —7) x§(2 - 3x;) .
z 12(x; — 1)} 20x; — 1 7
2 _ —
P — 5x; = 31x; + 20 3 x;(2 — 3x;) i (AD)

6(x; — 1) @ -1

where x; = (%)2’ Jj = u, ¢, t. In addition to these, one has F}§ = F5(Bx;) and similarly for ESR.

APPENDIX B: RUNNING OF ALL AS =1 OPERATORS

For our purposes, the relevant operators are the Q; appearing in (1) plus the eight Q{‘gc where u quark is replaced by c.
At leading order (LO) the LR operators mix only with ngyy (in addition to themselves). Similarly, the RL ones
mix only with Qg,y. The operators can thus be divided in two decoupled sets of 18 operators each, related by the exchange

L—R:

{ RL RL RL HRL HLL AHLL
le? X2¢0 X1 » X2 » Xlc’ X2

{QLR LR LR LR RR RR
le>» X2¢ 1 » X2 » Xlc’ X2

T O5% 03, 04, 05, O, Q7 Qs Qo, Q10 Oy, O3,

RR RR
1 2

’ Qg’ Qip QIS’ QIG: Q;: Qé: Q’Q: ,]())

(BI)

o O3), (B2)

as in the two columns of Eq. (1). The corresponding vectors of coefficients in the two sets, C*'L,R(,u,), evolve separately

according to the renormalization group equation

0 0
+ B(g)— +
(am B3+ T

J lnmi

)éL,R(M) = ’}’T(M)éL,R(,U«), (B3)

with i = u, s, c. The 18 X 18 anomalous dimension matrix vy is the same in the L and R sectors and reads [47,48]
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-160 0 0 0 0 0 O 0 0 0
-6 2 0 00 0 0 O 0 0 0
0 0-160 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0-620 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 00 0-26 0 0 0 0 0
00 006 —2 0 0 -2 2 -2
00 000 0 -2 6 0 0 0
0 0 000 0 6 -2 -2 2 -2
a | 0 0 0 00 0 0 O 2 2 —4
A4t 0 0 0 0 0 0O 0 0 6-2ny 242 —2n;
00 000 0 0 O 0 2
0o 0000 0 0 0 -2 s s
000 00 0 0 0 0 0 0
00 0 00 0 0 0 2(nf—3n. 50Bn.—ns) §(ng—3ny)
00000 0 0 O 2 -2 2
00 000 0 0 0 2nf—3n 20Bn.u—ns) s(ng—3n)
00 000 0 0 0 0 0 0
00 0 00 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 O —81e 320 e
0 00 0 0 @ pm g
0 00 0 0 —8 7 20
0 00 0 0 e 155
0 00 0 0 6 0
2 00 0 0 =2 832
0 00 0 0 6 0
: 00 0o 0 L
g 00 0 0GRy T (B4)
o0 0 0 0 (124 550) — ¢ (5412005 — 300))
—6 0 0 0 0 (—2—6ny) 84
“16+ %55 0 0 0 0 (-8—T2r) —3 (%L —12(ns - 3n.))
0 2 =6 0 0 0 0
By —ng) 0 =16 0 0 0 0
-2 0 0 -2 6 0 0
2(Bny—ng) 0 0 6 -2 0 0
0 00 0 0 % —32
0 00 0 0 0 32

where n; and n, are, respectively, the number of active  off-diagonal terms in the last two columns carry explic-
quarks, and of active up-type quarks. The mixing of the  itly the ratio of mass insertions responsible of the
Q,...10 operators with the (chromo)magnetic operators  operator mixing. In fact, while for the mixing of
appears at NLO [48], and we adopt the anomalous the LL and penguin operators with the magnetic ones
dimensions in the 't Hooft-Veltman scheme. Note, the  the mass insertion on the external legs is m, and

095013-9



S. BERTOLINI et al.

coincides with the normalization of Q, ., for the mixing

%Ié RL—, — (@, , the mass insertion is that of the internal
quark (m, or m,), breaking the usual GIM cancelations.
It also follows that the traditional description in terms
of the y; and z; variables [30] is no longer appropriate,
and we need to perform the running of the whole vector
of coefficients C; (and CR) Clearly, for the SM part
the results coincide, as the GIM cancelation is effective
in the mixing with the dipole operators. Finally, the
operators involving the charm quark are integrated out
at their threshold, and accordingly the anomalous
dimension matrix is projected, below this scale, on
the remaining set of low energy operators le, 0310

QL

We perform the running choosing « (M) = 0.1176,
and with starting coefficients introduced separately at the
relative scales of decoupling. The running is performed
down to 0.8 GeV where the matrix elements are
evaluated.

APPENDIX C: AMPLITUDES

For all the operators, the amplitudes A, are expressed
in terms of their K — (), matrix elements (Q,;):

A= D ClQN A= CAON (D)

We report here the matrix elements for the relevant
LLLRRLRR {4 |57.
1,2 [ ’ ]

<Q1LL>0 = _<Q$R>0 = 3\/—XB(1)’
4
(O, = —(OF”), = T—XBI
(051 = —(O%R®) ——X'BZ )
2 /0 2 /2 3\/—
(05), = —(O%”), = T—XfBz
V2(X +9Y +3Z
(0% = —(OF) = ( 33 )fB(l)’LR,
11
(OFR), = —(Of), = —\/:(X - 6Z)Bé’LR,
(C3)

V23X +3Y + Z) IR

33 o
RL 11 2R
—(05" ) = 3 §(3X —27)B;,

(055 = —(03") =

(05%),

PHYSICAL REVIEW D 86, 095013 (2012)
with

e
Il

—(m~ |dy , ysulOX7 " lay*s|K)
iN2fn(mk — m%) = 0.03i GeV?,
Y = —(7" 7 |iul0)0ldyss|K°)
iN2f A% =~ 0.22i GeV?,

(7~ |dysul0)(m* |iis| K°)
iN2f,A? = 0.18i GeV?,

(C4)

N
i

where A = m%/(m; + my), and f, g the 7 and K decay
constants, and the quark masses are evaluated at u =
0.8 GeV (i.e., my; =200 MeV). Since we use the matrix
elements at u = 0.8 GeV, also the B; coefficients of
departure from vacuum saturation have to be evaluated at
this scale.

The SM ones, determined in the chiral quark model
via a phenomenological approach based on the fit of the
AI = 1/2 rule in K — 77 decays, can be taken from
Ref. [15] (see Table VI), where one can also find the

“correlated” matrix elements for the operators Qj
For the above current-current operators, one finds the
central values B} =9.5, B} ~2.9, By? ~0.41. For the
gluonic and electromagnetic penguins relevant to €’/e, it
is found B} = 1.6 and BS =~ 0.92.

Concerning the B>IR | their evaluation is still lacking
both in the chiral quark model as on the lattice, and to
our knowledge also in 1/N, expansion. Some hints can
be derived from the observation that the electromagnetic
penguins Q75 transform as (8, 8g) as do the O7%. Then,
their leading bosonization and chiral loops coincide (see
Ref. [23]) so that one can expect the B parameters of
O'& to be very similar to those of Qg ;. For the isospin-2
amplitudes, this correspondence has even been argued
to be exact [20] so that using the results reported
in Ref. [15], we can set fB”LR 378 =~ (0.92. For
isospin-0 amplitudes, the larger 378 =~ 2.5 hint for
fB(l)‘Z’LR also larger than one. In general, this is in accor-
dance with the strong phases from pion rescattering in
final state interactions which point to a correction factor
of ~1.4 [49-51], and also more simply with the correc-
tion factor traditionally applied to Y in vacuum saturation
to account for the renormalization to the K scale in the
pion matrix element, (1 + m/A%pr) ~ 1.5, which en-
hances the isospin-0 amplitudes in Eq. (C3). Therefore,
for the present analysis, we adopt the conservative
choice of central values B(l)'z‘LR ~2 with O(1) uncer-
tainty. For the left- right model the impact of the
isospin-0 amplitudes of is fortunately limited. The
result in the first line of (15) changes by 20% within a
1-3 range of Bé’Q’LR.
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APPENDIX D: DOUBLE INSERTION OF Q,
LEADING TO AS =2

The gluonic dipole operators can give effects also on
the AS = 2 processes, via its double insertion or via its
insertion together with other AS = 1 operators, most
notably the SM current-current operators Qf5 which
have large (real) coefficients. These combinations con-
stitute true long-distance contributions. A first estimate
was given in Ref. [52], and the resulting constraint is
not relevant for AMy and is marginal for € [41]. In the
presence of the whole set of new physics operators also
chiral loops with multiple possible insertions should be
evaluated, and we leave that for a future analysis.
However, a simple double insertion of Q, can be readily
estimated. It leads to K-K mixing through the diagram
in Fig. 2. The two external gluons are averaged in the
vacuum gluon condensate, and the total mixing
Hamiltionian is

8 M3 G2, (CL)? + (CR)?

K= 7372 2™ e

<% GG>KK. (D1)

PHYSICAL REVIEW D 86, 095013 (2012)

FIG. 2. Double insertion of Q, for K — K mixing.

Considering from Table I the low energy values
CoR ~2.7|¢|e @~ %=04)  we find the impact on the
KK mixing to be negligibly small, despite the huge
enhancement of the dipole loop: from AMg =
Re(Hyz)/2Mg, we have

L+R
AMZ <1072 Gev,  (for{ =1073), (D2)
which is six orders of magnitude less than the experi-
mental value. Similarly, also the effect on € is negligible:
we have € ~ 0.3]Z]*cos(2a)(@, — 6,). Since <1073
and 6, — 6, is at most 1072, this gives no constraint.
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