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In a sample of 19 X 10° produced B mesons, we have observed the decays B — nK* and improved
our previous measurements of B — n'K. The branching fractions we measure for these decay

modes are B(B* — nK*") =
B(B* — p'K*) = (807" =+

(264*22 +33) X 10°%, B(B* — nK*) = (13.8732 = 1.6) X 10°°
7) X 107%, and B(B° — 5'K°) = (897{§ = 9) X 107°.

We have

searched with comparable sensitivity for related decays and report upper limits for these branching

fractions.
PACS numbers: 13.25.Hw, 11.30.Er, 14.40.Nd

There has been considerable recent interest in charmless
hadronic B decays, partly because of the observation of
several of these decays [1-3], and partly because of their
anticipated importance in understanding the phenomenon
of CP violation. These decays are expected to proceed
primarily through b — s loop (“penguin”) diagrams and
b — u spectator diagrams. In Fig. 1 we show four such
diagrams which may be expected to contribute to the de-
cays involving isoscalar mesons which are the subject of
this Letter. An earlier search [2] found a large rate for
the decay B — 7'K, and set upper limits on other decays
to two-body final states containing 77 or 1’ mesons. Re-
cent effective Hamiltonian predictions [4,5] of the decay
branching fractions of the B — n'K decay are still some-
what smaller than the measurement [2].

We present results of improved experimental searches
for B meson decays to two-body final states containing
n or n’ mesons with the first observation of the decay
B — mK™. These results are based on data collected with
the CLEO II detector [6] at the Cornell Electron Storage
Ring (CESR). The data sample corresponds to an inte-
grated luminosity of 9.13 fb™! for the reaction ee™ —
Y (4S) — BB, which in turn corresponds to 9.66 X 10°
BB pairs [7]. To study background from continuum pro-
cesses, we also collected 4.35 fb~! of data at a center-
of-mass energy below the threshold for BB production.
These constitute the complete data sample from the CLEO
IT and CLEO IL.V experiments, and the measurements we
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FIG. 1. Feynman diagrams describing the representative de-
cays Bt — nK®*: (a), (b) internal penguins; (c) external
spectator; (d) flavor- smglet penguin.

report here supersede our earlier results [2] from a subset of
these data.

The CLEO II detector emphasizes precision charged
particle tracking, with specific ionization (dE/dx) mea-
surement, and high resolution electromagnetic calorime-
try based on CsI(TI). Scintillators between the tracking
chambers and calorimeter provide time-of-flight (TOF) in-
formation which we use in conjunction with dE/dx for
particle identification (PID). The CLEO IL.V configura-
tion [8] differs in two respects: the replacement of an inner
straw-tube drift chamber with a three-layer, double-sided-
silicon vertex detector, and the replacement of the 50:50
argon-ethane gas in the main drift chamber with a 60:40
helium-propane mixture.

We reconstruct charged pions and kaons, photons, and
+ 7~ pairs that intersect at a vertex displaced from the
collision point (“vees” from Kg — 7t 77). Candidate B
decay tracks must meet specifications on the number of
drift chamber measurements, goodness of fit, and consis-
tency with an origin at the primary or particular secondary
vertex. Candidate photons (from 7°, %, and 5’ decays)
must be isolated calorimeter clusters with a photonlike spa-
tial distribution and energy deposition exceeding 30 MeV.
In order to reject soft photon backgrounds, we require
1n — v+ candidates to satisfy | cosf@*| < 0.97, where 6*
is the center-of-mass decay angle relative to its flight di-
rection. This cut is tightened to 0.90 for nK*/p channels
to veto B — K™y background. We reject charged tracks
and photon pairs having momentum less than 100 MeV/c.
The photon from candidate n’ — p7 decays is required to
have an energy greater than 200 MeV, though this require-
ment is relaxed to 100 MeV for channels with relatively
low background.

We fit photon pairs and vees kinematically to the ap-
propriate combined mass hypothesis to obtain meson mo-
menta. The reconstructed mass resolutions prior to the
constraint are about 5—10 MeV (momentum dependent)
for 7% — yy, 12 MeV for 5 — vy, and 3 MeV for
K9 — 7" 7. We determine the expected signal distribu-
tions for these and other quantities needed in the analysis
from a detailed GEANT based simulation of the CLEO de-
tector [9] and studies of data for a variety of benchmark
processes. In particular, we have determined the momen-
tum and dE/dx resolutions in studies of D* — K~ 77
data events for track momenta greater than 2.0 GeV/c.
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The primary means of identification of B meson can-
didates is through their measured mass and energy. The
quantity AE is defined as AE = Ey + E, — E,, where
E| and E, are the energies of the two B daughters and
E,, is the beam energy. The beam-constrained mass of the
candidate is defined as M = \/E; — |p|*, where p is the
measured momentum of the candidate.

For vector-pseudoscalar decays of the B and the py
decay of the i/, we gain further discrimination from the
helicity variable I, the cosine of the vector meson’s rest
frame two-body decay angle with respect to its flight direc-
tion, which reflects the spin alignment in the decay. The
decay rate is proportional to J{ > when the vector meson
decays into two spinless daughters, and to 1 — F ? for
n' — py. dE/dx measurements provide statistical dis-
crimination between charged kaons and pions. With Sk
and S, defined as the deviations from nominal energy loss
for the indicated particle hypotheses measured in standard
deviations, the separation Sx — S, is about 1.7 (2.0) at
2.6 GeV/c for the CLEO II (IL.V) samples.

The large background from continuum quark-antiquark
(¢@) production can be reduced with event shape cuts. Be-
cause B mesons are produced almost at rest, the decay
products of the BB pair tend to be isotropically distributed,
while particles from gg production have a jetlike distribu-
tion. The angle 67 between the thrust axis of the charged
particles and photons forming the candidate B and the
thrust axis of the remainder of the event is required to sat-
isfy |cosfr| < 0.9. Continuum background is strongly
peaked near 1 and the signal is approximately flat for
|cosfr|. We also form a multivariate discriminant F
[10] from the momentum scalar sum of charged particles
and photons in nine cones of increasing polar angle around
the thrust axis of the candidate, the angle of the thrust axis
of the candidate, and the direction of p with respect to the
beam axis. The last two variables in F provide discrimi-
nation between ¢g and BB events due to angular momen-
tum conservation. We have checked the backgrounds from
the dominant B decay modes (b — c¢) by simulation [11],
finding their contributions to the modes in this study to be
small.

The selection criteria for mass, energy, and event shape
variables are chosen to include sidebands about the ex-
pected signal peaks. To extract event yields we perform
unbinned extended maximum likelihood fits to the data
[2]. Observables for each event include M, AE, ‘F, and
(where applicable) resonance masses and J{ . The num-
ber of events included in the fits ranges from ~100 to
20000.

For B* decays [12] that have a primary daughter charged
hadron (generically 2*) that can be either 7 or K, we
fit both modes simultaneously, with the likelihood L ex-
panded so that the signal and background yields of both
7" and K™ are fit variables. For the modes with a sec-
ondary vector decay involving 4" (K* — K" 7r and p —
7+ ), the momentum spectrum of 2™ is bimodal because
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of the forward-backward peaked H distribution. We se-
lect independent K* and p samples to fit according to the
sign of JH . Events with { < 0 in our sign conven-
tion have low momentum A" and are unambiguously sepa-
rated by kinematics combined with PID information from
dE /dx measurements. For the events with J{ > 0 the
separation is much smaller, so we fit both K* and p yields
simultaneously, using the K* hypothesis for J{. In all
cases involving two 4" hypotheses, we include the S, and
Sk observables in the fit. For K**, we distinguish K "7~
from K~ 7" candidates using dE/dx and TOF informa-
tion. The kinematics and the definition of J{ for these
neutral decays causes ~85% of all p® — 777~ signal
candidates to be assigned to the H > 0 sample. All
possible combinations are included except K*0 — K070
(small efficiency) and JH > 0 for the ' — py channel
(large background).

The probability distribution functions (PDF) are con-
structed as products of functions of the observables. For
signal the dependences on masses and energies are rep-
resented by Gaussian, double Gaussian, or Breit-Wigner
functions, whose parameters are fixed in the fit. The back-
ground PDF contains signal-like peaking components in
its resonance mass projections, to account for real reso-
nances in the background, added to smooth components
for combinatoric continuum. The smooth components
are low-order polynomials, except that for M we use an
empirical shape [13]. The signal and background depen-
dences of F, Sk, and S, are bifurcated Gaussian func-
tions. We obtain the signal parameters from separate fits
to simulated signal, and background parameters from fits
to the below-threshold data sample. Where there are sig-
nificant differences, we use different PDF parameters for
the two detector configurations. If the simulation estimate
of background from Y (4S) production is non-negligible,
we add a term with a free fit variable to account for this.

Intermediate results for all of the B decay chains appear
in Table I. Where relevant, the two J{ hemispheres have
been combined. We combine the samples from multiple
secondary decay channels by adding the —21InL functions
of branching fraction and extracting a value with errors or
90% confidence level (C.L.) upper limit from the combined
distribution. The limit is the value of B below which lies
90% of the integral of L. In Table IT we summarize the
final results with theoretical estimates [14]. The first error
is statistical and the second systematic. The latter includes
systematic contributions from uncertainties in the PDFs
obtained by their variation [2], reconstruction efficiencies,
and selection requirements (~10%—15%). A fake neutral
component, which is not properly modeled by the PDF
parametrization, results in an inefficiency for simulated
signal of 5%—10%. We assign a systematic error of 1/2 of
the inefficiency. We quote limits computed with efficien-
cies reduced by 1 standard deviation.

We have analyzed each of the decays without use of
the likelihood fit, employing more restrictive cuts in each
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TABLE 1. Intermediate results for final states listed in the
first column, with the subscripts denoting secondary decays, in-
cluding n' — na*m~ (nmm) with n — yy (yy), n' — py
(py), and n — 7w 7~ 7" (37). The remaining columns give
event yield from the fit, reconstruction efficiency e, total effi-
ciency with secondary branching fractions B;, and the resulting
B decay branching fraction B, with statistical error only. The
event yields are constrained to the physical non-negative values
and cannot be combined directly.

Final state Fit events €(%) €B,(%)  B(1079)
VI o 39.6709 27 4.7 88715
nh K* 61718 29 8.7 721
! 2nK® 9.2%3% 24 1.4 6712¢
), K° 29.6%45 28 2.9 105733
VI 0.0732 28 4.7 0.0750
nh, 7t 44777 30 9.0 51783
I 0.0°05 23 4.0 0.0°03
n!,w° 0.8744 27 8.3 1.0533
I gau 0.0°53 14 0.8 0°3°
Kt no 01533 9 0.9 173
I ¢ 0.0°05 16 0.6 0y°
0 Ko 3.27%3 19 1.3 2573
I o 2477 20 2.3 12
' K 0.0534 21 4.1 087
NP 2.6°1% 15 2.5 1152
nhyp" 32747 9 2.7 12438
I 0.0°50 17 2.9 0.0533
n,,p° 22733 17 5.1 44187
n,,K* 59750 45 17.5 3.5733
M- Kt 0.073% 29 6.6 0.053
7,,K° 0.0°55 38 5.1 0.0°33
73, KO 0.0°59 25 1.9 0.053%
Nyt 57754 46 18.2 32733
Mt 0.0540 30 6.8 0.05079
Nyym° 0.0500 35 13.7 0.0505
Mg 0.0°03 20 4.6 0.053
NyyKit 0 9.3%33 22 2.8 3411
3 Kit o 3.6%3) 15 1.1 3278
Nyy Kgo s 33130 25 22 16518
N3 Ko+ 3.0°% 17 0.9 34130
7y, K™ 7.8%31 32 8.3 9.7°3%
N3, K* 8.074¢ 21 3.3 2540
Nyyp " 0.07%3 22 8.5 0.073%
Nimp ™ 5.07%5 15 3.4 1554
Nyyp° 20132 26 10.3 2.0533
N37p" 2333 18 42 676

of the variables to isolate the signals. The results are
consistent with those quoted above but with less precision.

The signals we find in both charge states of B —
nK* are first observations [12]: B(B* — nK**) =
(264735 +33)x 106  and BB’ — pk*0) =
(13.8732 + 1.6) X 1075, The significance, defined as the

TABLE II. Combined branching fractions (By;,), significance,
and final result (B). The statistical and systematic errors are
given for By;; except where the result is not statistically signifi-
cant, in which case they are combined and the final result is
quoted as a 90% confidence level upper limit. We quote esti-
mates from various theoretical sources [14]. Significance and
upper limit values include systematic errors.

Decay mode By (107°) Signif. B(107%)  Theory
(o) B(1076)

Bt — p'K* 801 + 7 168  see By 7-65
B — 5'K° 89118 + 9 117 see By 9-59
BY — n'm™ 1.0535 0.0 <12 1-23
B — 'm0 0.0%0% 0.0 <57 01-14
Bt — n'K*t 11.178% 1.8 <35 1-3.7
B — 'K*0 7.8°H] 1.8 <24 1-8.0
B* — n'pt 112730 2.4 <33 3-24
B — 7/p" 0.0 0.0 <12 0.1-11
Bt — nK* 22728 0.8 <69  02-5.0
B® — nK° 0.0733 0.0 <93  0.1-3.0
Bt = pw™ 1.27%8 0.6 <57 19-74
B — n7° 00798 0.0 <29  02-43
Bt — nK** 264735 +33 48  see By, 0.2-82
B — nK* 138732 +16 51 see By 0.1-89
Bt — yp* 48733 1.3 <15 4-17
B® — 5p° 26732 1.3 <10 0.1-65

number of standard deviations corresponding to the proba-
bility for a fluctuation from zero to our observed yield, is
about 5 standard deviations for both. We show in Fig. 2
the projections of event distributions onto the M axis. A
cut has been made to reject events with small values of
signal L, where for these purposes L is calculated with
M excluded. The signals appear as peaks at the B meson
mass of 5.28 GeV in these plots. We also improve our pre-
vious measurements [2] of B — n'K with the full CLEO
I/ILV data sample: B(B* — n'K*) = (8018 = 7) x
107 and B(B" — n'K®) = (89118 + 9) X 107°. The
M projections for these modes are also shown in Fig. 2.

Assuming equal decay rates of charged and neutral B
mesons to n(’)K () we combine the measured branching
fractions [7]. We obtain B(B — n'K) = (8313 = 7) X
1075 and B(B — nK*) = (18.0755 = 1.8) X 1076. We
determine 90% C.L. upper limits for B(B — 7n'K*) and
B(B — 1K) to be 22 X 107® and 5.2 X 107°, respec-
tively, corresponding to central values of (9.0f%) X 107°
and (1.43:3) X 1076 with statistical and systematic errors
combined. The pattern B(nK) < B(nK*) < B(n'K)
and B(n'K") < B(n'K) is evident.

The observed branching fractions for B — n'K and
B — m K™, in combination with the upper limits for the
other modes in Table I and with recent measurements
of B— K, 7w [15], B— ww, pm [16], and CP
asymmetry in B — K, 'K, w [17] provide important
constraints on the theoretical picture for these charmless
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FIG. 2. Projections onto the variable M. The histograms show
(@) BY = nK**; (b) B = nK*; (¢c) B* — n'K*; (d) B® —
1n'K°. In (c) and (d) the shaded histograms correspond to the
n' — mmm, m — y7y decay chain, while the unshaded his-
tograms correspond to the n’ — py channel. The solid (dashed)
line shows the projection for the full fit (background only) with
the cut discussed in the text.

hadronic decays. The effective Hamiltonian calculations
[4,5,14] commonly used to account for the charmless
hadronic B decays contain many uncertainties including
form factors, light quark masses, Cabibbo-Kobayashi-
Maskawa quark-mixing angles [18], and the QCD scale. A
large ratio of B(B — n'K,nK") to B(B — nK,n'K"),
consistent with our measurements, was predicted quali-
tatively [19] in terms of interference of the two penguin
diagrams in Figs. 1(a) and 1(b), constructive for »’K and
nK”* and destructive for nK and n’K*. Most detailed
calculations [4,5,14] predict a large branching fraction
for the B — n'K modes (though usually smaller than
the observed values), but no enhancement of B — nK*.
Three recent analyses [20—22], all of which take guidance
from charmless hadronic B decay data, show that the
expectations for B — 1K™ can easily be enhanced; the
effective Hamiltonian calculations accomplish this by in-
creasing the relevant form factor or decreasing the strange
quark mass, the latter in accordance with recent lattice
calculations [23]. These and previous calculations fall
somewhat short of explaining the large rate for B — 1'K,
suggesting that the solution may involve contributions that
are unique to the 1’ meson.
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