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A bstract

The gluino contridbutions to the C%S W ilson coe clients orb! s are calculated
w ithin the unconstrained M SSM . New stringent bounds on the 3 and 58 mass
Insertion param eters are obtained in the lin it In which the SM and SUSY contribu-
tions to C 7,3 approxin ately cancel. Such a cancellation can plausibly appear w ithin
several classes of SUSY breaking m odels in which the trilinear couplings exhibit a
factorized structure proportional to the Yukawa m atrices. A ssum ing this cancella—
tion takes place, we perform an analysis of theb! s decay. W e show that in a
supersym m etric world such an altemative is reasonable and it is possible to saturate
theb! s branching ratio and produce a CP asymm etry of up to 20% , from only
the gluno contrbution to C%S coe clents. Using photon polarization a LR asym —
m etry can be de ned that in principle allow s for the C;g and C 9;8 contributions to
theb! s decay to bedisentangled. In this scenario no constraints on the \sign of
" can be derived.

1 Introduction

T he precision m easurem ents of the inclusive radiative decay B ! X provides an in—
portant benchm ark for the Standard M odel (SM ) and New Physics (NP ) m odels at the
weak-scale, such as low -energy supersymm etric (SUSY ) m odels. In the SM , avor chang-
Ing neutral currents (FCNC ) are forbidden at tree level. The rst SM contribution to the
b! s transition appears at one loop level due to the CKM avor changing structure,
show ing the characteristic Cabibbo suppression. NP contributions to b! s typically
also arise at one loop, and in general can be m uch larger than the SM contrlbutions if no
m echaniam s for suppressing the new sources of avor violation exist.
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E xperim entally, the inclusive B ! X branching ratio hasbeen m easured by ALEPH
[@1,BELLE Bland CLEO []resulting in the current experin ental weighted average

BR(B ! X Jup= (323 041) 10 %; (1)

w ith new results expected shortly from BABAR and BELLE which could further reduce the
experim ental errors. Squeezing the theoretical uncertaintiesdown to the 10% levelhasbeen
(and stillis) a crucialtask. The SM theoretical prediction hasbeen the sub fct of intensive
theoretical investigation in the past several years. From the originalcalculation at LO [,
In pressive progress In the theoretical precision has been achieved w ith the com pletion of
NLO QCD calkulations [{,[],[§] and the addition of several further re nem ents [, [[J1.
The original com plete SM NLO calulation []] gives the follow ing prediction for = z =
m=mp= 029:

BR(B ! X5 )ku = (328 0:33) 10 *: (2)

Them ain source of uncertainty of the previous result isdue to NNLO QCD am biguities.
In [I1] it is shown that using = z = 022 (ie. the running cham m ass instead of the pole
m ass) ism ore jasti able and causes an enhancem ent ofabout 10% oftheb! s branching
ratio, leading to the current preferred value:

BR(®B ! X. Ju = (373 030) 10 *: (3)

A Yhough these theoretical uncertainties can be addressed only with a com plete NNLO
calculation, the SM value for the branching ratio is In agreem ent w ith the experin ental
measuran ent within thel 2 Jlevel.

T he general agreem ent between the SM theoretical prediction and the experin ental re-
sults have provided usefiill guidelines for constraining the param eter space of m odels w ith
NP present at the electroweak scale, such asthe 2HDM and them inin al supersym m etric
standard m odel (M SSM ). In SUSY m odels superpartners and charged H iggs loops con-
trbute to b! s , with contrbutions that typically rival the SM one in size. To get a
sense of the typical m agnitudes of the SUSY contrbbution to b! s , it is illustrative to
consider the (unphysical) lim it of unbroken SUSY but broken electroweak gauge symm e—
try, which corresponds to the supersym m etric H iggsino m ass param eter set to zero, and
the ratio of H iggs vacuum expectation values tan Vy=Vyq set to 1. Tn this Iim it SM and
SUSY contributions are dentical In size and cancel each other [@], due to the usual sign
di erence between boson and ferm ion loops. O f course, this 1in it is unphysical: not only
must SUSY be (softly) broken,but = 0and tan = 1 havebeen ruled out by direct and
Indirect searches at LEP.

Tn the realistic case of softly broken SU SY , the contributionstob ! s depend strongly
on the param eters of the SSB Lagrangian, as well as the values of and tan . In par-
ticular, as the origin and dynam ical m echanian of SUSY breaking are unknown, there



is no reason a priori to expect that the soft param eters will be avordblind (or violate
avor In the sam e way as the SM ). O fcourse, the kaon system has provided strong FCNC

constraints for them ixing of the rst and second generations which severely 1im it the pos—
shbility of avor violation in that sector [[3, [[4]. Note however that the constraints for
third generation m ixings are signi cantly weaker,with b! s providing usually them ost
stringent constraints.

N evertheless, for calculational ease one of the follow Ing sin pli ed M SSM  scenarios have
often been assum ed:

The SUSY partners are very heavy and their contribution decouples, so that only
the H iggs sector contributesto b ! s . In this scenario, aswell In general 2ZHDM s,
NLO calulations have been performed [§,[1§, [[4]. D ue to coherent contrioutions
between SM and H iggs sector, a lower bound on the charged H iggsm ass can usually
be derived [[]]1in this class ofm odels. In the large tan region the two-loop SU SY
correction to the H iggs vertex can produce quite sizeable m odi cations and should
be carefully taken into account [L].

The SUSY partners as well the extra H iggs bosons have m asses of order the elec-
troweak scale, but the only source of avor violation is in the CKM m atrix. This
scenario, known asm inin al avor violation (M FV ), ism otivated for exam ple w ithin
m Indn al supergravity (m SUGRA ) m odels. M FV scenarios have been studied at LO
9,24, 1, 31, in certain lim its at NLO R3], and incliding large tan  enhanced
two-Joop SUSY contributions [[§,[E4]. In this socenario, theb! s decay receives a
contrbution from the chargino sector aswell as from the charged H iggs sector. To
avold overproducing b! s , the charged H iggs and chargino loops m ust cancel to
a good degree. T his cancellation can be achieved for a particular \sign of " in the
m SUGRA param eter spacd] which ips the sign of the chargino contribution relative
to the SM and charged H iggs loops, alw ays interfering constructively. A lthough this
cancellation can occur and puts In portant constraints on the m SUGRA param eter
Space, it is Im portant to note that it is not due to any known sym m etry but rather
should be Interpreted, in an certain sense, asa neuning.

Therearenew sourcesof avorviolation in the soft breaking term s. In thiscase, addi-
tional SU SY loops involving dow n-type squarks and ghiinos or neutralinos (hereafter
neglected com pared w ith the gluino loops due to the weaker coupling) contribute to
b! s . Itiswellknown that the gluino contridbution can dom inate the am plitude
for such nonm inim al SU SY m odels, both due to the (= enhancem ent w ith respect
to the other SM and SUSY contributions, and due to them 4=m ,, enhancem ent from

! Speci cally the relative sign between the param eters and A, and so generally di erent from the
\sign of " relevant In the case ofthemuon g 2M SSM contribution ].



the chirality 1o along the gluino line. Thus in this scenario, which is generally
noted as the unconstrained M SSM (UM SSM ), usually only the ghiino contribution
is discussed. It has been shown [[3,[29] that the 23-LR o -diagonal entry of the
down-squark m assm atrix is severely constrained by b! s m easuram ents to be of
O (10 ?). Less stringent bounds can be obtained for the other 23 o diagonalentries.
No known symm etry assures that these constraints can be autom atically satisi ed;
again this fact could be Interpreted at the electroweak scale asa netuning.

A discussion oftheb ! s process in the generalunconstrained M SSM  is in principle pos-
sible, but it is necessary to deal with two unavoidable problam s: (i) a lJarge num ber of
free, essentially unconstrained param eters, and (il) the need to achieve a quite accurate
cancellation between the sizeable di erent contributions (SM , H iggs, chargino/neutralino
and gluino) to theW ilson coe cient C ; associated with the Q- / mys, IxF operator
In such a way that the experim ental m easurem ent, which approxim ately saturated solely
by the SM result, is satis ed. M oreover, In generalM SSM m odels w ith nonm inin al a-
vor violation the gluino Joop can also contribute signi cantly to the W ilson coe cient C 9
associated w ith the chirality— ipped operator, Q9 / m sy b F ,as hasbeen recently
em phasized in the literature [, 9. However, as the SM , H Iggs, and chargio contribu-
tions to C? are typically suppressed by a factor of O (m s=m ), it is not possible in general
to achieve a cancellation between thedi erent term s in C 3 and thus a stronger ne-tuning
has to be Im posed.

H owever, it hasbeen recently shown Jthat In m any classes of SUSY breaking m odels
a particular structure of the soft trilinear couplings A" of the softbreaking Lagrangian can
be derived which can alleviate these constraints. W riting these couplings as K'jj = A j5Y;;
(In which Y denotes the farm ion Yukawa m atrices), the m atrices A for the up and down
sector are given respectively by:

) ] (@)
A =Aah+ ALY ;o Ry =An+ AL @)

As shown In 9], this factorization hods quite generally In string m odels, for exam ple
in CalabiYau models in the Jarge T lim it or .n Type Imodels [3Q], as well as in gauge-
m ediated [B]]]and anom aly-m ediated m odels [87,[33,34]. I eg.@) holds, speci ¢ relations
can be derived for the o diagonal LR entries in squark m ass m atrix. In particular, the
leading contribution to the entries of interest fortheb ! s processaregiven in the SCKM
basis as:

Ky / mtzm;z A 0 )+ B AT s 0 ), i)
mp /ome @5 A0 (), + RS AV ), 6)
By / my (A% AT 0, B AL s ), 3 (7)
5D/ my 65 ATHG @, 65 a0 s, @



w ith VL(;’d " the rotation m atrices for the up and down quark sector from the interaction
to the m ass eigenstatd]. From egs.(3{d), one can realize rst that the down-sector LR
o -diagonal entries are naturally suppressed by a factor of O (m ,=m ) com pared w ith the
up-squark sector ones due to the particular factorization of the soft trilinear couplings
given in eg.(d). Second, in these classes of m odels both the 23 and 32 entries are of the
sam e order and proportional to the lJargest mass (up or down). Consequently, in these
classes of m odels, O (10 ?) o -diagonal entries In the down-squark sector along w ith O (1)
o -diagonal entries in the up-squark can be considered in som e sense as a prediction of
the underlying fiindam ental theoryf]. This fact in plies com parable chargio and gluino
contrbutions to b! s , m aking the possibility of cancellations between the W and the
di erent SUSY contributions to the Q ; operator less unnatural. The constraints on the
gluino contrdbution to Q9 are simultaneously alleviated. This avor structure holds in
essentially all attem pts to build string-m otivated m odels of the soft-breaking Lagrangian.

T he structure of the paper is as follows. In section [, we brie y summ arize the the-
oretical fram ew ork for the calculation of theb ! s branching ratio at LO and NLO . In
section ,we derive usefiillm ass insertion (M I) form ulas for the gluino contrdbutions to the
W ilson coe cientsC ;3 and C%S W e dem onstrate explicitly that in the large tan region,
a good understanding of these expressions is obtained only by retaining term s in the M T
expansion through the second order. For of the sam e order as the comm on squark m ass
param eterand largetan ,new (previously overlooked) o -diagonalterm sbecom e relevant
in theb! s process. W e then devote our attention in section [§ to the analysis of the
gluino contrlbution to C%S In the general uM SSM . In particular, we ask the question of
w hether the contribution to CJ alone can saturate theb! s branching ratio, assum ing
that the SM and SUSY contributions to C, cancel each other to an extent that the e ects
of C, are sublading. W hile this scenario m ay initially appear to be unnatural, we will
argue that su cient cancellations In C ; do not involve signi cantly m ore ne tuning than
the usual cancellation required in M FV scenarios. W ith this analysis, we thus provide an
altemative interpretation ofb! s which isat least asviable as any supersym m etric one.
T his analysis also providesm ore generalm ass nsertion boundson 55 than those obtained
recently [2§], where the SM (and som etim es H iggs and chargino) contributions to C; are
always retained. A s we are generally interested in m oderate to large valuesof tan ,we

Tn this notation the CKM matrix isVexy = v, (v, V).

3Tt is in portant to note however that the o -diagonal entries of & in the SCKM basis contain tem s
proportional to the products of entries of the left-handed and right-handed quark rotation m atrices, w hich
are largely unconstrained (except for the CKM constraint for the left-handed up and dow n quark rotation
m atrices w hich enter (for exam ple) £7,3). T he quark rotation m atrices are highly m odeldependent. W hile
the diagonal entries can in general safely to be taken O (1), it is typically assum ed that the o -diagonal
quark rotation m atrices are suppressed by pow ers of the C abibbo angle in a way that m irrors the CKM
m atrix (seeeg. @ ]). Note though that this assum ption is not required, particularly for the right-handed
quark rotation m atrices which enter &3, which are of particular relevance for this paper.



are able to put rather stringent bounds on the m ass Insertion param eter 5% . In section
[ 3, we study the branching ratio and CP asymm etry as functions of the SUSY param eter
space w ithin this scenario, assum Ing com plex o diagonalM Is. T hroughout the paper, to
avoid EDM constraints we set the relevant reparam eterization invariant com binations of
the avor-independent phases to zero. Finally in section 4 we show that if the photon
polarization w ill be m easured, it is possible to distinguish such a scenario from the usual
C, dom inated scenario through the de nition ofa LR asymm etry.
Since we are interested in analyzing a supersym m etric world w here the one-loop SU SY

e ects are of the sam e order as the SM loops, we assum e relatively light superpartner
m asses. Speci cally we choose the ghuinomassm 4 = 350 G €V and the comm on diagonal
down-squark massmp = 500 G &V, with the Iightest down-squark m ass in the 250 500
G &V range. A 1l of the other sferm ion m asses, as well the chargino and neutralino m asses,
do not enter directly In our analysis and (som e of them ) can be taken to be reasonably
Ight as suggested by [B3]. M otivated by the lower lin it on the Higgs boson mass [34]
(which suggests jcos2 j 1) and by themuon g 2 excess, we focus to som e extent on
m oderate to lJarge values of tan , though our form ulas and m uch of the analysis hold in
general.

2 Db! s branching ratio at N LO

For the purpose of presentation, we summ arize the theoretical fram ework for evaliating
theb! s branching ratio at NLO .A com plete and detailed discussion can be found for
example in [1,[d,8]. The starting point in the calculation of the B m eson decay rates is
the low energy e ective H am iltonian, at the bottom m ass scale :

4G ¢ X
Here = —P?thvts Ci( )il p): %)

i

T he operators relevant to theb ! s process are:

Q2 = s o b
Q7 = 1 ST BSL xE
Js
= m S G® T.x : 10
Qs ¢ 2 es Ix (10)

and their . $ R chirality counterpart:

Q, = % G&x Ik ;

4T his of course depends on the basis chosen; we have chosen the one easiest for our discussion.



0 e

Q7 = I bF
0 e a

Qg = ¢ 2 bk G® Tik, (11)

The W ilson coe cients C 2(07)8 are nitially evaluated at the electroweak or soft SUSY
breaking scale, which we generically denote as o, and then evolved down to the bottom
mass scale . The standardﬂ RG equations for the C, ;5 operators from the electrow eak
scale (3 < my) to the Jow-energy scale  isgiven by:

1 12 5

Col(p) = 2 B+ B Caly ) (12)
16 8 w1 16 X8 N

Ca(p) = 23C7(w)+§ 23 25 Cgl oy )+ h; =5 (13)

=1

14 X® o

Cg(p) = 2Cgl(yw)+ hy =5 (14)

=1
where = _(y )= s( p)and h;;h; and a; are constants (see [}]] for details). The C§;7,_8

coe clents obey the sam e running as their chirality conjigate counterparts. If the NP
scale ismuch higher than m , the running from sysy to y with six quarks should also
be taken into account (see the rstpaper of [[§]). The coe cient C , isdom inated by a SM
treedeveldiagram and isnomm alized such thatC,( )= 1. Ttschirality coangate,CS,has
no SM contribution at tree level and can thus be safely set to zero. The NP contributions
to C, and CJ appear at one-loop order and are negligble. The W ilson coe cients C ; and
C9 are the only coe cients that contribute directly to theb! s branching ratio at the
Iowest QCD order ( ?). These coe cients receive contributions both from the SM and NP
at one-loop order. The coe cients C 3 and C g receive one-loop SM and NP contributions
through the sam e types of diagram s as C; and C?, but with the extemal photon line
substituted by a gluon line. W hen the QCD running from them atching scale ( to 1 is
perform ed, these di erent coe cientsm ix, as shown in eqs.(, o that the \e ective"
low -energy coe clents C ;55 ( ) receives contributions from di erent operators.

Theb! s branching ratio is usually de ned by nom alizing it to the sam ileptonic
b! ce . branching ratio, giving:

6 VeV’
f (Z) Vcb

5In a recent paper ] it has been pointed out that the gliino contrbution (and the sam e argum ent
holds also for the chargino and neutralino contributions) is the sum oftwo di erent pieces, one proportional
to the bottom m ass and one proportional to the gluino m ass, which have a di erent RG evolution. W e
have found that at LO , this is equivalent to the usualSM evolution once the running bottom m assm p( o)
isused Instead of the polemassin theC;( o)W C.

BR(B ! XS )j: > (1 )EmaszR(B ! Xce )

K (;z): (15)




Here f (z) is a phase space function and should be calculated for on-shell m asses, nam ely
R ~=myp= 029. is the experin ental photon detection threshold, which for com -
parison betw een experin entaldata and theoretical prediction isusually set to 0:9 1. The
dependence of K y 1, from theW ilson coe cientsC ; and CatNLO isgiven by @1

P n o
Kywo ( 52)= i =278 ki(g)( i) Re[ci(O)( b)C§O) (p)]+ Cyy! Cg,.j +
n O
k5 5z) Relc V(o' ()1 + cq 0 9y s (16)

Tn the previous expression C i(O) and C i(l) refer respectively to theLO and NLO contributions

to the W ilson coe cients C ; de ned as:

(0) s( b)

Cil p)=C( )+ cHip+o(; Y (17)

4 1 S

As in the Pollow ng we are deriving only one-loop formulas for the W ilson coe cients
C;ig, c; ¢!”. wewillbre y discuss the e ects of including C " in section £J. The
coe cientsk i5( ;z)used in the ouranalysisare calculated for = 09 and z= 022 using
the form ulasderived in [],[§1T he LO branching ratio expression can be easily derived from

&q.([[@) setting k1Y = 1 and all the other ki(?"l) = 0,giving:

Kio = £a( )F+ £ )T ; (18)
Independently of the choice of and z.

3 Cryg and C%.g gluino contributions to b! s

In the follow ing we w ill focus on the gliino contribution to theW ilson coe cientsC ;5 and
CJs. There is only one gluino diagram that contrbutes to C; and C9, with the external
photon line attached to the down-squark line, while two diagram s can contribute to the
Cg and C§ coe cients, as the gluon external line can be attached to the squark or the
gluino lines. T he one-doop gluino contributions to the C;5 and C 3;8 coe clents are given
respectively by:

Ci(w) = %Vi\li % Lol F (<2 ) + :—inLsFuxi) (19)
Cd(w) = 69_52\72\23 XA ‘:;VZZ% LyL Fop (x3 )+ m—bRbLSF43(XA) (20)
Co(y) = i—zii—\‘;tsi % RORLF2 0 )+ | TLaR P () (21)
C(w) = 69—52%\2: r:&”j% RARFz ()4 LR Fas b)) (22)



in which xJ = m§=m§~, w ith m4 the gluino mass, and m .. the mass of the A—th down
squark eigenstate. Ly and R4 are the Left and R ight gluino couplings to a generic down
quark d given by:
g P g P

Ld= 2UA)d 7 Rd= 2UA)d+3; (23)
In which U isthe 6 6 down-squark rotation m atrix. The loop integrals F1, and F;3 are
de ned as:

For=Fo(x)+ 9F; (x) ; Fugz=Fy;(x)+ 9F3(x) ; (24)

using the conventions for the integrals F'; (x) as in ] for an easier connection w ith the
standard convention in the literature.

It is llustrative to w rite the gliino contrdbution to theC; 3 and C 9;8 W ilson coe cients
using the M I approxin ation. First, note that the set of integrals used in [[] is not the
m ost appropriate for dealing with the M I form ulas. However, for the sake of sin plicity
we will retain these conventions and further de ne the integrals F; and their \derivatives"
through the follow ing selfconsistent relations:

X 1 1) X 1@ 0 X 1 1 @

U CEbY) F| )(§> Sy T Fy ’(; T

U sing this notation, the st and second order tem s In the M I expansion for the C ;4 and
C 9, coe cients are given respectively by:

fixry) :

8g° Qq mi 1) w 1)
cil) = — S Fy ) — NF ) (25)
7 3q2 Ve v 23 By (Xp m, 2304 %
2 2
Js Qaq My LL o (1) My g @)
ci@a) = = Foy (X2 — FL (%2 ; 26
g (1) 32 ViVpg e 2 23 For' (xp) my 2 43 (%p) (26)
0 8g° Qg mi2 ) m )
cl@1) = = RRp 7 (x8 —2Rlp Y x?) ; 27
P = St HENed) 2 ERe) 27)
2 2
0 gs Qaq My RR o (1) My g1 (1)
co1) = = F, (%7 — 5 F;s (x)) 28
PO = smpar BEPed) 2 uRled) (28)
and
492 Q4 m{ mp@Ay tan ) 2 g 2
cie = = p 2 S ed) S EESE) )
ththSm/D Iﬁ’D my
2 2
g, Qq My my@Ay tan ) LR o (2) My 114 2)
Cs(2) = . Foi(xp) — 23F.5 (x5) ; (30)
8 60 VaVon w2 23 Fo1 (Xp my 23 )
0 497 Qq my my@Ay tan ) 2 I 2
crl@2) = 23 g 2 BEG) S HESE) 56D
39° Vg Vg v m 5 my,
2 2
0 g; Qo my mpAy, tan ) g Mg ggr_, (2)
Ca(2) = = Fol(x2 —2 2RF J 32
g (2) 60 VeV 02 w2 23 o1 (Xp ) my 2 a3 (xp ) 1 (32)



Tn the previous form ulas x7 = m;=m§ , with mp the average down-squark m ass related
to the dow n-squark m ass eigenstates via the relation w2 = m2 + m2 . Thede nitions of

the M I param eters are:

1 X y 2
= e 2 Ui;A my Un
D a=1

LL
ij
1 X6

— Y 2
R Uia MaUns
D A=1

LR
ij

6
1 X
RR _ y 2 . .
3 T 2 Uiyza MaUnzes 7
D a=1
1 x°

RL _ y 2 .
5 = —2 Uisza MaUaj e (33)
Mp a-1

In deriving egs.(2937) to the second order in the M I param eters, we have kept only the
dom inant termm proportionalto tan (the Ay tem is retained In the above expression for
de ning our convention forthe tem ;see later),and neglected allof the othero -diagonal
m ass insertions. C larly the dom inant temm s in egs. £3B3) are those proportional to the
gluino chirality 1o, such that the gluino contribution to C- (C?) at rst order depends
only on theM Item 35 ( 55 ). However, for argetan and m » , the second orderM I
term s in egs. @4B3) can becom e com parable in size w ith the rst order m ass insertions.
Thus, two di erent M I param eters are relevant in the L /R sectors: ( 33, 53 ) and ( 55 ,

5 ), contrary to common wisdom . To which extent the LL and RR M Is are relevant
depends of course on the values chosen for and tan ,but in a Jarge part of the allowed
SUSY param eter space they cannot in general be neglected. M oreover, the fact that the
gluino W ilson coe cients depend on two di erent M I param eters w ill have in portant
consequences in the study of theb! s CP asymm etmyf].

4 A lternative solution to b! s branching ratio

In the maprity of the previous studies of the b! s process, the main focus was to
calculate the SM and NP contridbutions to the C,5 coe cients. The contributions to
b! s ocoming from C?;s have usually been neglected on the assum ption that they are
suppressed com pared to C,5 by the ratio m ;=m ,. W hile this assum ption is always valid
for the SM and for the H iggs—sector contributions, in the case of the uM SSM this is not
generally the case. It is only within speci ¢ M SSM  scenarios (such as M FV ) that the
gluino and chargino contrlbutions to the C$;8 coe cients can be neglected due to the
m g=my, suppression factor. In the general uM SSM this suppression can be absent and,
In particular, the gluino contrbutions to C;;3 and C%S are naturally of the sam e order
1,681

T herefore, in the follow ing we present an altemative approach to theb ! s processin
supersym m etric m odels. W e assum e a particular scenario In which the total contribution

6Speci cally, if only the rst order term in the M I is taken theb! s CP asymm etry vanishes, as
discussed in greater detail in section .
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to Cy5 Is negligble and the m ain contrdbution to theb! s branching ratio is given by
CJs. This \CJ dom inated" scenariv is realized when the chargino, neutralino, and gliino
contributions to C,5 sum up In such a way as to cancel the W and H iggs contributions
aln ost com pletekf]. Tn our opinion this situation does not require substantizlly m ore

ne tuning than what is required in the usualM FV scenario, where converssly the NP
contributions to C, 5 essentially cancel between thean selves (or are alm ost decoupled) so
thatallthemeasured b! s branching ratio isproduced by theW diagram . A spreviously
discussed, m any classes of SUSY breakingm odels P3]kad to o -diagonallR entries of the
dow n—squark sector that are naturally suppressed com pared with those of the up-squark
Sector:

LR \d

max(m ;;m 4)
(ij -

(350" (34)
m ¢

in which m j;; are dow n-quark m asses. In particular, the ( 55 )* entries, which are relevant

rtheb! s process, receive a O (m = ) suppression as can be derived from egs.(@f).
For (5¥)* O (1),anaturalvalue (5 ) O (muy=m.) 10 ? isobtained. W ith this
m echanism atwork, o -diagonalchargino and gluino contridbutions to avor changing pro—
cesses are naturally of the sam e order. The = ,, enhancem ent of the gluino contribution
w ith respect to the chargino one is com pensated by the m y=m : suppression of the LR

o -diagonalentries. C learly a com plete analysis of the regions of uM SSM param eter space
where the C ;3 cancellation takes place is an im portant task, necessary for studying the
details of this scenario. H owever, a detailed analysis is beyond the scope of this paper w ill
be discussed elsew here B9]. It is worth m entioning that in prelin inary scans we checked
that it isnot di culk to nd a candidate set of param eters where C ;3 num erically yield
an all contrrbutions to the b! s branching ratio. O f course, this set is not obviously
not expected to be unique, and further checking that any such param eter sets are consis-
tent w ith all the other existing m easurem ents of FCNC and CP iolating observables w i1l
In pose further strong constraints.

F inally, we stress that in the follow ing analysiswe do notm ake any speci ¢ assum ptions
as to the size of the o diagonal entries of the down-squark m ass m atrix. Tn particular,
we are not using any of the relations describbed in egs.@g). T he previous argum ents have
been intended as a theoretical fram ew ork for the follow Ing m odel independent analysis. A
generaldiscussion of the CP-violating sector, using the factorization ansatz of eq.@), w ill
be the subFct of a forthcom ing paper [39].

"Them ain constraint on this scenario is the requirem ents of the C; cancellation. The Cg contribution
enters in the b! s branching ratio at O ( 5) and usually cannot account for m ore than 10% of the
m easured branching ratio.
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Figurel: Thedependence ofb! s branchingratioon 55" and 53¢ fordi erentvaluesof

me=mvp ,ortan = 20and = 350 GeV.Allof the other o -diagonalentries except the
one displyed in the axes, are assum ed to vanish. C;5( y )= 0 isassum ed. T he horizontal
Iines represent the 1 experim ental allowed region.

4.1 Single M Idom inance analysis

From egs.(2389), one can read (in M I Janguage) the o -diagonalentries that are relevant
for the gluino contrdbution to the C;5 and C9, W ilson coe cientsf]. Note that lin its on
YR 0 (10 ?)have previously been obtained in [L3]. N o stringent bound hasbeen derived
there for 7 , as this term at lowest order does not com e w ith the m 4=m ;, enhancem ent
(see egs.3)). No lin tswerederived on 5 and 5f because in the speci ¢ scenario used
n ], the \opposite chirality" M Is are suppressed by a factorm ;=m ,, and so negligible. An
analysisofthe 5 dependence hasbeen perform ed in £§], in which theW contribution to
C,5 wasnotset to zero (som etin esalso H iggsand M F'V chargino contributionsto C ;3 were
Included). Consequently their bounds on the down-squark o -diagonalM Is contributing
to C 3;8 are m ore stringent than the bounds we derive In our scenario, for which the total
contribution to C; 4 isassum ed to be negligble. It is clearly only in the scenario we study
that an absolute constraint on these M Is be derived. M oreover no analysis on 33’ and
5 wasperform ed in [2§]as these contrbutions are not relevant in the analltan region,

as can be seen from egs.(387).
In Fig.[] we show the dependence of the b! s branching ratio on the M I tem s

57 and 3 fordierent valnes of x) = m’=m) and fortan = 20and = 350 GeV.

8From now on, for the sake of sin plicity the sym bol £P willbe used instead of ( §° ¥ or referring
to the down-squark M Is.
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Figure2: Dependence ofb! s branchingratio on 55 fordi erentthree valiesoftan
with the other param eters xed to mr4=mr, = 350=500 and = 350 Ge&V .Allof the other
o -diagonal entries, except the one displayed in the axes, are assum ed to vanish. The
horizontal lines represent the 1 experim ental allowed region.

A 1l the other o diagonal entries in the down-squark m ass m atrix are assum ed to vanish
for sin plicity. \Individual" limits 55 < 10 # and 5F < 15 10 ' can be cbtained
respectively from the left and right side plot of Fig.[l]l. Horizontal fll lines represent
1 deviations from the experin ental results reported in eq.(l). O f course, the required
cancellation of the total C, 5 contrlbution m ay in general need nonvanishing o -diagonal
entries of the up and down sjquark m ass m atrices. However, the speci ¢ values of these
entries do not signi cantly a ect the absolute lin tson 5" and 53 M Isshown in Fig.[l.

A's expected from egs.33), the bounds obtained for 5f are strongly dependent
on the product tan . In Figg.[] we show the tan dependence of this lim it, for xed
mo=m, = 350=500 and = 350 G&V .M ore stringent bounds on 355 can be obtained
for brger tan . For tan > 35 the bounds on 55 can becom e as stringent as the

5+ bounds. Sin ilar considerations and bounds obviously hold also forthe ;3 M I.Aswe
are only interested here in the gluino contributions to C 9;8 , we do not discuss this sector
In detail. Clearly this tetm must be taken into consideration if a sim ilar analysis was
perform ed for the C 5 coe cient in the large tan  region.

In Fig.[] and Fig.[], we set C; = Cg = 0 o that the only contrbution to the
b! s branching ratio is due to the gluino contribution to C? and CJ. Thus one should
think that for vanishing 53* and/or 55 the branching ratio in our scenario should van-
ish. The reason for the nite, nonzero contribution is the fact that we are using a NLO
fomul fortheb! s branching ratio E]. AtNLO ,in posing the condition C75( )= 0
still leaves constant temm s that arise from the m ixing of the SM operators (speci cally,

13
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Figure 3: Dependence ofb! s branching ratio on 55 form,=m, = 350=500,tan = 20
and = 350 Ge&V.Allthe other o diagonalentries, except the one displayed in the axes,
are assum & to vanish. In the plts we show the result obtained using LO (dashed line) and
NLO (fullline) formul for theb! s branching ratio, setfng respectively C75( )= O
(ftplt) and Cy5( 1) = 0 (rightplt). The horizontal lines represent the 1  experim ental
allowed region.

in our chosen basis, C,) that do not contribute to the branching ratio at LO . In Fig.[§
(left side), we com pare the results obtained using the LO and NLO expression for the
b! s branching ratio in posing the condition C;5( y )= 0. A scan be seen explicitly, the
di erence in using the LO orNLO issizeable. In F ig. | (right side), we com pare the results
obtained using the LO and NLO expression for theb ! s branching ratio in posing the
condition C;5( )= 0.Asonecan seenow , the LO contrbution to theb! s branching
ratio vanishes for vanishing M Is. T his does not happen for the LO contribution of the left
plot, as a nite contrbution to the branching ratio appears from the running ! g
when the condition C,4( y )= 0 is taken. In all the plots, except Fig.[§ (right side), we
use Cyg( y ) = 0, as this is the natural scale where cancellations could be explained i
term s of the underlying fundam ental theory, while the choice Cog( ) = 0 seem s highly
accidental. Finally, it should be noted that the strongest restriction com es from in posing
the condition C; = 0. The sam e requirem ent on Cg could easily be relaxed, and our re-
sultswould ram ain alm ost unchanged. The Cg contribution to theb ! s branching ratio
represents in fact only a 10% e ect of the total.

Tt is In portant to notice at thispoint that a consistent analysisofb! s atNLO would
require the calculation of the two—loop (QCD and SQ CD ) contrlbution to the C$ coe cient.
In the generaluM SSM the calculation of the O ( 2) contrdbution to C? (and cbviously C-)

14



is extrem ely com plicated. In [37], the contrdbution to C, from the two-Joop diagram s w ith
one gluino and one glhion intermal line has been calculated. T his represents the dom nant
M SSM two—loop contribution only in the lin it of very heavy gliinom ass of O (1T€V ) and
analltan ( 1). Thus it cannot be applied to our analysis, In which SUSY m asses (and
the gluino mass in particular) below 500 G&V and large tan are assumed. In fact, if
the gluino m ass is Iight the two—-loop diagram s w ith two gluino intemal lines should also
be taken into account. M oreover, if tan is lJarge, diagram s w ith intemal H iggsino lines
cannot be neglected anym ore as Y ukawa couplings can becom e of O (1). U sing the results
of 371, one obtains an e ect of a fow percent in the b! s branching rativ. It should
be rem em bered , however, that in our analysis this provides only a very crude estin ation.
Tt seam s reasonable to expect a possible 10% m odi cation of theb ! s branching ratio
results from the inclusion of the com plete NLO calculation of the C 9 coe cient. M oreover,

while the two-loop diagram s w ith gluino/glion Intemal lines have the sam e M I structure
and as such are proportional to the one-loop gluino contribution to C 9, this is not the case
for the diagram s w ith gluino/H iggsino intemal lines, for which the CKM avor changing
structure also enters.

4.2 GeneralM I analysis

A general analysis of the gluino contribution to C?;s depends sin ultaneously on both
the 55 and 55 M Is. For a com plkte speci cation of our scenariv the only other free
param eters that nead to be xed are the ratio between the gluino m ass and the comm on
dow n-squark m ass, m ;= , the product tan ,and the rehtive phase between 5)° and

55 . The in uence In of all the other down-sector squark m atrix o -diagonal entries
and M SSM param eters in the C%S sector can safely be neglectedf]. Thus, we can have a
com plete description in termm s of only ve free param eters of the b! s  phenom enology
in ourM SSM \C Y dom inated" scenario.

In Fig.f we show thel experinentally allowed region in the ( 5, 55 ) param eter
space for a speci ¢ choice of v =y, = 350=500, = 350 GeV, and for three di erent
values of tan = 3;20 and 35. For 5 or 53¢ vanishing, one obtains the regions depicted
in Figs.[] and [}. Larger regions in the ( 5, 5§ ) param eter space are obtained when
both the M Is take nonvanishing valies. Tt is clear no absolute lim it can be derived for
the two M Is sin ultaneously. The values ( 5F , 5F (1;04) are, for exam ple, possib
fortan = 35. In fact, as can be seen In Fig.[, there is alvays a \ at direction" where

°0 fcourse allof the other o -diagonalentries of the dow n-squark and up-squark m assm atrices aswell
all the other avor conserving M SSM param eters enter In our analysis, as we assum e to choose them in
such a way that the condition Cy, = 0 issatis ed. However, as previously m entioned the detailed analysis
of this condition w ill be discussed In a follow Ing paper @].
190 ne should check if, for such large M Ivalues, charge and color breaking m inin a appear. Anyway as
these are usually rather m odeldepend assum ptions we don 't introduce here the constraints discussed, for
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Figure 4: 1 -albwed region in the ( 55 , 55 ) param eter space for three di erent values
of tan , with the other param eters xed to my=m 4= 350=500,and = 350 Ge&V .Allthe
other o -diagonalentries, except the one disphyed in the axes, are assum ed to vanish.

large values of 55 and 53¢ can be tuned in such a way that the gluino contribution to
C 9;8 is consistent w ith the experin entalbound. This at direction clearly depends on the
chosen values form =4 and tan . The presence of this particular direction is explained
by the fact that we are allow Ing com plex o diagonal entries. Hence the relative phase
between 5 and 53 can be xed In such a way that the needed am ount of cancellation
can be obtained between the rst and second orderM I contribution. In the notation used
in egs.(271B1) the line of m axin al cancellation is obtained for ¥ = arg[ 55 55 1=

exam ple, in [&q1.
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43 CP asymm etry and branching ratio

In addition to theb! s branching ratio, the experin ental collaborations w ill provide in
the follow Ing years m ore precise m easurem ents of theb! s CP asymm etry:

BR®! s ) BRD! s )

| — .
Bcp 0! s ) BRM®O! s )+BR©O! s ) (35)

The present best experin ental valie available []] gives at 90% CL level the follow ing
range:
027< Acp (! s )< 040 ; (36)

which is still too im precise for to provide usefiil tests for NP, although the m easurem ent
is expected to be upgraded soon.

The only avorwviclating and CP-iolating source in the SM (and M FV scenarios) is
given by the CKM m atrix, which results in a very smn all prediction for the CP asym m etry.
Tn the SM an asym m etry approxin atively of 0:5% is expected [§]. If other sources of CP
violation are present, a m uch bigger CP asymm etry could be produced (see references [4]
and E3)).

Tn our C? dom inated scenario, one can derive the llow ing approxin ate relation for
the CP asymmetry [§], in tem sof the 5 and 55 M Is:

4 I CIC3 ]
Acpb! s )= 5&]0# x5 )
in which ’ is the relative phase between 5* and 5 aspreviously de ned. The constant
of proportionality k (x7 ) dependsonly on the ratiom =t p through the ntegralsF; and can
be easily obtained from egs.(2][B]). One can inm ediately note from eg.(3]) that if only
oneM T is considered, the CP asym m etry is autom atically zero. M oreover, a nonvanishing
phase in the o diagonaldow n-squark m assm atrix is necessaryﬂ . N o sensitive bounds on
this phase can be extracted from EDM ’'s In a general avor violating scenardo.

In Fig.[j, we show the results obtained for the branching ratio and CP asymm etry in
which 5, 5 and the reltive phase ’ are varied arbitrarily fora xed valuem g=m, =
350=500 and tan = 35. The full vertical Iines represents the 1 region experin entally
allowed by theb! s branching ratio m easurem ents. It is possible, using C%S alone, to
saturatetheb! s measured branching ratio and at the sam e tin e have a CP asym m etry
even larger than 10% , the sign of the asym m etry being determ ined by the sign of sin ’ .
AsFig.[§ shows, in the relevant branching ratio range the CP asym m etry range is constant.
No strong dependence from tan , in the large tan region, is present. T he points w ith

my, tan ) .,
2 355y 55 s’ ; (37)
M

1R ecall that for avoiding EDM constraints reparam eterization invariant com binations of avor-
independent phases (such as the phase of 1n a particular basis) are taken to be zero.
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Figure 5: A symm etry vs branching ratio for three di erentvalues of tan , with m =4 =
350=500, and = 350 GeV.Allthe o -diagonalentries except 55° and 55 are assumed
to vanish. T he vertical lines represent the 1 experim ental allowed region.

large asymm etry (> 5% ) lie In the \ atdirection" observed in Figf and they have aln ost
! (cbviously for ' = the CP asymm etry vanishes). T he explanation of this fact
is the ollow Ing. T he num erator is proportional to sin / and so goes to 0 as ’ approaches
. However, at the sam e tin e it is enhanced for large M I values. This happens when
the at direction condition is (aln ost) satis ed. Here, In fact, a cancellation between the
wo (large) M I tem s takes place, providing the enhancem ent of the CP asymm etry as the
denom nator rem ains practically constant, xed by the allow ed experin entalm easurem ent
on the branching ratio. Note also that for param eter values outside the at direction
condition a CP asymm etry ofa few $ can still be observed, about ten tim es bigger than
the SM prediction. The sam e order of m agnitude can be ocbsaerved n M FV when large
tan e ects are taken Into account [P4]. Th our scenario even sm aller values of the CP
asymm etry can be obtained, eg. if one of the two o -diagonal entries is negligible, or the
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two M TIs are \aligned".

4.4 D istinguishing the \CY dom inated" scenario from the \Cy
dom inated"

A possible m ethod for disentangling the relative contributions to the b! s branching
ratio from the Q, and QY operators utilizes an analysis of the photon polarization. A
detailed analysis of how it is possible to extract inform ation from the photon polarization
in radiative B decays isgiven in [A3]. For sin plicity, et usde ne the follow ing \theoretical”
LR asymmetry at LO :

BR(b! s.) BR®! sz) £()F T )7
| — — .
Bl S )= T 5 ) BRO! 5.) T oir Lo Y

which could in principle disihguish between C, or C 9 dom inated scenarios. Here LR is
the polarization of the extemal photon. This quantity is related to the quark chiralities
of the Q ;09 operators. Note that the photon polarization is the best possibility to gain
Inform ation on the operator chirality, which getsalm ost lost in band s quark hadronization
nto spin zero m esons (in principle if hadronization into spin one states could be isolated,
perhaps som e inform ation could be obtained). Such a m easuram ent is not yet availabl as
only the average quantity BR (b! s 1)+ BR (b! s i) is reported experin entally.

In the SM case, and In general n all the M FV and m SUGRA scenarios, only the
C- coe clent gives a nonnegligible contrdbution to theb! s branching ratio. Only the
right-handed bottom quark (in the center of m ass reference fram e) can decay, producing
a photon w ith Left polrization and Az (b! s )= 1. Smalldeviations from unity are
possble due to subleading m g=m ,, term s and hadronization e ects. In our scenario, w here
the C; contribution is negligible, only lefthanded bottom quarks can decay, em itting a
photon w ith R ight polarization, which in tum predict Az (b! s )= 1. In any other
M SSM scenario, w ith nonm Inim al avor violation, any LR asymm etry between 1 and 1
isallowed. Consequently, a measurament of A;x (b! s ) di erent from 1 will be a clear
Indication of physics beyond the SM w ith a nonm inim al avor structure. Tt w ill be very
Interesting to know if (and how precisely) CLEO ,BABAR ,and BELLE can m easure the

LR asymm etry of e3.(39).

5 Conclisions

In this ktter, we have discussed an altemative explanation oftheb ! s branching ratio
In theM SSM with a nonm inin al avor structure. W e analyzed in particular the gliino
contribution to the W ilson coe cient C ? associated with the \wrong" chirality operator
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Q9.W eshow thatthiscoe cientarisesm ainly from twoo -diagonalentries: 5+ and £F .
For scenarios In which where the C 5 contribbutions to b! s are an all, (ie. for regions
In theM SSM param eter space where W , H iggs, chargino and gliino contributions to C 4
tend to cancel each other) C 9;8 provides the dom inant e ect. W e derived absolute bounds
separately on each of these coe cients. W e then described the allwed region of (54,

55 ) param eter space, as a function of tan . W e observed that (ora xed ratio m 4=,
and for each chosen value of tan ), there exists a \ at direction" where Jarge (even
O (1)) o diagonalentries are allowed . A Iong this direction the relative phase between the
two M I elem ents is / . For the m a prity of param eter space in this scenario the CP
asymm etry is less than 5% . A symm etries as big as 20% can be cbtained along the \ at
directions". F inally, we suggested a possible quantity (a LR asymm etry) that (ifm easured)
can help to disentangle the C; from theC$ contrbution to theb ! s branching ratio. Any
Apr (b! s )& 1would be an irrefiitable proof of physics beyond the SM . In addition,
In the fram ework of the general M SSM , it would indicate the existence of nonm inin al

avor violation produced by o -diagonalentries in the dow n—squark m assm atrix, generally
related to a nonzero gluino contribution. In our \C I dom inated" scenario, w here the gluino
contribution produce the only \visble" e ect, we obtain In particular the extrem e value
A;gb! s )= 1. It would be very interesting if such a quantity could be m easured.
O ne in plication of our analysis is that previous results on M SSM param eters, including
constraints on the \sign of " (ie. its phase relative to A .), are m ore m odel dependent
than have been generally assum ed.
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