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Within the factorization-assisted topological-amplitude approach, we study the two-body charmed B
meson decays B, 4, — DWM, with M denoting a light pseudoscalar (or vector) meson. The meson decay
constants and transition form factors are factorized out from the hadronic matrix element of topological
diagrams. Therefore, the effect of SU(3) symmetry breaking is retained, which is different from the
conventional topological diagram approach. The number of free nonperturbative parameters to be fitted
from experimental data is also much less. Only four universal nonperturbative parameters y<, ¢, ¥* and
@F are introduced to describe the contribution of the color-suppressed tree and W-exchanged diagrams for
all the decay channels. With the fitted parameters from 31 decay modes induced by b — c¢ transition, we
then predict the branching fractions of 120 decay modes induced by both b — ¢ and b — u transitions. Our
results are well consistent with the measured data or to be tested in the LHCb and Belle-II experiments in
the future. Besides, the SU(3) symmetry breaking, isospin violation and CP asymmetry are also

investigated.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Due to the large mass and fast weak decay property of
the top quark, B mesons are the only weakly decaying
mesons containing quarks of the third generation. Their
nonleptonic weak decays provide direct access to the
parameters of the Cabibbo—Kobayashi-Maskawa (CKM)
matrix and to the study of CP violation (for reviews, see,
for examples, Refs. [1,2]). Simultaneously, the studies of
these decays can also provide some insight into the long-
distance nonperturbative structure of QCD as well as some
hints of the new physics beyond the standard model (SM).
To achieve these goals, the BABAR and Belle experiments
at the e e~ B-factories [3] and the LHCb experiment [4] at
the LHC have already performed high precision measure-
ments of nonleptonic weak decays. In the era of the Belle-II
[5] and LHCDb upgrade [4], the experimental analysis will
be pushed toward new frontiers of precision.

In particular, the direct CP violation in a decay process
requires at least two contributing amplitudes with different
weak and strong phases. In the SM, the weak phases can be
accommodated in the CKM matrix, while no satisfactory
first-principle calculations have yielded the strong phases
till now. To study the information of strong phases from the
nonleptonic B decays is tough work. The basic theoretical
framework for the nonleptonic B decays is based on the
operator product expansion and renormalization group
equation, which allow us to write the amplitude of a decay
B — f generally as follows:

1550-7998,/2015,/92(9)/094016(15)

094016-1

PACS numbers: 13.25.Hw
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—%VCKM;wxﬂoiwan (1)

where H.g is the effective weak Hamiltonian, with O;(u)
denoting the relevant local four-quark operators, which
govern the decays in question. The CKM factors V iy and
the Wilson coefficients C; describe the strength with which
a given operator enters the Hamiltonian. Now, the only
challenge for theorists is how to calculate the matrix
elements (f|O;(u)|B) in QCD reliably. For decades we
have applied the “factorization” hypothesis to estimate the
matrix element of the four-quark operators through the
product of the matrix elements of the corresponding quark
currents. In the 1980s, the “color transparency” viewpoints
[6-8] were used to justify this concept, while it could be put
on a rigorous theoretical basis in the heavy-quark limit
for a variety of B decays about ten years ago [9-11].
Alternatively, another useful approach is provided by the
decomposition of their amplitudes in terms of different
decay topologies and to apply the SU(3) flavor symmetry
of strong interactions to derive relations between them [12].
Supplemented by isospin symmetry, the approximate
SU(3) flavor symmetry and various “plausible” dynamical
assumptions, the diagrammatic approach has been used
extensively for nonleptonic B decays [13].

Among B decays, the charmed hadronic B mesons
decays B — DM, where M is a light meson, are of great
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interest for several reasons. First, due to the existence of the
charm quark, the charmed hadronic decay processes have
no contribution from penguin operators, so theoretical
uncertainties involved in the relevant QCD dynamics
become much less. Second, for the b — ¢ transiting
processes, since the CKM factors are real, the phases
associated with these decay amplitudes afford us the
information of clean strong interactions. Third, for some
typical decays such as BY — DY K and BY — DY 77,
both b - ¢ and b — u transitions contribute to their
amplitudes, the interferences between which will allow
us to extract the CKM phase y effectively [14]. Lastly, these
processes serve as a good testing ground for various
theoretical issues in hadronic B decays, such as factoriza-
tion hypothesis, SU(3) symmetry breaking, and isospin
violation. Experimentally, plenty of two-body charmed
hadronic B decays have been observed from the heavy
flavor experiments, such as Belle, BABAR, DO, CDF, and
LHCD [15]. Besides the available data, many new modes
are being measured in the LHCb. In the theoretical side,
much attention has already been paid to these charmed
hadronic B decays. The color-favored decays B — D)z
were first explored in the framework of the factorization
hypothesis [7,8]. Including the next-leading-order correc-
tions of vertexes, the factorization of this kind of processes
has been proven within the QCD factorization approach [9]
and the soft-collinear effective theory [11], which implies
the final-state interactions of these decays are small.
However, the color-suppressed modes B® — D%z° were
found with a very large branching ratio experimentally,
which provides evidence for a failure of the naive factori-
zation and for sizeable relative strong-interaction phases
between different isospin amplitudes [16]. This was con-
firmed in the perturbative QCD (PQCD) approach based
on ky factorization [17—19], where the end point singularity
was killed by keeping the transverse momentum of partons.
The rescattering effects of B — D*M had also been
studied within some models [20]. Under the assumption
of the flavor SU(3) symmetry, the global fits were per-
formed in the topological quark diagram approach [21],
where the magnitudes and the strong phases of the
topologically distinct amplitudes were studied, but
the information of SU(3) asymmetry was lost. Due to
the large difference between the pseudoscalar and vector
meson, their y? fit has to be performed for each category of
decays to result in three sets of parameters.

Recently, in order to study the two-body hadronic decays
of D mesons, the factorization-assisted topological-
amplitude (FAT) approach was proposed [22,23], which
combines the conventional factorization approach and
topological-amplitude parametrization. We will introduce
the framework in the next section in detail. By involving the
nonfactorizable contributions and the SU(3) symmetry
breaking effect, most theoretical predictions of the D
decays are in better agreement with experimental data,
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and the long-standing puzzle from the D° — 7z~ and
DY > KTK~ branching fractions can be well solved [22].
In this work, we shall generalize the FAT approach to study
the two-body charmed nonleptonic B mesons decays. With
the available experimental data for 31 decay channels, we
shall fit the only four theoretical parameters, reducing
from the 15 parameters introduced in Ref. [21]. The
SU(3) asymmetries and their implications will also be
discussed. The predicted results for all the 120 decay
channels can be tested in the running LHCb experiment,
future Belle-II experiment, and even high energy colliders
in the future.

This manuscript is organized as follows. In Sec. II, we
introduce the framework of the FAT approach and fit the
four universal parameters from the available data induced
by b — c transition. In Sec. III, we predict the branching
fractions of decays induced by b — u transition with the
assumption that the numerical values of four universal
parameters are the same as those of decays of b — ¢
transition. The discussions on the phenomenological impli-
cations will be given in Sec. IV. At last, we shall summarize
this work in Sec. V.

II. CKM-FAVORED DECAYS INDUCED
BY b — ¢ TRANSITION

A. Framework of FAT approach

When discussing the charmed B decays, a new inter-
mediate scale (m,) is introduced, which satisfies the mass
hierarchy m;, > m, > Agcp. The perturbative theory may
not be valid in the scale (m,), implying the failure of QCD
factorization. Thus, the best way is to extract the informa-
tion of them from experimental data. In the conventional
topological diagrammatic approach, the amplitude of each
diagram was proposed to be extracted directly [21] from
experimental data. To achieve this goal, the flavor SU(3)
symmetry has to be employed, which works well in the
two-body charmless B decays [13] due to the negligible
mass of the light meson. However, in dealing with the D
meson decays [24], it is found that only the experimental
data of Cabibbo-favored decay modes can be used, which
implies that the SU(3) breaking effects are sizable in the
D decays. As for the charmed B decays, the effects from
SU(3) asymmetry are also expected to be sizable that may
not be negligible. Even if people ignore the SU(3) breaking
effect of the 7 — K difference, the y2 fit can only be done
separately in three categories of decays, namely, B — DP,
B — DV, and B — D*P, with five free parameters in each
group [21]. Obviously, the predictive power is lost with 15
parameters to be fitted from experimental data. With some
SU(3) breaking effects input by hand, the number of free
parameters becomes 21 in the y? fit of Ref. [21], which is
surely not satisfactory.

The FAT approach was first proposed for studying the
two-body hadronic D mesons decays [22,23], which is a
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great success in the extraction of strong phases for the CP
asymmetry study. There are five steps in the FAT approach.
First, similar to the topological diagrammatic approach
[21], the two-body hadronic weak decay amplitudes are
decomposed in terms of some distinct quark diagrams,
according to the weak interactions and flavor flows with all
strong-interaction effects encoded. In this way, the non-
negligible nonfactorizable contributions are involved, and
hence the results would be more accurate if their values can
be extracted from experimental data. In the case of charmed
hadronic decays of B mesons, four kinds of relevant quark
diagrams are involved, namely, the color-favored tree
diagram T, the color-suppressed tree diagram C, the
W-exchange annihilation-type diagram E, and the W-
annihilation diagram A. Second, in order to keep the
SU(@3) breaking effects in the decay amplitudes, we
factorize the decay constants and form factors formally
from each topological amplitude. The topological ampli-
tude is then only universal for all decay channels after
factorization of those hadronic parameters. Third, the QCD
factorization, the perturbative QCD based on k; factori-
zation, together with the soft-collinear effective theory have
all proven factorization for the color-favored topology
diagram [9,11,17]. The T amplitude is then safely
expressed by the products of the transition form factor,
decay constant of the emitted meson, and the short-distance
dynamics Wilson coefficients, where the latter are related to
the four-fermion operators. No free parameter will be
introduced in the 7' diagram calculations. Fourth, for the
remaining color-suppressed diagram and W-exchange dia-
gram (W), we also factorize them into the decay constants
and form factors with only four universal free parameters
25, #€, ¥F and ¢F the explicit values of which will be fitted
from the abundant experimental data simultaneously.
Lastly, with the four fitted universal nonperturbative
parameters, we then make predictions for all the hadronic
charmed B decays B,,, — D"P(V) and B,., —
D P(V), where P and V denote pseudoscalar and vector
mesons, respectively.

According to the effective Hamiltonian [25], these
decays can be classified into two groups: the CKM-favored
processes induced by b — ¢ transition and the CKM-
suppressed ones induced by b — u transition. We first
discuss the relevant effective weak Hamiltonian for the
CKM-favored transition b — cqit (q = d,s), which is
given by [25]

(a)

FIG. 1.

Do) '\
B B,
d(s)

Topological diagrams in the b — c¢ transitions: (a) the color-favored tree diagram, 7'; (b) the color-suppressed tree diagram, C;
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Her = % Vs Vig[C1(1)04 (1) + Co(1) 03 ()] + Hc..
2)

where G is the Fermi coupling constant, V., and V,, are
the relevant CKM matrix elements, and C| , are the Wilson
coefficients. The tree-level current-current operators are

0, = Qayﬂ<1 - 75)”[?5/}7/;4(1 - 75)baﬂ
05 = Gy (1 = y5)uaCpy,(1 —vs)by, (3)

where o and f are the color indices. The topological
diagrams in the b — c¢ transitions include color-favored
tree emission diagram 7, color-suppressed tree emission C,
and W-exchange diagram E, as shown in Fig. 1. Note that
the W-annihilation diagram does not occur in the b — ¢
transition processes, and the E diagram occurs only in the
BY and BY decays. It is apparent that the T diagram emits a
light meson and recoils a charmed meson, while for the C
diagram, the charmed meson is emitted, and the light
meson is recoiled.

In terms of the factorization hypothesis, the three
diagrams of the B — DP modes can be written as

; G * —
T?P = l_FVcquqal(ﬂ)fP(sz - m%))F(l); D(’"%)? (4)

V2

G
CPP = i=LV Vi, fo(m}

\/z uq

—mp)FG= (mp)yEet, (5)

.Gr .
ECDP =1l—= Vcbvuqm%}fB

V2

where the subscript ¢ stands for the processes induced by
b — ¢ transition and fp and fp stand for the decay
constants of the pseudoscalar meson and D meson,
respectively. F5~P and F5~7 are the scalar form factors
of the B— D and B — P transitions. Here we have
followed the conventional Bauer—Stech—Wirbel definition
for form factors F§} and A§" [7]. The inner effective
Wilson coefficient is

fD“)fP)(fei"’f, (6)
fozr

Ci(w)
3

ay(u) = Cy(u) + (7)

(©)

and (c) the W-exchange annihilation-type diagram, E. Note that the E diagram occurs only in the B} and B? decays.

094016-3



ZHOU et al.

For the T diagram, the nonfactorizable contribution is so
small that can be ignored safely. On the contrary, for the C
diagram, because the factorizable contribution is quite
small, the nonfactorizable contribution becomes signifi-
cant. As it belongs to the nonperturbative contribution, we

set it as universal and parametrize it as )(CCei"’E , which will
be extracted from the experimental data. In principle, the
factorizable scale p should be channel dependent; however,
we find that both the fitted parameters and the predictions
are not sensitive to this scale. So, for simplicity, we set
u=my/2 =2.1 GeV. The Wilson coefficients C; and C,
at this scale are —0.287 and 1.132, respectively. As for the
W-exchange E diagram, the hadronic parameter £ and its
relative strong phase ¢ are also nonperturbative to be
extracted from data. In practice, the dimensionless param-
eters y£ and ¢F are defined from the B — D process, to
which those for other final states are related via the ratio
of the decay constants (fp_ f p)/(fpfz). Obviously, the

SU(3) asymmetry also remains in the £ diagram. In fact,
although the helicity suppression does not work with a
heavy charm quark in the final state, the factorizable
contribution in the E diagram is also negligible due to
the smallness of the corresponding Wilson coefficient.

Similarly to the amplitudes of B — DP decays, the
topological amplitudes of 7', C, and E of the B — D*P and
B — DV decays can be given, respectively, by

TP = \2G,V ,Via,

(W)f pmp AG=P" (mp) (e - Pa).

(8)
coP — \/EGFVCbVquD*mD*F?_’P(m%)*)
x (e} - pa)xCe, ®)
EDP = \/EGFVcbVquD*fB f;);;;}))(c W (e} - pB);
(10)
and

T2V = \/EGFVcbVanl(ﬂ)fvva?_}D(m%(g\ﬁ/ “PB)s

(11)
CDV \/_GF cququmVAB_’V( )(SJ{/‘PB)che"‘ﬁ“Cv
(12)
Ip,fv
EPY =26,V Ve Vigmvfp——F— Y yEei (e pg). (13)

fol[

In the above functions, €}, and &y, represent the polariza-
tion vectors of the D* and V, and fp- and fy are the
decay constants of the corresponding vector mesons. F5~P
and FB~? stand for the vector form factors of B — D and
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B — P transitions, and A5~P" and A=Y are the transition
form factors of B — D* and B — V. Note that, after
factorizing the corresponding form factors and decay
constants, we can use the same nonperturbative universal
parameters for all the B — DP, B — D*P, and B — DV
decays. The total number of free parameters to be fitted
from experimental data remains 4. This is in contrast to the
conventional topological diagram approach [21], where 15
parameters are needed for the three categories of processes.

In a short summary, utilizing the factorization, the color-
favored tree diagram, which is the dominant contribution in
many decay channels, is determined by perturbative
calculations. For the color-suppressed tree diagram and
W-exchange diagram, we have only four universal non-
perturbative parameters, namely, v, ¢¢, £, and ¢%, to be
fitted from all available B — DP, D*P, and DV modes. As
stated, most SU(3) breaking effects are involved in the
decay constants and the transition form factors. Using the
parameters determined from data, we can also reproduce
branching fractions of the B — DP, D*P, and DV modes.

B. Input parameters

In this section, we list the used parameters, such as CKM
matrix elements, decay constants, and transition form
factors. Since all the decay modes discussed are induced
by the tree-level electroweak diagrams, we do not need the
weak phases of the CKM matrix elements but use their
averaged values of the magnitudes in the PDG [26]:

V| = 0041, |V, | =0225, |Vl =0974,
(14)
V| = 000413, |V.| =0986, |V, =0.225.
(15)

The decay constants of z, K, D, and D, are given by the
PDG [26]. The decay constants of other mesons cannot be
obtained from experiments directly but calculated in several
theoretical approaches, such as the quark model [27],
the covariant light front approach [28], the light-cone
sum rules [29,30], the QCD sum rules [31-37], the lattice
QCD [38-45], etc. Since the numerical values are different
in different theoretical approaches, we choose the values
shown in Table I and keep a 5% uncertainty of them.
Due to the absence of enough experimental data, the
transition form factors of B meson decays have been
calculated in the theoretical approaches, such as the
constitute quark model and light-cone quark model

TABLE I. The decay constants of mesons (in units of MeV).

fs fs, fo Jo, for fo. fo Sk fp Sk Je
190 225 205 258 220 270 130 156 215 220 190
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TABLE II. The transition form factors at maximum recoil and dipole model parameters used in this work.

Fg—m Fg—>K ng—’K Fg_mq Fgc—’ﬂs FQB—»D ng*Dx AQB—»D* Agx—’Di FIIB—>D FlBs—’D.v
F(0) 0.28 0.33 0.29 0.21 0.31 0.54 0.58 0.56 0.57 0.54 0.58
a 0.50 0.53 0.54 0.52 0.53 1.71 1.69 2.44 2.49 2.44 2.44
a —0.13 —0.13 —0.15 0 0 0.52 0.78 1.98 1.74 1.49 1.70

Fl[%—m F?—ﬂ( Fllgj—ﬂ( F?—mq Ffs—n]j (s) SV Ag—}p A(l)}—m) AOBS_>¢ Ag—ﬂ(* Ag‘v_)K*
F(0) 0.28 0.33 0.29 0.21 0.31 A(0) 0.30 0.26 0.30 0.33 0.27
a 0.52 0.54 0.57 1.43 1.48 o 1.56 1.60 1.73 1.51 1.74
a 0.45 0.50 0.50 0.41 0.46 a 0.17 0.22 0.41 0.14 0.47
[27,46-49], covariant light front approach [28,50,51], C. x* fit

light-cone sum rules [30,52-71], PQCD [72-81], lattice
QCD [82-85], etc. Considering all above results, we list the
maximum-recoil form factors in Table. IIl. When dealing with
the nonleptonic B decays, we indeed need the form factors
with ¢* dependence. To describe the ¢> dependence of form
factors, several types of parametrization are proposed. In the
current work, we use the dipole parametrization:

F(0)
Fi(qz) = pe i (16)
1 - al m + a2 m;‘mlc

where F; denotes Fy, F'j, and A, and m,,q is the mass of the
corresponding pole state, such as B for Ay and B* for F) ;. The
values of a; and a, are also given in Table II. In fact,
numerical results show that the ¢> dependence of form factors
makes little change in our numerical calculations.

For the decay modes with # or 77/ in the final state, it is
convenient to consider the flavor mixing of », and 7,
defined by

1 -
=—(un+dd), . = S5. 17
Mg ﬂ( ). m (17)
Then, n and 7 are linear combinations of 1y and 7y,
cos —sin
(1) =Gy s )()
74 singg  cos¢ 1y

where the mixing angle is determined to be ¢ = (40.4 +
0.6)° by KLOE [86]. The flavor specific decay constants
are f, = (1.07£0.02)f, and f; = (1.34 £0.06)f,, cor-
responding to 77, and 7, respectively, [87,88]. In this work,
the small effect from the mixing between w and ¢ is
ignored.

Honestly, some form factors and decay constants occur
only in special channels, so their numerical values would
affect the accuracy of our theoretical predictions. In this
article, in order to estimate the uncertainties maximally, we
shall assign the uncertainties of form factors to be 10% and
the uncertainties of decay constants to be 5%. If we can
determine the form factors and the decay constants more
precisely by the experimental data in the future, the
predicted results in the FAT approach would be improved.

As discussed above, there are only four parameters in the
FAT approach, namely, y©, ¢€, y%, and ¢F, which are
universal to all B — DP, D*P, and DV decays. In the
fitting, we define the y? function in terms of n experimental
observables x; = Ax; and the corresponding theoretical

predictions x®
n_/oth 2
=\ Ax;

i
In this work, the data points are the branching fractions. We
then write the corresponding theoretical predictions in
terms of topological amplitudes and extract the four
parameters by minimizing y?. Currently, there are 31
experimental measured charmed decay modes induced
by b — c transition [26]. With these data, the best-fitted
values of the parameters are obtained as

2

x = (19)

7€ = 0.48 £0.01,

£ = 00242052

¢¢ = (56.613%)",
¢ = (123.9533)",

(20)

with y2/d.o.f. = 1.4.

In Ref. [21], Chiang et al. fitted the amplitudes and strong
phases of each diagram using the latest experimental data in
the topological diagram approach. Because they do not
include the SU(3) breaking effects properly, they had to fit
each amplitude of B — DP, DV, and D*P decays sepa-
rately. Even though with much more parameters than us,
their y? per degree of freedom is larger than ours. Only under
the so-called scheme 3, where totally 21 parameters have
been fitted from data for involving the SU(3) symmetry
breaking effects, their y?/d.o.f. for the B — DP decays is a
little smaller than ours. But the y?/d.o.f. for the B — DV
and D*P decays is still larger than ours. With so many
parameters, they lost the predictive power of the branching
fractions because there are not enough data of the B —
D™ M decays. By contrast, we can predict 120 branching
fractions, by fitting four parameters from 31 decay modes.

D. Branching fractions

With the fitted parameters, the topological amplitudes
and the predicted branching fractions of B — DP, D*P,
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TABLEIIL.  Branching fractions and decay amplitudes for the B — D P modes. Data are from Ref. [26]. The first uncertainties are from
the fitted parameters, the second uncertainties are from the form factors, and the third ones are coming from decay constants.
Meson Mode Amplitudes By (x1074) By (x1074)
Cabibbo favored VerVia
B° D~ T+E 268 +1.3 247507 £5.1+£0.1
D00 L(E-C) 2.63+£0.14 2.5703 £0.5+0.1
D% 5(C+E)cos¢ 236 £0.32 1.9+0.1 £0.4+0.1
D% 5(C+E)sing 138 £0.16 13+£0.1+02+0.1
DK~ E 0.345 +0.032 0.30109% 4 0.00 £ 0.03
B- D'n~ T+C 48.1+1.5 49.0119 £7.6 £0.6
BY Din~ T 304£23 302£0.0£6.0£0.1
DK C 59+£03+£124+03
Cabibbo suppressed Ve Vi
B° DTK~ T 1.97 £0.21 2.1£00£04£00
DKO C 0.52 +£0.07 04£00£0.1£0.0
B~ DK~ T+C 3.70 £0.17 38+£0.1£0.6=£0.1
BY Df K~ T+E 214+0.0+04+0.0
D% \/LiEcosqb—Csinq’) 0.14 £0.01 £0.03 £ 0.01
D% \/%E sin ¢ + C cos ¢ 0.21 £0.01 £ 0.04 £ 0.01
Dta~ E 0.011 £ 0.001 £ 0.000 £ 0.001
D70 \/%E 0.0050 550 % 0.000 = 0.001

and DV decays induced by b — ¢ transition are shown
in Tables III, IV, and V, respectively. The experimental
data are also given for comparison. For all theoretical
predictions, the first uncertainties arise from the afore-
mentioned four parameters fitted in the FAT approach.
The second uncertainties come from the transition form
factors, and the third ones are from decay constants.

From the tables, it is obvious that the major uncertain-
ties are from form factors. Moreover, we note that
each table is divided into two parts, Cabibbo favored
(Vg or V,.) and Cabibbo suppressed (V,, or V.,
and most branching fractions of the Cabibbo-favored
processes are larger than those of Cabibbo-
suppressed ones.

TABLE 1V. Branching fractions and decay amplitudes for the B — D*P decays.

Meson Mode Amplitudes Beyp(x1074) By (x1074)
Cabibbo favored VerVig

B° Dt~ T+E 27.6+1.3 2491807 £52+0.1
D070 S (E-C) 22406 28+024+06+03
D% 5 (C+E)cos¢ 23+0.6 21+£0.1+£04+02
D% 5 (C+E)sing 1.40 +£0.22 1.4+£0.14+02£0.1
DitK~ E 0.219 £ 0.030 0.22490% 4 0.00 £ 0.03

B- D T+C 51.8+2.6 50749 £78+£14

BY Ditn~ T 2045 27.14+0.0+54+0.1
D*K° c 6.6107 £1.3+£0.7
Cabibbo suppressed Ve Vis

B’ D* K~ T 2.14£0.16 2.04+0.00 +£0.4 £0.0
D*ORO c 0.36 +£0.12 0.451005 £ 0.09 £ 0.05

B~ DK~ T+C 4.20 £0.34 3.84+0.1£0.6+0.1

BY DK~ T+E 1.9+£0.0+£04£0.0

%0 1 :

D% s Ecosg —Csing 0.15£0.01 £0.03 £ 0.02
DOy \/LEE sing + Ccos ¢ 0.23 +£0.01 £ 0.04 +0.02
D"t~ E < 0.061 0.009 £ 0.001 = 0.000 + 0.001
D70 HE 0.0040660 % 0.000 = 0.001
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TABLE V. Branching fractions and decay amplitudes for the B — DV decays.

Meson Mode Amplitudes By (x1074) B (x1074)
Cabibbo favored Ve Vi
B° D*p~ T+E 78+ 13 65.3703 £ 13.5+6.6
D%p° S(E-C) 32405 2.6+02+06=+0.1
D'w H(E+C) 2.54£0.16 2.74+02+05+0.1
DK™~ E 0.35+0.10 0.3870:95 £ 0.00 & 0.06
B~ D~ T+C 134 4 18 1052 +18+9
B Dip~ T 70 £ 15 78.6 0.0+ 157 £79
DOKO c 3.5+0.6 49105 £1.04£02
Cabibbo suppressed Ve Vi
B° DK™ T 4.5+0.7 39+00+08+04
DYK*0 c 0.42 £ 0.06 0.37 £ 0.02 £ 0.07 £ 0.02
B- DOk~ T+C 53+04 6.010, £1.0+0.5
BY DK™= T+E 40109 £0.8 0.4
D% c 0.24 +0.07 0.3115 £0.06 £ 0.02
D*p~ E 0.01975:%0% £ 0.000 + 0.003
D0 HE 0.010 = 0.001 = 0.000 = 0.001
D'w 5E 0.008 = 0.001 = 0.000 = 0.001

From the tables, we find that our results are consistent
with the measured B~ and B° decays induced by b — ¢
transition. As for B, only a few typical decays, such as
BY - D72~ have been measured in the LHCb, while
most of them will be tested in the LHCD in the following
years. Comparing with Ref. [21], most of the results are in
agreement with each other.

In Tables III, IV, and V, for the decays dominated by the T
diagram, because the decay constants of light vector mesons
are much larger than those of light pseudoscalar ones, the
branching fractions of the B — DV decays are larger than
those of the B — DP and B — D*P with a light meson
emitted. For example, the branching fractions of B — D*p~
are larger than those of B® — D")*z~ by a factor of 2.6
because of f,, > f. Similarly, we obtain B(B° - D" K*~) >
B(B" —» DW+K-), B(BY—Dip~)>B(B—»D\" " 7~), and
B(BY—D{ K*~)>B(B'— D\’ K-). For the D*P modes,
there is no contribution of transverse polarizations, and the
behavior of the longitudinal polarization is similar to that of the
pseudoscalar meson, so the branching fractions of B — D*P
are close to those of B — DP.

Compared with the QCD-inspired methods [9,11,18,19],
the amplitudes of color-suppressed C diagrams are rela-
tively large in the FAT approach where the nonfactorizable
contributions are dominant, and this conclusion has been
also confirmed in the topological approach [21]. From
Table 111, it is found that the branching fraction of B® —
D* 7~ is larger than that of B — DY K~ by 2 orders of
magnitude, which implies that the contribution of the E
diagram is much smaller than that of the 7" diagram. So, the
E diagram can be neglected as a good approximation in the

processes with both 7 and E contributions. In the com-
parison between the B — DTK~ with B® — D°K°, and
BY —» Dz~ with BY — D°K?, we find that

[CEP|/|TPP| ~ 0.45. (21)
Then, the hierarchy
|TPP|:|CPP|: |EPP| ~ 1:0.45:0.1 (22)
is obtained in the FAT approach. Similarly, we also get

7"

e e

~1:0.36:0.1 (23)
|T2V|:[CPY|:|EPY| ~1:0.31:0.1. (24)

It is obvious that these relations differ from the relation
|TPP| > |CPP| ~ |EPP| arrived at in the PQCD approach
[18] and have significant impacts on the processes without
T diagrams. For example, the topological amplitudes of
B - D%° and D%» decays are (E-C)/v2 and
(E + C)/+/2, respectively. The branching fraction of the
D°p° mode is predicted to be almost one-half of that of the
D» mode in the PQCD approach [18], since C and E
diagrams contribute destructively for the former mode but
constructively for the latter one, which does not agree with
the experiment. However, this issue can be easily explained
in the FAT approach in which both channels are dominated
by the C diagram. With the same argument, the exper-
imental data of the decay modes B — D°z° and D°K° can
be easily understood.
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III. CKM-SUPPRESSED DECAYS INDUCED
BY b — u TRANSITION

In this section, we shall study the CKM-suppressed
processes induced by b — ucd(s) transitions, i.e.,
B — DP, D*P, and DV decay modes. The relevant
effective Hamiltonian can be obtained by an exchange of
¢ <> u in that of the b — c¢ transiting processes shown in
Eq. (2), as

Her = % Vs Ve, [CL(1)01 (1) + Co(1) 03 ()] + Hc.

(25)

where the two tree-level current-current operators are

i} _ (26)
0, = Qayﬂ(l - YS)Cau/}yﬂ(l - J/5)bﬁ

According the effective Hamiltonian, we can draw the
topological diagrams of the b — u transitions as shown
in Fig. 2.

The topologies of the processes B — D*)M induced by
b — u transition are different from B — DM induced by
b — c. The charmed meson is recoiled in B —» D¥M,
while it will be emitted in the B — D) M process. It is thus
expected that the branching fractions of B — DM are
smaller than those of B — D*)M due to the suppression of
CKM elements. The formulas of B — D*)M factorizable
contributions should be similar to those of B — DM , but
four new nonfactorizable contributions, i.e., ;(f‘E and qbf’E s
should be introduced. In principle, these parameters should
be extracted from experimental data as done in the b — ¢
processes, but there are no C- or E-diagram dominated
modes measured in the experiments so far. In this case, we
shall employ an approximation that the four nonfactoriz-
able parameters in the b — u processes are the same as
those in the b — c¢ processes. Therefore, the formulas of the
T, C, and E diagrams are the same in these two kinds of
processes, i.e., § = xS, ¢S = ¢¢, yE = yE, and ¢f = ¢E.
In the following, we will neglect the subscripts of )(SLE and
¢ff for simplicity without confusion.

(b)

PHYSICAL REVIEW D 92, 094016 (2015)

Apart from the above contributions, the W-annihilation
diagram A appears in the b — u transitions. Again, no
experimental data are available to fit the contribution of this
diagram. Unlike the E diagram dominated by nonfactor-
izable contributions, the factorizable contributions in the A
diagram are too large to be neglected. On the contrary, the
nonfactorizable contributions are suppressed due to the
small Wilson coefficient C; /3. To calculate the factorizable
contribution in the A diagram quantitatively, we will adopt
the pole model [22,23,89,90], which has been proven to be
one effective approach in dealing with the W-annihilation
diagrams. So, the amplitudes are expressed as

2 2 ’

G C fD*gD*DPm3 «
AIu)P = _l—; Vubvzq (CZ (ﬂ) + l(ﬂ))f —— &l

V2 N, my = mp;
(27)
. C
AuD P = \/EGFVubvzq (CZ(/’[) + ll\l(ﬂ)>
fp9p-ppmd ,
XfB%(%* “DB)- (28)
mp — mp
C
MW:¢ﬂhmﬂ%<QmH—§m>
fp9ppvmp ,
XfB%(EV'pBL (29)
mp —mp

where the intermediate state is a scalar charmed meson D,
in the DP mode and a pseudoscalar D meson in the D*P
and DV modes. The effective strong coupling constant
9p;pp = 4.2 is extracted from the experimental data of
D{(2400) — Dr decay, gp-pp =4.8 is from D* - Dx
decay [26], and gppy = 2.52 is obtained from the vector
meson dominance model [91]. In practice, we will follow
the arguments of Ref. [89] to set all intermediate states on
shell, i.e., ppo. = m?,., for simplicity.

With the fitted parameters from processions induced by
b — ¢ transition, the topological amplitudes and the
predicted branching fractions of processes induced by
b — u transition are tabled in Tables VI, VII, and VIII.
In these three tables, the resources of the first three
uncertainties are the same as processes induced by the

(c) (@

FIG. 2. Topological diagrams in the b — u transitions: (a) the color-favored tree diagram, T'; (b) the colorsuppressed tree diagram, C;
(c) the W-exchange annihilation-type diagram, E; and (d) the W-annihilation diagram, A. Note that the E diagram occurs only in the B?z

and B? decays, while the A diagram occurs only in B~ decays.
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TABLE VI
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Branching fractions and decay amplitudes for the B — DP modes. Data are from Ref. [26]. The first uncertainties are

from the fitted parameters, the second uncertainties are from the form factors, the third ones are coming from decay constants, and the

last ones are from |V ,,|.

Meson Mode Amplitudes Bexp(x107°) B (x1079)
Cabibbo favored Vi Vis
B° D;r* T 21.6+2.6 29.140.0+63+1.0+7.0
DYK° c 57+03+£12+03+1.4
B~ D;n° 5T 16+5 156+00+34+0.6=+3.8
Din T cosd < 400 98+0.0+20+03+24
D' S5 Tsing 50+00+13+02+14
DK~ C+A 584+03+13+03+14
DK° A <29 0.012 + 0.000 = 0.000 = 0.000 + 0.003
BY DK+ T+E 27.5703 £ 6.6 £1.0+6.6
D% \/LiEcosd)—Csinqﬁ 20£0.1£04£0.1£05
D% 5 Esing + Ccos ¢ 29+0.1+06+0.1+07
D r* E 0.14 + 0.02 £ 0.00 £ 0.02 4 0.03
Dz° HE 0.07 £ 0.01 £ 0.00 £ 0.01 £ 0.02
Cabibbo suppressed Vs Via
B° Dzt T+E 0.78 +0.14 0.90 4 0.01 £ 0.20 + 0.04 & 0.22
DOz° H(E=C) 0.11 4 0.01 £0.02 + 0.01 4 0.03
D% S (E+C)cosgp 0.07 £ 0.01 £0.01 £ 0.00 £ 0.02
D% S (E+C)sing 0.05 4 0.00 £ 0.01 4 0.00 & 0.01
D;K* E 0.011 £ 0.001 = 0.000 £ 0.001 + 0.003
B~ DOz~ C+A 0.23 4 0.01 £ 0.05 + 0.01 & 0.05
D~ n° (T —4) 0.5540.00 £0.12 4+ 0.03 +0.13
Dn 5 (T +A)cosd 0.30 + 0.00 £ 0.06 + 0.02 4+ 0.07
D 5 (T +A)sing 0.20 + 0.00 & 0.04 £ 0.01 4 0.05
D;K° A < 800 0.0006 4 0.0000 = 0.0000 + 0.0001 =+ 0.0002
BY D K* T 1.05 4 0.00 & 0.24 + 0.05 4 0.25
D°K® C 0.24 4 0.01 £ 0.05 + 0.01 & 0.06

b — c transition. Besides, we also include the uncertainties
arising from the CKM matrix element |V, |, which has not
been well measured till now. From the tables, it is obvious
that both form factors and |V, | take large uncertainties. If
the CKM matrix element |V ;| can be determined well, it is
expected that the uncertainties from it will be reduced
significantly. It should be noted that the decays by b — u
transitions should have additional uncertainties compared
to decay by b — c transition, since our approximation of
the same parameters for these two kinds of decays are
not well justified. Similarly, we also obtain the hierarchy
|T,|:1C,|:|E,):|A,| ~1:0.4:0.1:0.03. Compared with
some existing data, our predictions are in agreement with
them with large uncertainties on both sides. And these
results will be tested in the LHCb and Belle-II experiments.
Note that the branching fractions of the processes induced
only by the W-annihilation diagram are so small that they
can be regarded as the good place to probe new physics
beyond the SM, though these predictions in the current
work are somewhat model dependent.

IV. PHENOMENOLOGICAL IMPLICATIONS

In this section, we are going to discuss the isospin
asymmetry, SU(3), and CP asymmetry in turn.

A. Isospin analysis

The B — D system can be decomposed in terms of two
isospin amplitudes, A, and A3,, which correspond to the
transition into Dz final states with isospin / = 1/2 and
I = 3/2, respectively. In the experimental side, the ratio

A

V243

is a measure of the departure from the heavy-quark limit
[59]. The corresponding isospin relations read as

=1+ O(Aqcen/my) (30)

- 1 2
A(Bg - D+7T_) = \/;A3/2 + \/;AI/Z =T+E, (3121)
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TABLE VIL.  Branching fractions and decay amplitudes for the B — D*P decays.

Meson Mode Amplitudes Beyp(x107°) Bip(x1079)
Cabibbo favored Vup Vs

B° D~ nt T 21 +4 310+ 00+ 6.6+3.1+74
D*K° C 6.4+03+14+06+1.5

B~ D n° vl < 260 16.6 +£0.0+3.6+1.7+4.0
Di™n T cosd < 600 6.0+00+1.6+08+1.4
Dy 5 Tsing 10.7+£0.0+1.7+09+26
DK~ C+A 11.8793 £1.9+£09+28
D* K" A <9.0 13+£00+00+0.14+0.3

BY D K+ T+E 297503 £7.1+£3.0+7.1
1:)*017 sEcos$p—Csing 234+0.1+£05+02+0.6
D% %Esind)JrCcosq‘) 314+014+064+03+08
D r* E 0.11 +0.01 £ 0.00 + 0.02 4 0.03
D*z° 5E 0.06 £ 0.01 £ 0.00 + 0.01 & 0.01
Cabibbo suppressed Vi Vig

B° D r* T+E 1.0£0.0+02+0.14£0.2
D*z° S(E-0) 0.12 4 0.01 £0.03 £ 0.01 4 0.03
D*'n 7( + C)cos¢p 0.08 + 0.0 +0.02 £ 0.02 £ 0.02
D% S (E+C)sing 0.05 4+ 0.0 + 0.01 & 0.00 £ 0.01
DI K" E 0.008 = 0.001 = 0.000 = 0.001 = 0.002

B~ D*n~ C+A 0.43 +£0.02 £0.07 £ 0.03 £ 0.10
D 7° (T =4) <3.6 0.40 £ 0.00 £ 0.11 £ 0.05 £ 0.10
D* (T +A)cos¢p 0.48 4 0.00 £ 0.09 + 0.04 £ 0.12
Dy (T +A)sing 0.31 £0.00 £ 0.06 £ 0.03 £ 0.07
D K" A <900 0.03 4 0.00 £ 0.00 + 0.00 & 0.01

BY DK+ T 1.17 £0.00 £ 0.27 £ 0.12 + 0.28
D*k° c 0.27 +0.01 £ 0.06 + 0.03 £ 0.06

_ 4 2
V2A(BY - D°2%) = \éAy2 — \@Al/z =C—E, (31b)

A(B; » D7) =V3A;, =T+C.  (3lc)
So, the isospin amplitudes can be expressed by the

topological amplitudes as

2T - C+3E T+cC
Ajfp=—F—+——, Ayjp=——, (32
1/2 NG 3/2 NG (32)
which leads to the following expression:
A 3/C-FE
12 :1—<>. (33)
V24, P 2\T+C

The relative strong phase betweenthe I = 3/2and I = 1/2
amplitudes can be calculated with

3|A(D 77) 2 + |A(D7) 2 — 6]A(D°20) 2

080 =
6V2|A121lA3)2)

(34)

In this work, we find the following numerical results:

A
2 | = 0.65+0.03, (35)
\/§A3/2 D
which are complemented by
cosé = 0.90 + 0.04. (36)

The corresponding central values for the strong phases then
become § = 25°. Comparing with Eq. (30), we observe that
the isospin-amplitude ratio shows significant deviation
from the heavy-quark limit. Because the contribution from
annihilations has been neglected, we can trace this feature
back to the large color-suppressed C topologies.

B. SU(3) symmetry breaking

Now, we turn to discuss the SU(3) symmetry breaking
effect in the charmed B decays. If flavor SU(3) were exact,
one would get:
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TABLE VIII.  Branching fractions and decay amplitudes for the B — DV decays.

Meson Mode Amplitudes By (x107°) B (x1079)
Cabibbo favored Vi Vis

B° D;p* T <24 312+£00+75+1.1£75
DOK*0 c <11 524£03+12+£02+12

B~ D;p° 5T < 300 168 £0.0 £4.04+ 0.6 +4.0
Diw 5T < 400 127£00+£3.14£05+3.1
DK~ C+A 112502 £ 1.7£05+2.7
D~K*° A <18 1.8+£00+£0.0+£02+04
Di¢ A 1753 1.2+£0.0+£0.0+0.1+03

BY Dy K** T+E 224703 £43+08+54
D% C 44+02+1.1£0241.1
Dp* E 0257003 +£0.00 4 0.04 & 0.06
DOp° HE 0.1379:92 +0.00 4 0.02 + 0.03
Do 5E 0.11 £0.01 £ 0.00 £ 0.02 + 0.03
Cabibbo suppressed VurVig

B° D p* T+E 0.94 £0.01 0.24 £0.05 + 0.22
Dp° H(E-C) 0.12 £0.01 £ 0.03 £ 0.01 +0.03
Do H(E+C) 0.10 £0.01 £0.02 £ 0.01 + 0.02
DyK** E 0.01470:602 +0.000 £ 0.002 + 0.003

B~ D~p° (T -4) 0.33 +£0.00 = 0.10 + 0.02 + 0.08
D w 5 (T +A4) 0.69 & 0.00 & 0.13 £ 0.04 £+ 0.17
DOp~ C+A 0.48 £0.02 + 0.08 £0.02 £ 0.11
D;K*0 A <44 0.04 £ 0.00 & 0.00 £ 0.01 £ 0.01

BY D K** T 0.88 £ 0.00 £ 0.16 & 0.04 £ 0.21
DOK*0 c 0.20 £ 0.01 & 0.04 & 0.01 £ 0.05

() for B — DK, B — D, B, » D,K. and B, - D, ER-DR) | BN (39)
pu— 5 a.
_ _ _ - Vcbvzd VcbVZs
‘ TB—»DK ’ TB—»Dn: ‘ TBS—>D5K TBS—>DSIT
VchV;;s B VcbV;d B B VcbVZd ' EB*DXK* EB(Q—’D/’
C u C us
CB-DK CB-Dx CB:—~DK To estimate the SU(3) breaking effect, we use the y? fit
VoV :‘ vl T ; (37b)  results and obtain
cbV us cbV ud
‘ TB—»DK ' TB—>DIT ‘ TBS—>D:K ‘ TBS—>DS71'
(i) for B— DK*, B—Dp, B,— DJK*, and VerVisl 1VerVial | VearVis |1 VerVina
By — Dyp, =1:0.83:1.10:0.90; (40a)
’ TB-DK* TB—Dp TB~D,K* ‘ TBs~Dyp CB-DK CB-Dx CB,~DK
= e = | : : =1:0.85:0.91; (40b
VaVisl 1 VerVia VerVia VesVis ’ VesViug ‘ VerVig (400)
(38a)
‘ TB—>DK* ‘ TB—»D/) TB‘\.—>D\.K* ’ TB.\_’D.\/’
‘CB—>DK* _‘ CB—>D/) _‘ CB.y—>DK* ; (38b) VCbV:;S . vav:;d . VCbVZS vaVZd
VerVus| [ VerVia = 1:0.83:1.07:0.89; (40c)
. . . _ CB—»DK* CB’—»Dp CBS—>DK*
(iii) for the annihilation type decay modes B — D K*) ‘ _ ;‘ —|: ‘ — | =1:0.79:0.84;  (40d)
and Bs i Dﬂ(p), Vcbvus Vcbvud Vcbvud
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EB—)DSK EBS—>DJ'L'
‘ | —| = 1:0.81; (40¢)
Vcb Vm[ Vcb Vus
EB—»DJK* EB?—)D/)
- :‘ —| =1:0.80. (40f)
Vcb Vud Vcb Vus

The above results show that the SU(3) symmetry breaking
in B — DM is about 10 ~ 20% at the amplitude level.

Now, let us look at the SU(3) symmetry breaking in the
B, — D°K~ and B, — D"z, which are related by the so-
called U-spin symmetry. For the amplitudes, both 7" and C
topologies contribute to them, and 7 is proportional to the
decay constant of the light meson, while C is proportional
to the form factor of B to the light meson. Due to a good
approximation F§~X/FE~>" ~ fi/f,, we then obtain the
ratio of the above two processes,

B<B; - DOK_>/|Vust|2
R] -

— =1.00 41
BB = D)Vl f 00 D

which agrees well with the experimental data,
R = 1.005 £ 0.056. (42)

Thus, we conclude that for decay modes dominated by T
terms the source of SU(3) symmetry breaking is mainly
from the decay constants of light mesons.

In addition, the combination of decay modes BY —
D;TK* and BY — D;Tz* [92] is used to test SUQ3)

symmetry, and the ratios between B, — D§*)¢KjE and
B, — D are given by
B(BY - D{ K*) B(B? - D;TK*)
2= =i o (43)
B(B) - D{ =) B(B)} = Ds" n™)

Under the SU(3) limit, the two ratios are given by [93]
R2|SU(3):0-0864j8f88§27’ RZ‘SU(3)20-099f8.'8;g' (44)
The results we obtained are

Ralpar = 0.0797553

Rilpar = 0-081f8.'8(())35' (45)

Very recently, the LHCb published the latest results on
these two ratios [94,95]:

Rl = 0.0762 £ 0.0015 = 0.0020,

46)

R |xp = 0.068 £ 0.0057005.
Comparing results of Egs. (44), (45), and (46), it is obvious
that our result for R, falls into the range between the SU(3)
limit and the experimental data, while for R both theo-
retical predictions are larger than the data, which implies

PHYSICAL REVIEW D 92, 094016 (2015)

that the SU(3) symmetry breaking effect might be more
sizable than we expected in these two decays.

C. CP asymmetry

Among B, decays, special attention is paid to the decay
modes B, — DfKT. As showninFig. 3, BY(BY) - DfK¥
decays receive contributions only from 7 topological
amplitudes; in other words, there are no penguin contri-
butions. Note that both BY and BY mesons can decay into
the D} K~ final state via CKM matrix elements V,;,V ., and
V.V us» Tespectively. They are both of the same order, 43, in
the Wolfenstein expansion, allowing for large interference
effects. Consequently, interference effects between B? — B?
mixing and decay processes lead to a time-dependent CP
asymmetry, which provides sufficient information to deter-
mine the weak phase y in a theoretically clean way. In the
following discussion, we set f = D; K™ for simplicity. The
time-dependent decay rates of the initially produced flavor
eigenstates |BY( = 0)) and |BY(¢ = 0)) are given by [96]

dr(By(1) - f)

1
DI aPe T (1 + agP)

Al't Al't
X {COSh <T) - Df sinh <T)

+ Cycos(Amgt) — Sy sin(Am,t) }
(47a)

dU(BY(1) = f) 1 P\
TE'Af|2(E> e (1 + (2 )

Al't Al't
X {COSh <T> - Df sinh <T>

—Cycos(Amgt) + Sy sin(Amyt) }
(47b)

where Ay is the amplitude of B — f and the definition of
Ar is
f

_qA; _ qAB - f)

YA T PAB = ) )
: :
D¢ 'S
S AP A AR
B? K- Bo D*

FIG. 3 (color online). Feynman diagrams of B, - DI KT.
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The complex coefficients p and g relate the B meson mass
eigenstates |By ;) to the flavor eigenstates BY and BY,
BL) = p|BY) +q|BY).  |By) = p|BY) —q|BY). (49)
and |p|* + |g|* = 1 s satisfied. In the Standard Model, g/ p
is given by

*
9, ViV 2,

~ 50
P V;F\ Vth ( )

Moreover, Am; and AI' denote the mass difference and
the total decay width difference of By and B, respec-
tively. Similar equations can be written for the CP-
conjugate decays replacing A, by A; = (f|B?), A; by
A7 = (p/a)(A7/Az), |p/ql* by lq/p|’, C; by Cj, Sy by
S7, and Dy by Dj The CP-violation parameters are
expressed as [26]

L= |4
C;=Ci=— "0, 51
/ 14|42 G
2Im(4 2Im(4;
= Humidy) f)z’ S = —<-f)2» (52)
L+ [4 1+ |7
2Re(4y) 2Re(17)
= ., Dy=—T2 53
T+ AP T+ (7 33)

Note that the equality C; = Cy results from |g/p| = 1 and
A= /_1!;. If the above five experimental observables can be

measured well and ff; can be measured elsewhere, the CKM
|

Acp

@ _ BB = DYK") + BB » D\ K-) - B(B? - D" "K*) - B(BY - D" K™)

PHYSICAL REVIEW D 92, 094016 (2015)

angle y can be extracted. The B, mixing phase f, is
predicted to be small in the Standard Model [97], and thus
we set 3, = —2.5° in this work. With the »? fitted result, we
then have

C; = C; =0.71£0.07,
D; = Dy = 032+ 0.03,

Sy ==8; =—-0.63 £ 0.06,
(54)
where the only uncertainties come from the form factors. In
2011, using a data set corresponding to 1.0 fb~! recorded in
pp collisions at /s =7 TeV, the LHCb found the CP-
violation observables to be [96]
Cy=1.0140.50 £0.23,
Sp=-1.25+0.56 +0.24,
D; = -1.3340.60 + 0.26,

S7 = 0.08 £ 0.68 + 0.28,
D; = —0.81 = 0.56 £ 0.26,
(55)

where the first uncertainties are statistical and the second
uncertainties are systematic. Comparing our predictions
[Eq. (54)] with the experimental results [Eq. (55)], we find
that our results agree with the data within uncertainties. It is
should be noted that in our calculation the |V ;| we used is
the averaged value of inclusive and exclusive results.
However, there is a clear tension between the |V,,;| values
extracted from the analysis of inclusive and exclusive
decays at present, which may lead to large uncertainties
in the theoretical calculations.

In addition, the direct CP asymmetries of BQ -
Dg*)iK:F decays are given by [98]

In this work, because we set y& = y< and ¢¢ = ¢S and
ignore the life difference between BY and BY, we then get

Agz)v|FAT =0, (57)

which agree with the predictions considering the life
difference [93]

Acplsuiz) = —0~027j(()).'(())15§’ cplsu@) = —0-035f8f8§2-

(58)

So, if in the future, the direct CP asymmetries can be
measured at the level of more than 10%, it would be useful

to place tighter bounds on the relation between )(Ccei(pf and
2Ceitt
pei.

B(BY - DT K) + B(B) - D{""K~) + B(BY — D{”"K*) + B(BY - DK+

(56)

V. SUMMARY

In the work, we preformed analysis of two-body
charmed B decays globally using the factorization-assisted
topological-amplitude approach. Since the factorization of
the color-favored tree emission diagram has been proven in
all orders of the @, expansion, we use the factorization
results of short-distance Wilson coefficients times the
decay constant and form factor. For the color-suppressed
tree emission and W exchange diagrams, four universal
nonperturbative parameters were introduced, namely, y©,
@€, ¥, and ¢F, the numerical values of which were fitted
from the 31 well-measured branching fractions. With the
fitted results, we then predicted the branching fractions of
all 120 B, ;, — D™ P(V) decay modes. For the modes
induced by the b — ¢ transition, most results agree with the
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experimental data well. The number of free parameters and
the y? per degree of freedom are both reduced compared to
previous topological diagram analysis. Due to the suppres-
sion by CKM element |V, |, the branching fractions of the
processes dominated by the b — u transition are in par-
ticular small. Most decays will be measured in the ongoing
LHCDb experiment and the forthcoming Bell-II experiment.
We also found that the SU(3) symmetry breaking is more
than 10% and even reaches 31% at the amplitude level. For
the decays BY(BY) - DfKT, the CP asymmetries pre-
dicted agree with the data within uncertainty.
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