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Abstract

The recent observations of sizable transverse fractions of B — ¢K  may hint for the existence of
new physics. We analyze all possible new-physics four-quark operators and find that two classes of
new-physics operators could offer resolutions to the B — ¢K  polarization anomaly. The operators
in the first class have structures (1 —75) ® (1 —~5),0(1 —v5) ® 0(1 — 75), and in the second class
(I4795)@(14+75),0(14+75) ®0o(1+41s5). For each class, the new physics effects can be lumped into a
single parameter. Two possible experimental results of polarization phases, arg(A, ) — arg(A)) ~m
or 0, originating from the phase ambiguity in data, could be separately accounted for by our
two new-physics scenarios: the first (second) scenario with the first (second) class new-physics
operators. The consistency between the data and our new physics analysis, suggests a small new-
physics weak phase, together with a large(r) strong phase. We obtain sizable transverse fractions
Ay + ALl = Ago, in accordance with the observations. We find Ay ~ 0.8A | in the first scenario
but Ay 2 A1 | in the second scenario. We discuss the impact of the new-physics weak phase on

observations.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The studies for two-body charmless B decays have raised a lot of interests among the particle
physics community. Recently the BABAR and BELLE collaborations have presented important
results for the B meson decaying to a pair of light vector mesons (with V' = ¢,p, or K*) [l
2,13, 4, 5, d]. This immediately surges a considerable amount of theoretical attentions to study
nonperturbative features or to look for the possibility of having new physics (NP) in order to explain
several discrepancies between the data and the Standard Model (SM) based calculations [, I, 9,
10, 11, 12, ha).

From the existing SM calculations for the charmless B — V'V modes, it is known that
the amplitude, Hoy (~ O(1)), with two vector mesons in the longitudinal polarization state
is much greater than those in transverse polarization states, since the latter are found to be
H__ ~O1/my), Hiy ~O(1/m}) (or Aj ~ A, ~ O(1/my) in the transversity basis) [14]. For the
B meson decays, the relation for different helicity amplitudes is modified as Hog : Hyy : H__ ~
O(1) : O(1/my) : O(1/m3). Nevertheless, recently BABAR [1, ] first observed sizable transverse
fractions in the B — qﬁf* decays, where the transverse polarization amplitudes are comparable to
the longitudinal one. This result was confirmed later by BELLE [, i6]. In other words, in terms
of helicity amplitudes the data show that [H.4 = H__|* ~ [Hoo|? (or 2[4 ~ 2[AL]> = [4Ay?
in the transversity basis). Such an anomaly in transverse fractions is rather unexpected within
the SM framework. Efforts have already been made for finding a possible explanation in the SM
or NP scenario. In the SM, according to Kagan [1], the nonfactorizable contributions due to
the annihilation could give rise to the following logarithmic divergent contributions to the helic-
ity amplitudes: Hoo, H__ ~ O[(1/m3)In*(my/Ap)], Her ~ O[(1/m})In%(my/Ay)], where Ay, is
the typical hadronic scale. This in turn may enhance the transverse amplitudes required to ex-
plain the anomaly. However, in the perturbative QCD (PQCD) framework, Li and Mishima [§]
have shown that the annihilations are still not sufficient to enhance transverse fractions. An-
other possibility for explaining the polarization anomaly advocated by Colangelo et al. [9] is the
existence of large charming penguin and final state interaction (FSI) effects. However they got
|40)?(B — pK*) < |Ag|*(B — ¢K*), in contrast to the observations [1, 2, 3, 4, |5, 16], where the
normalization Y, |4;]? = 1 is adopted. With the similar FSI scenario, Cheng et al. [1(] obtained
|Ao? : |A)? : |[AL]? = 0.43 : 0.54 : 0.03, which is also in contrast to the recent data |3, ld]. Now
the question is: Is it possible to explain this anomaly by the NP? If yes, what types of NP oper-
ators one should consider? Some NP related models have been proposed [12], where the so-called
right-handed currents 5v,(1 4+ v5)b 57y#(1 £ v5)s were emphasized [1]. If the right-handed currents
contribute constructively to A but destructively to ZO,”, then one may have larger [A | /Ag|? to
account for the data. However the resulting \Z”P < |AL|? [d] will be in contrast to the recent
observations [3, fl]. See also the detailed discussions in Sec. [

In the present study, we consider general cases of 4-quark operators. Taking into account all
possible color and Lorentz structures, totally there are 20 NP four-quark operators which do not
appear in the SM effective Hamiltonian (see Eqs. [BW) and (BIl)). After analyzing the helicity

properties of quarks arising from various four-quark operators, we find that only two classes of



four-quark operators are relevant in resolving the transverse anomaly. The first class is made of
operators with structures o(1 —75) ® (1 —15) and (1 —~5) ® (1 —3), which contribute to different
helicity amplitudes as Hoo : H—— : Hyy ~ O(1/my) : O(1/m2) : O(1). The second class consists
of operators with structures o(1 + ;) ® o(1+5) and (1 +v5) ® (1 +15), from which the resulting
amplitudes read as Hop : Hiy : H-— ~ O(1/my) : O(1/m2) : O(1). Moreover, the above (pseudo-
)scalar operators can be written in terms of their companions, the (axial-)tensor operators, by Fierz
transformation. Finally, there is only one effective coefficient relevant for each class. We find that
these two classes can separately satisfy the two possible solutions for polarization phase data, which
is due to the phase ambiguity in the measurement, and the anomaly for large transverse fractions
can thus be resolved. The tensor operator effects were first noticed by Kagan [1] (see Sec. [l for
further discussions).

The organization of the paper is as follows. In Sec. [l we first introduce the SM results for the
polarization amplitudes in the B = qbf*o decay within the QCD factorization (QCDF) framework.
After that we give a detailed discussion about how the NP can play a crucial role in resolving the
large transverse polarization anomaly as observed by BELLE and BABAR. The reason for choosing
the two classes of operators with structures (i) o(1 —v5) ® o(1 — 735), (1 —v5) ® (1 — 75) and (ii)
o(14+75)@c(l4+75),(1 +95) @ (1 + v5) is explained and the relevant calculations arising from
these operators are performed. We discuss the possibility for the existence of right-handed currents
57u(1475)b 59" (1£75)s which was emphasized in [7]. From the point of view of helicity conservation
in the strong interactions, we discuss various contributions originating from the chromomagnetic
dipole operator, charming penguin mechanism, and annihilations. Some observables relevant in
our numerical analysis are defined in this section. In Sec. [Tll we summarize input parameters e.g.
Kobayashi-Maskawa (KM) elements, form factors, meson decay constants, required for our study.
Sec. [V is fully devoted to the numerical analysis. We discuss in detail two scenarios, which are
separately consistent with the two possible polarization phase solutions in data due to the phase
ambiguity. We obtain the best fit values for the NP parameters which can resolve the polarization
anomaly. Numerical results for observables are collected in this section. Finally, in Sec. [Vl we

summarize our results and make our conclusion.

II. FRAMEWORK
A. The Standard Model results in the QCD factorization approach

The best starting point for describing nonleptonic charmless B decays is to write down first the
effective Hamiltonian describing the processes. The processes of our concern are the B — oK
decays which are penguin dominated. In the SM, the relevant effective weak Hamiltonian Hg for

the above AB = 1 transitions is

G 10
He = TI; Van Vs (107 + c203) + Vi Vi (107 + c205) — Vi Vi <Z Ci0i> + CgOg +H.c.. (1)
=3

Here ¢;’s are the Wilson coefficients and the 4-quarks current-current, penguin and chromomagnetic
dipole operators are defined by



current-current operators:

O = (@)v-_aGu)v—a O3 = (Tabg)v-a(Esua)v-a,

Of = (@)v-aGe)v-a 05 = (Cabs)v-a(3sca)v-a, (2)

QCD-penguin operators:

Os = (Sb)v—a > _([@)v-a, Os= (Sabs)v-a>_(Tsqa)v-a,

Os = (S)v—a > _([@)v+a, Os = (Sabp)v-aY_(Gs0a)v+a, (3)

electroweak-penguin operators:

3 3
07 = §(§b)V—A Z eg(@Q)v+a, Os= §(§ab5)V—A Z ¢q(T34a)v+4,
p q
3 _ _ 3 _ _
Oy = 5(Eb)v-a > eq(@)v-a, Ow= 5 (Babs)v-a > eq(@stalv-a; )

q q

e chromomagnetic dipole operator:

Os, = %mbgawu +5) TG, (5)
where «, 8 are the SU(3) color indices, V £ A correspond to v#(1 4 ~+°), the Wilson coefficients
¢;’s are evaluated at the scale u, e and g are respectively QED and QCD coupling constants and
T%s are SU(3) color matrices. For the penguin operators, Os, ..., 1, the sum over ¢ runs over
different quark flavors, active at p ~ my, i.e. q €{u,d,s,c,b}.

In the present work, we will embark on the study of B — ¢K  decays in the approach of the
QCDF. The B - qﬁf*o decay amplitude with the ¢ meson being factorized [14] reads

—/ 750 —*0 G * 1 BR°
AB™ = ¢K “)su = 71; (—VVis) |as +as + a5 — 5(07 +ag + ay)| XBE 9, (6)

which is penguin dominated. The annihilation contribution which is power suppressed is neglected
here [14]. The B® — ¢K*O decay amplitude can be obtained by considering CP transformation.
As far as the charged B-meson decay is concerned, the dominant contribution also comes from
the penguin operators, while the contribution due to O1, 05 is color and KM suppressed. In the
scenario, where ¢ is factorized, the decay amplitudes for B?, EO, BT, B~ are almost the same. The
factor X (BK".0) in Eq. (@) is equal to

XBRLD = (4(q, )| (35)v-al0) (B (0 ) (3D)v—a| B (0)).

, —9 s
= ifymg [mB + M cuvas€l s 0V (¢?)
~ifoms [(mmmmel-@m(q% R R P I



where the decay constants and form factors are defined by

<¢(q7 61)|V“|0> = f¢m¢€ill*7
2

—x0, -0 _ vaf _x / 2
K V¥ B = —— ¢ o ,
B @)V B0 = e, oV (o)
—*x0, 4 i —=0 . *L 2 * Y A2(q2)
(K (0, e)|A¥[B (p)) = i |(mp+mg+)e " A1(q”) — (&5 - p)(p + P ) ——F——
mp + Mg~
. € p
—2imie 500" [As(6) — Aof@’)] (8)
with mp and m g+ being the masses of B’ and B mesons, respectively, ¢ = p—p’, A3(0) = Ag(0),
and
+ M+ mp — Mk~
Ag(q?) = DB TINE" 4 (q2) = B T INE" 402y, 9
3(0) = 5 Ald) - — A0 )
It is straightforward to write down the decay width,
-0 —+0,  Pec = (2 T 2 T 2
DB = oK™ = oo (Hool* + (e +[H-F). (10)

where p. is the center mass momentum of the ¢ or K™ meson in the B rest frame. Hoo, Hy,

H__ are the decay amplitudes in the helicity basis and in QCDF !, they are given by

— G . )
Hon = SE V) ifome) (i + mic) [ada(m) ~ bAa(o2)].
. G » ] 2m c
s =~ (V)b (ifoms) (s +mic )i (md) F 222 vm) | (1)

with the constants a = (m% — mi —m%.)/(2mgmks), b= (2m%p?)/[Imgm+(mp + mg+)?]. Here

aly; = ak +al +al — %(a? +ak +afy). The superscript h in a?’s denotes the polarization of ¢ and
e mesons; h = 0 is for the helicity 00 state and h = &£ for helicity £+ states. Note that the weak
phase effect is tiny in a}S‘M and is thus neglected in the study. Such helicity dependent effective
coeflicients ag s do arise in the QCDF, however in the naive factorization (NF), they turns out to
be same, i.e. a%M = aJSrM = ag); = asy- In the NF, one can rewrite the above amplitudes in the
transversity basis as

— G N .
A = ZL(VaViasa(ifeme)(mp +mic-) {aAl(mi) - bAz(mi)} ;

V2

L' We choose the coordinate systems in the Jackson convention, consistent with what BaBar and Belle

did [15]. In the B rest frame, if the z axis of the coordinate system is along the the direction of the flight
of the ¢ meson and the transverse polarization vectors of ¢ are chosen to be eg(:lzl) = (0,F1,—i,0)/V/2,
then the transverse polarization vectors of K* are given by ek (£1) = (0,¥1,+4,0)/v/2 in the Jackson
convention, but become €., (£1) = (0,41, —i,0)/+/2 in the Jacob-Wick convention. Therefore in the NF,
arg(A), 1 /Ao) equal to 7 in the Jackson convention, but are zero in the Jacob-Wick convention. Note that
in the two conventions, the longitudinal polarization vectors are the same as eg(O) = (pc, 0,0, Ey)/mg and
e (0) = (pc, 0,0, —Egc+) /my-. Here the amplitudes satisfy A = Ag+ A+ AL, A= Ao+ A — AL, where
the kinematic factors are not shown.



SM Gr

A = = B VaViasu ivV2 ame)ms + mice) Ar (),
_ G . 2p.
A = —TI;(thVtDGSM(Z\/ihmw%V(m;)' (12)

In the QCDF, a’s are given by

CL? = Cl+—+—ﬂ_—62(Fh+f1h1),

aly = C2+—+—7T—01(Fh+f1h1)7

N. 4w N,
ca a5 Cg
a3 = 63+E+Z;EC4(F}Z+JC}LI),
= ey S OBy L G (sy) 4 G ()] — 1 (ﬁGh(suHﬁGh(sc))
NC 4 NC )\t /\t
AV 2\ 3 b N 2
+(ca + cp) Z<G (si) — g) +5(es + cio) > e (G (si) — g)
i=u i=u
3 1,
+569[qu (8q) — EG (sp)] +cgGy ¢,
ag = ¢ —i—c—ﬁ—%@c (F" + 1+ 12)
5 "N, 41 N,° i ’
ag = ¢ +C—5
6 — C6 Ncu
cg  ag Cp = «
ay = C7+ﬁc—4—;E68(Fh+f?1+12)——ﬂNcC£,
+
ag = cg+ —
8 8 ch
_ gy G0, s COF Yy YN o
ag = 69+NC+47T Ncclo(F + 1) 5 N.CZ,
cg o, Cp o
CL?O:Clo‘i‘ﬁc‘i‘ﬁECg(Fh—FfIhl)—%Cg, (13)

where Cr = (N2 —1)/(2N,), s; = m2/m2, A\, = Vap Vs and ¢’ = d, s. Note that we have given the
expressions for a}f, aé‘, which may be relevant for charged B decays, arising due to O; and O, in
Eq. ([@). There are QCD and electroweak penguin-type diagrams induced by the 4-quark operators
O; for i = 1,3,4,6,8,9,10. These corrections are described by the penguin-loop function G"(s)

given by
1 1
GO>s) = 2_ éln £y du(I)¢(u)/ drz(1 — x)In[s — ax(l — z)],
3 3 my 0 I 0
2 2
o) = 2t
G=(s) = 3 3ln =
1 é(a) 1
—1—2/ du gi(v)(u) Ldg, (v) / drz(l —z)In[s — ux(1l — x)]. (14)
0 4 du 0

In Eq. (I3 we have also included the leading electroweak penguin-type diagrams induced by the

operators O; and Os,
A A c
h U ~h Cc ~h 1
= N u N c ar | 1
C, <)\tG(S)+)\tG(S )) <02+NC> (15)
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The dipole operator Og, will give a tree-level contribution proportional to

1 P(u)
0 Il
Gg:_2‘/0 dUT,

Vdu | (v adg” P w) g% (u)
+ ¢ b(v) ¢(v) 91 91
G- [ u[/g (2f(0) ~ g2 (@) v — gt ) 5 5 L L g
In Eq. (@), the vertex correction is given by
F'= 12l 184 fh, (17)
my

where we have used the naive dimensional regularization (NDR) scheme [16],

YA (1 = 75) © V(1 = y5) = 4(4 — )7u(1 = 75) @ 4 (1 —75), (18)
YAl = 75) @ Y1 = 5)7" " = 4(1 — 26)7(1 — 75) ® (1 — 75), (19)
VAL = 75) @YY (L +75) = 4(1 + €)7u(1 — 75) @ ¥ (1 + 75), (20)
Y1 = 75) © VN1 4357y = 4(4 — 4e)7,(1 — 75) @ (1 +75), (21)

with D = 4 — 2¢, and have adopted the MS substraction. An explicit calculation for fIh, arising

from vertex corrections, yields

= / dwq) ( lna;—?mr)

) 1dg?® 1-2 .
f;E = /0 dx <gi( )(x)j:4 gd:n( )> (3 xlnx—?mr). (22)

1—=x

The hard kernel f}} for hard spectator interactions, arising from the hard spectator interactions
with a hard gluon exchange between the emitted vector meson and the spectator quark of the B

meson, have the expressions:

1 - oB(p) [, O ) 1 @)
oy = A el 1, 000 [, n)/ &g 1=,
+ _47T foK*
T = e [La T [T [
¢(a ¢
x[2<gi<”><g T ) ( ) i dv<<1>ﬁ<v>—gi<”><v>>]
Am? 2fp fr=mi- (1 O®P(p) K*(v) ldg; @\
e /Odp . dn<L )+ 3 d
g o(v) 1 dg¢(a) (g) 1 o(v)
{M (L © % 7 ) o [ e -a et o)
where
2
ho = (mdy — mie. — m3)(m + mpcr) AP () — —STBPE ADIC ()
hie = (mp + mg ) APK () 5 2Py BE o) (24)



Note that F" can be obtained from F” in Eq. (@) with the replacement of g/f(G) — —gl¢(a). We
will introduce a cutoff of order Aqcp/my to regulate the infrared divergence in fr;. Note also
that we have corrected 2 the QCDF results in Ref. [14] which were done by Cheng and one of us
(K.C.Y.). The key point for the calculation is that one needs to consider correctly the projection
operator in the momentum space, as discussed in Appendix [Al which may explain the difference
with Ref. [17] 3. In the calculation, we take the asymptotic light-cone distribution amplitudes
(LCDAs) for the light vector mesons, and a Gaussian form for the B meson wave function. [14].
We now make a SM estimate for various helicity amplitudes from a power counting point of view.
For B’ — qﬁf*o, the helicity amplitude Hy arising from the (V — A) ® (V — A) operators is O(1),
since each of ¢ and e mesons, with the quark and antiquark being left and right-handed helicities,
respectively, requires no helicity flip. For H__, the helicity flip for the 5 quark in the ¢ meson is
required, resulting in mgy/m;, suppression for the amplitude. Finally in H_ . two helicity flips for s
quarks are required, one in ¢ meson and the other in the B® = K form factor transition, which
cause a suppression by (mg/mp)(A/my), where A = mp — my. In a nutshell, the three helicity
amplitudes in the SM can be approximated as Hoo : H__ : Hyy ~ O(1) : O(1/my) : O(1/m2).
One should note that for the CP-conjugated B® — ¢K*7, the above result is modified to be
Hyoo : Hiy : H._ ~ O(1) : O(1/myp) : O(1/m?). The results extended to various possible NP
operators together with the SM operators will be shown later in Table [l and also illustrated in
Fig. M

B. New physics: hints from the BABAR and BELLE observations

The large transverse B — ¢K fractions as have been observed by BELLE and BABAR Q2 4,
3, 1], may hint a departure from the SM expectation for the longitudinal one. Within the SM, the
QCDF calculation [14] yields

1 —Ry=0(1/m}) = Ry, (25)

where Ry = [Ao|?/|Awt|* and Ry = R+ Ry = ([A)|* + [AL|?)/[Atet|*. The observation of large
Rr, as large as 50%, may be possible to be accounted for in the SM, but here we are considering
the new physics alternatively 4. In the transversity basis the recent experiments [3, ] have shown
that

| Ao*(= [Hool*) =~ [Ar|*(= [4))* + |AL]%), (26)

2 We especially thank A. Kagan for pointing out that some terms in Cg may be missed in Ref. [14]. We

were therefore motivated to recalculate the QCDF decay amplitudes.
 Our G} does not agree with that obtained by Yang et al. [12].
4 In the PQCD approach, annihilation contributions appear to be too small to resolve the puzzle [§], but

Li [1§] has recently argued that an decrease in one of the B — K* form factors could be helpful. Nev-
ertheless, using the QCDF, Kagan [1d] showed that the suppressed annihilations could account for the
observations with modest values for the BBNS parameter p4. See also the discussion after Eq. (BH).



where Ay = (Hyy +H__)/vV2and A| = —(Hyy — H__)/v/2. One may need NP to explain such
a large Rr (= Ry). A set of NP operators contributing to the different helicity amplitudes like

Ho:H__:Hiy ~ O1/my): 01): O(1/m3), (27)
Ho:H__:Hiy ~ O1/my): O(1/m3): O1), (28)

could resolve such polarization anomaly. Note that H__ (in the former case) and H,, (in the
latter case) are of O(1), while Hog is always of O(1/my), in contrast to the SM expectation. The

detailed reason will be seen below.

1. New physics operators

Now Egs. [Z) and (Z8)) can serve as guideline in selecting NP operators. To begin with, consider
the following effective Hamiltonian HNF:

HNP = 22N [ei(1)Os()] + Hee. (29)

which may be generated from some NP sources and contains the following general NP four-
operators:
e four-quark operators with vector and axial-vector structures:
On = 37" (1+")b33.(1+7%)s, Oz =57 (14+7°)bg 557, (1 +7°)sa »
O3 = V(1 +")b 5y, (1—7°)s,  Ow =357 (1 +7")bg 557u(1 — 7°)sa

(30)
e four-quark operators with scalar and pseudo-scalar structures:
O15 = 3(1 +’Y5)b §(1+"}/5)S, 016 a(l +’Y5)bﬁ Sﬁ(l‘i"}’ )Sa,
O17 = 35(1 —¥)b3(1 —~°)s, =3,(1 75)bgs 53(1 —7v sa
O = 5(14+~°)b35(1 —~°)s, 020 =35,(1+ 75)b5 55(1 — 79) S s
On = 3(1-7")b5(1+7")s,  On =35a(1 —7")bg 55(1+7°)s4 (31)
e four-quark operators with tensor and axial-tensor structures
Oz3 = 30" (1 +7")b 50, (1+7°)s, Oz =35,0" (1 +7°)bs 550, (1 +7°)s4,
O = Sot(1 — ’y5)b 50, (1 — ’y5)s, Og6 = 540" (1 75)65 Sgouw (1 ’y5)sa,
Oz = 50" (1 +7°)b 30, (1 —2°)s,  Oag = 540" (1 +7°)bg 350, (1 — 7°)s4,
O99 = S0t (1 — 75)b S50, (1 + ’75)8, O30 = 340" (1 75)b5 530, (1 + 75)3,1.
(32)



Here ¢; with ¢ = 11,...,30 are the Wilson coefficients of the corresponding NP operators and pu
the renormalization scale, chosen to be my here. Now we give an estimation of several types of NP
operators, contributing to various B = #K " helicity amplitudes. In Fig. [l we draw the diagrams
in the B rest frame, where q1, g3 are the s quarks, and s is the 5 quark. (q1,q2) and (g3, qs) form ¢
and K, respectively. g4 is the spectator light quark which has not any preferable direction. q1, G2, g3
are originated from the following operators: gsI'1b gi1'2gs for O3_¢, O11-14, O23_30 or g11'1b G3l'2qo
for O15_99. If the helicity for ¢q; or ¢o is flipped, then the amplitude is suppressed by a factor of
mg/my. On the other hand, if the helicity of g3 is further flipped, the amplitude will be suppressed
by (me/mp)(A/mp), with A = mp — mp. The results are summarized in Table [

qQ4 b - 4, q4 b 2= 9,

T (r _

q3 > 03’4 > q2 q3 == 05,(, = qZ

qq b = qy4 b == 4
ar r

q; == Oy - 9 q; = 0 T 94

q4 b = q4 b == 4
ar ar

> == - = g

43 015162324 2 43 017182526 g

qd4 b = 4 q4 b 2= J;
@ ar
== >= == ==
43 019202728 2 43 031222930 2

FIG. 1: The main helicity directions of quarks and antiquarks arising from various four-quark
operators during the B decay, where the solid circle denotes the b quark, ¢, ¢3 are the s quarks,
and @ is the § quark. (qi1,32) and (gs3,q4) form ¢ and K", respectively. @, is the spectator light
quark which has no preferable direction. The short arrows denote the helicities of quarks and
antiquarks. See the text for the detailed discussions.

From the Table[ll, we see that both (pseudo-)scalar operators O15_15 and (axial-)tensor operators
O93_9¢ satisfy the anomaly resolution criteria as given by Eqs. [Z17) and (28)), while the rest are
not. However, through the Fierz transformation, it can be shown that O1516 and O17,18 operators

can be expressed as a linear combination of O2324 and Oas5 26 Operators, respectively, i.e.,

1 1
015 = 5023 - 60247

1 1
016 = 5024 - 60237



TABLE I: Possible NP operators and their candidacy in satisfying the anomaly resolution criteria.
We have adopted the convention I'y ® I'y = SI'1b SI'gs.

Model Operators Hoo H__ H, . Choice
SM (1 —5) @ (1 F 75) o) O(1/my) O(1/mj)
NP (1 +75) ® Yu(1 +75) o) O(1/mj) O(1/my) N
NP (1 +75) ® Yu(1 — 75) o) O(1/mj) O(1/my) N
NP (14175) ® (14 15) O(1/my) o) O(1/mj) Y
NP (I—95)®(1—1) O(1/my) O(1/mj) o) Y
NP (1+75) @ (1 —75) O(1) O(1/m3) O(1/my) N
NP (I—75)®(1+15) o) O(1/my) O(1/mj) N
NP o (14 75) ® o (1 +75) O(1/my) o) O(1/mj) Y
NP o1 —5) @ o (1 — 75) O(1/my) O(1/mj) o) Y
NP o (14 75) ® oy (1 — 75) o) O(1/mj) O(1/my) N
NP o (1 —75) ® o (1 +75) o(1) O(1/my) O(1/my) N

O17 = 1—12025 - éO%,

O = 1_12026 - é025- (33)

Before we continue the study, five remarks are in order. (i) The 50*"(1 + v5)b 50, (1 + 75)s
operator, which could maintain [A] |* & [A|?, was first mentioned by Kagan [7] °. (ii) We do not
consider NP of left-handed currents, 5y, (1 —~5)b 59*(1F7s5)s, which give corrections to SM Wilson
coefficients, c¢1_19, since they have no help for understanding large polarized amplitudes and are
strongly constrained by other B — PP,V P observations [19]. (iii) O11-14 are the so-called right-

handed currents, emphasized recently by Kagan [7]. These operators give corrections to amplitudes

as
Ao o (=VaVid)asy — (a1 + a1 + ai13),
Al o (=VpViasu + (a1 + ai2 + ai3), (34)
where
C12 c11 C14
a11 = ¢11 + — + nonfact., a12 = ¢12 + — + nonfact., a3 = ¢13 + — + nonfact., (35)
N N N
with “nonfact.”= nonfactorizable corrections. Note that ai1,12,13 enter the ZQH amplitudes with

a “minus” sign due to the relative sign changed for A;, As form factors as compared to the SM
amplitudes in Eq. (). If the right-handed currents contribute constructively to A, but destruc-
tively to ZO,”, then one may have larger |A, /Ag|? to account for the data. According to the
SM result [A] /Ap|? ~ 0.02 in Eq. (B5), we need to have |aj1 + a1z + a13|/| — VisViasu| ~ 1.5

> However, the contributions arising from the 50 (1 + v5)b 30, (1 —75)s operator to different polarization
amplitudes should be Hog : H__ : Hy4 ~ O(1) : O(1/m?) : O(1/my,), not as mentioned in [d].
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such that [A,/Ag|* ~ 0.25. However the resulting [Aj|* < [AL[* will be in contrast to the
recent observations [3, 6]. (iv) Since, in large my limit, the strong interaction conserves the
helicity of a produced light quark pair, helicity conservation requires that the outgoing s and
§ arising from s — § — n gluons vertex have opposite helicities. The contribution of the chro-
momagnetic dipole operator to the transversely polarized amplitudes should be suppressed as
Hoo : H-— : Hiy ~ O(1) : O(1/myp) : O(1/m3); otherwise the results will violate the angular
momentum conservation. Actually if only considering the two parton scenario for the meson, the
contributions of the chromomagnetic dipole operator to the transversely polarized amplitudes equal
to zero [1] (see Eq. ([@) and Appendix [Al for the detailed discussions). Similarly, the s and § quark
pairs generated from c¢, ¢ annihilation in the charming penguin always have opposite helicities due
also to the helicity conservation. Hence, that contributions to the transversely polarized amplitudes
are relative suppressed, in contrast with the results in Refs. [9,[10]. (v) With the same reason as the
above discussion, in the SM, the transversely polarized amplitudes originating from annihilations
are subjected to helicity suppression. A suggestion pointed out by Kagan [1] for the polarization
anomaly is the annihilation via the (S — P) ® (S + P) operator, which contributes to helicity
amplitudes as Hog, H__ ~ O[(1/m?)In?*(my/Ap)], Hyy ~ O[(1/m})In?(my/Ay)]. However this
contribution to H__ is already of order 1/my? although it is logarithmic divergent.

We now calculate the decay amplitudes for B - qbf*o due to O15_18 and Og3_9¢ operators in
Egs. (B1) and @2). The amplitudes for B® — ¢K*Y can be obtained by CP-transformation. The

matrix elements for (axial-)tensor operators Og3 25 can be recast into

(d(g,e1), K (p', €2)|50" (1 £ 7v5)s 50, (1 £ 75)b|B(p)) = (1 + 2]1\70)

xf3 (82pp Ti(¢%) F 4T(%) |(€] - €)(mp — mi-) = 2(e} - p) (¢3 - p)]

£ ST (e PN D) (36)
! 2 mE —m2, )
under factorization, where the tensor decay constant fg is defined by [20, 23, 124]
(¢(q, e1)[50""s[0) = —ifg (ei"q” — €™ q"), (37)
and
(K"(¢', €2)|50,u.9" (1 +75)b[B(p))
= i€ DD AT (@) + To(@?) {65, — ) — (€ 0) (04 1)y}
2
2 * q
+ T3(q )(62'1?3){%—m(p+p/)u}, (38)
with
T1(0) = T3(0). (39)

The helicity amplitudes for the B’ decay due to the NP operators are (in units of Gr/v/2) given
by

—NP . ~ ~
Hy = —difimp (G — dos) [h2T2(m%¢) - h3T3(m%¢)} ’

12



HYY = —difimy {d23 [if1T1 (mg) — f2T2(m35)} + ags [if1T1(m3>) + f2T2(m§5)H ;

(40)
and in the transversity basis, the amplitudes becomes (in units of Gr/v/2)
—NP . ~ ~
Ay = —difImp[ass — aos) [h2T2(m3>) - h3T3(m§,)} ;
—NP , - -
A” = 41\/§f$m23(a23—a25)f2T2(m%¢),
—NP . - -
A = 4zx/§fgm23(a23+a25)f1T1(m§5), (41)
where
2p. m% — mi.
fi = s fa= =y
2 2 2 2 2
1 myp — my — M) (Mp — Mies
. (o~ — e oy — ) o
2mg=mg my
1 4p%m?2
h3 = 2pc ¢2 ) (42)
2mg=mg \ Mmp — Micw
and
oz = (14 - ) (e gyer5 = gew) + (5 +3 ) (e + 1501 - gers ) + nontact
ag3 = c —cC15 — =C —+-]lc —cC16 — =C nonfact.
23 9N, 23+ 15€15 — 5C16 N, 3 24 5616 — £C15 ;
oz = (14 51 ) (e + e = gens ) + (- +5 ) (e2+ a8 = gear ) + nontact
ags = c —ci7 — =¢C — + - c —c18 — =C nonfact.
25 2N, 25 50T g8 N, T2 26 5C18 — geT )
(43)

are NP effective coefficients defined by dgg = |aos| €922 €923 | Qg5 = |aos| €1925€925 with ¢o3, dos being
the corresponding NP weak phases, while do3,d25 the strong phases. Note that here we do not
distinguish effective coefficients for different helicity amplitudes since those differences are relatively
tiny compared with the hierarchy results in Eqs. (27) and (28). A further model calculation
for ass, ass will be published elsewhere [25]. Note that if applying the equation of motion to 4-
quark operators in deriving the matrix in Eq. ([@Il), we can obtain the following relations: 77 ~
Vmp/(mp+mpg~), Ty ~ Aymp/(mp—mx-+), T3 ~ Ag, consistent with results by the light-cone sum
rule (LCSR) calculation [2(, 23, 24]. The BY — ¢K*° polarization amplitudes can be obtained from
the results of the B° — QSK*O decay by performing the relevant changes under CP-transformation.
The total SM and NP contributions for the B® and B° decays can be written as

A(BY — ¢K*O) = AB° - ?bF*O)SM +A(BY — ¢F*O)NP,
A(BY = ¢K*%) = A(B° = ¢K*%)gp + A(B® = ¢ K*) np. (44)

With these decay amplitudes in the transversity basis, we can evaluate physical observables:
| Ao, [A) 12, 1AL, [Aol? [A 12 TALP, Ao, Ay AL, Avos Ay, Ajos Zoos Sy X, Ero, Xy Zijo

and the triple products AY., Agﬂ, ZOT,Zl} [26]. The observables App, and Xy, are defined as
App = (\Ah\2 + \ZhF) ;

(14n ] = [A4P%)

N~ N

Xhh
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AJ_i = —[771(AJ_A:< —ZJ_Z:),

A||O = RG(A”AS + Z”ZS),

Y1 = —Im(ALA] + AL A)),

2”0 = RG(A”AS - Z”Z;), (45)

with h = 0,]|, L and i = 0,]. Here we adopt the normalization conditions },|4;/*> = 1 and
> |A4i|* = 1. The two triple products A% and Agﬂ are defined as

[Aol” + 4| + AL
Im(A; A}
Al _ (AL 4)) (46)

o |Aof® + ‘Au‘z + |AJ_|2‘

In our numerical analysis, we will focus on the studies of these quantities. The CP-conjugated
ZOT and Z& can be obtained by replacing Ao, A, AL by their CP-tranformed forms ZO,Z”,Z 1.
Observables like )5, X, AL; (with A =0, |, L and i = 0, ||) are sensitive to the NP [26], which, in
absence of the NP, strictly equal to zero. The triple product A% or Agﬂ can exhibit the relative phase
between A and AQ or between A and Aj. The differences between Ak, and their CP-conjugated
parts, i.e. A; = A7 — Al (with i = 0,]|), are CP-violating (and also T-violating following from the
CPT invariance theorem) quantities. Therefore, any non-zero prediction of Xy, ¥, A1; resembles
the evidence of a new source of CP-violation. Moreover, since CP-violated effects are expected to
be negligible within the SM, sizable A o or A || may also imply the existence of the NP. We will

look for these possibilities from a detailed numerical study.

III. INPUT PARAMETERS

The decay amplitudes depend on the effective coefficients a;’s, KM matrix elements, several

form factors, decay constants.

A. KM matrix elements

We will adopt the Wolfenstein parametrization, with parameters A, A, p and 7, of the KM matrix

as below
Vid Vs Vi 1— A2 A AN (p —in)
VM= Vea Ves Vo | = - 1— A2 AN?
Via Vis Vi AN(1 —p—in) —AN 1

We employ A and A\ = sinf. at the values of 0.815 and 0.2205, respectively, in our analysis. The
other parameters are found to be p = p(1 — A?/2) = 0.20 +-0.09 and 7 = (1 — A\?/2) = 0.33 £ 0.05
[21].
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B. Effective coefficients a;, form factors and decay constants

The numerical values for the effective coefficients af with i = 1,2, ...,10, which are obtained in
the QCDF analysis [14], are cataloged in Table [l The effective coefficients a? are the same both
for B and B, but not so for ag_’ﬂ. In the third and fifth columns of Table [, the a;’s with the
superscript being bracketed are for the B — qﬁf* process, otherwise for the B — ¢K™* process.

TABLE II: Effective coefficients for B — ¢K*(B — ¢K ) obtained in the QCD factorization
(=)

analysis [14], where a;’é , sensitive to the nonfactorizable contribution f;; which is opposite in
sign to f?fr, are obviously different from a8’3, as, (),

a?] 1.0370 + 0.0135i |af
a9 ] 0.0764 — 0.0793i |ag[—0.2351 — 0.10963]a; | 0.1898 — 0.0793
ad | 0.0055 +0.0026i |ag ] 0.0156 + 0.0035i |az | 0.0019 + 0.0026i

) ™1 1.0180 + 0.0135¢
) ™
] )
a? |—0.0347 — 0.0068i|a] 7 —0.0366 + 0.001i |a; [ —0.0310 — 0.0036
] )
] )
) ™
] )

a2 |—0.0046 — 0.0030i|a; 7| 0.0023 — 0.0019; a5 7| ~0.0077 — 0.0030i
a? |—0.0001 — 0.0001i|a? ] 0.00001 — 0.00017 [a5 ]0.00009 — 0.00005:
a3 |—0.0092 — 0.0003iag | —0.0096 — 0.0002i|ag | —0.0088 — 0.0002i
afy| —0.0004 + 0.0006¢|afy '] 0.0023 + 0.0010i [azg ™| -0.0014 + 0.0007:

For the decay constants, we use [14] fy = fg = 237 MeV, fx+ = ff. = 160 MeV, and
fB =190 MeV. For the B — K* transition form factors, we adopt the LCSR results in [2(] with
the parametrization

F(g?) = F(0) exp [e1(a®/m}) + ea(a®/mB)?] | (47)

which were rescaled to account for the B — K*v data. The values of the relevant form factors

and parameters are given in Table [Tl The reason for choosing this set of form factors is because

TABLE III: The values for the parametrization of the B — K* form factors in Eq. ([#) [20]. The
renormalization scale for 11,75, T3 is = my,.

4A1(0) A2(0) Ao (0) V(0) 1:(0) 15(0) 13(0)

F(0) 0.294 0.246 0.412 0.399 0.334 0.334 0.234
c1 0.656 1.237 1.543 1.537 1.575 0.562 1.230
Co 0.456 0.822 0.954 1.123 1.140 0.481 1.089

the T7(0) value extracted from the B — K*vy and B — X v data seems to prefer a smaller
one [21, 22, 23].
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IV. NUMERICAL ANALYSIS

We will estimate the NP parameters which may resolve the polarization anomaly in B(B) —
$K*(K") decays |4, 6]. An enhancement in transversely polarized amplitudes by 50% can therefore
take place in our NP scenario since the SM polarization amplitudes, ZﬁM : ZﬁM : ZiM ~0(Q1):
O(1/myp) : O(1/my), are modified to be Zévp : Zﬁvp : ZTP ~ O(1/my) : O(1) : O(1), as given in
Eq. ([I) which allows us to find solutions in the NP parameter space (|ass|, d23, o3, |a2s| , 025, P25)
for explaining the B — ¢ K™ polarization anomaly.

Choosing the normalization conditions Y, |4;]> = Y, [4;> = 1, and setting arg(Ag) =
arg(Ag) = 0, one can measure the magnitudes and relative phases of the six Aoy, l,z()’”, | po-
larization amplitudes 6, giving 8 measurements, and then extracts 12 observables in Eq. #X) as
well as the triple products in Eq. ([@Gl). We take the average of the BABAR and BELLE data in our
x? analyses for estimating NP parameters and consequently obtain the predictions for observables.
For simplicity, we neglect the correlations among the data. The x? of any observable O; with the

measurement O;(expt) & (10;)ezpt is defined as

s | Oi(expt) — O;(theory) ?

Xi = (10i)expt (48)

For N different observables, the total x? equals to x? = Zf\il x?. In the x? best fit analysis, we

consider the following 8 observables:
[ Aof?, |A L% [Aof?, [AL[?, arg(Ay), arg(AL), arg(A)), arg(A L), (49)

as our inputs. For the purpose of performing the numerical analysis easily, we have converted the
BABAR measurements into the above quantities, as shown in Tables [Vl and [Vl
Since the interference terms in the angular distribution analysis [3, ] are limited to Re(Z”ZS),

Im(A,Ay), and Im(A J_Zﬁ), there exists a phase ambiguity:
arg(Z”) B — arg(Z”),
arg(A]) — +m—arg(AL),
arg(A,) —arg(4)) — *r — (arg(A1) — arg(4))). (50)
Therefore, the world averages for arg(Z”) and arg(A ), given in Tables [Vl and [, can be
arg(A)) = —2.33£0.22, arg(A;) = 0.59 £0.24, (51)
or, following from Eq. (&0),
arg(A)) = 2.33+0.22, arg(A,) = 2.55 +0.24. (52)
From Eq. (E), the phase difference for A and Z” reads

arg(A ) —arg(4)) =, (53)

6 For simplicity, in the present study we have chosen the convention arg(Ay) = arg(4g) = 0, i.e. we do not
consider here the physics arising from the difference between arg(Ag) and arg(Ay).
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but, on the other hand, from Eq. (B2), becomes
arg(A ) —arg(4)) ~ 0. (54)

The resultant implications in Eqs. (B3)) and (B4]) are discussed below. Numerically, SM and NP
amplitudes in the transversity basis for B - (bf*o are given by

A5M = —0.00307 — 0.00074 i,

A = 10.00048 — 0.000064 7,
7M™ = 10.00040 — 0.000073 4, (55)

and
ZéVP ~ 29 (‘&23‘ei(523+¢23) _ ‘d25‘ei(525+¢25)) ,
Z” ~ —11.9 (|C~L23|€i(623+¢23) — |C~L25|€i(625+¢25)) s

AL~ ~10.9 (\agg\ei(523+¢23> + \dgs\ei(525+¢25>) : (56)

respectively, in units of —iGr/v/2. From Eq. (BH), we find that |ZﬁM|/|Z5M| and |ZiM|/|ZOSM| are
0.17 and 0.14, respectively. In other words, Zﬁ]\f are O(1/my,) suppressed, compared to Zg M. On
the other hand, the measurements for [4)|* ~ [A, |> ~ §[A|?, as cataloged in Table [Vl mean that
Z” and A, are dominated by lelvp and Z]IP, respectively. We therefore find that the data for the
amplitude phases in Eq. (B]l) prefer the as5 terms in Zﬂvp and Zivp given in Eq. (BH), since there is
a phase difference of ™ between two ags terms. Consequently, from Table [l we get H,, > H__ if
017,18, O25,26 NP operators are dominant. On the other hand, for the data of the amplitude phases
in Eq. (£2), we find that the as3 terms in Zﬂvp and pr in Eq. (BO) are instead favored, since
they have the same sign. Accordingly, also from Table [l as only Ois 16, 02324 NP operators are
considered we obtain H__ > H,,, which is consistent with the SM expectation [28, 29]. Therefore
because of the phase ambiguity, the data prefer two different types of NP scenarios: (i) the first
scenario, where the NP is characterized by O17,18 2526 operators, while the operators O1s 16,2324
are absent, (ii) the second scenario, where the NP is dominated by Ois 16,2324 operators, while

017,18,25,26 operators are absent.

A. The first scenario with Oq5 162324 absent

In this scenario, the NP effects characterized by O17, 182526 operators are lumped into the single
effective coefficient dgs = |dgs|e’??3€¥25, where ¢o5 and dy5 are the NP weak and strong phases
associated with it. Therefore, in our y? analysis, we have three fitted parameters, |aas|, ¢25, and
S25. The x2,,,/d.o.f. for this scenario is 4.15/5, where d.o.f. = degrees of freedom in the fit. Our
best fit results together with the data are cataloged in Tables [Vland V1l For illustration, we obtain
theoretical errors by scanning the x? < x2,, + 1 parameter space. The BRs are only sensitive to
the form factors, while the rest results depend very weakly on the theoretical input parameters and

the cutoff that regulates the hard spectator effects in the SM calculation. To estimate the errors
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TABLE IV: Comparison between the first NP scenario predictions and the average for BABAR
and BELLE data [, 6] with the phases given in Eq. ([&l). The x2,,,/d.o.f. for 8 inputs is 4.15/5.

NP parameters NP results

|aos | (2.107079) x 10~*

025 1.15 £ 0.09

P25 —0.12 4+ 0.09
Observables BABAR BELLE Average NP results

arg(Z”) —2.61+0.31 —2.05+0.31 —2.33+£0.22 —2.60+0.14

arg(A“) —2.07+0.31 —2.29 +£0.37 —2.16 £0.24 —2.404+0.14

arg(A}) 0.31 £0.36 0.81 £0.32 0.59 £0.24 0.87+£0.12

arg(A]) 1.03 +£0.36 0.74 £ 0.33 0.87 £0.24 1.10 £0.13

[ 402, (|Ao]?) 0.49 £ 0.07 (0.55 £ 0.08) 0.59+0.1 (0.41 £+ 0.10) 0.52 £ 0.06 (0.50 £0.06)| 0.52+0.04 (0.53 +0.04)
1412, (14, 12) 0.20 £ 0.02 (0.22 4 0.02)
[A112,(JAL1?) | 0.204£0.07 (0.244+0.08) 0.26 £0.09 (0.24 £0.10)  0.22 £0.06 (0.24 +0.07)| 0.28 £ 0.03 (0.25 & 0.02)
ZOT,(AOT) 0.28 £ 0.10 (0.21 £ 0.09) 0.19 £ 0.04 (0.24 £0.03)
Z%(A&) 0.06 + 0.06 (0.04 £ 0.08) 0.09 4+ 0.01 (0.10 +£ 0.00)

for BRs, arising from the input parameters, we allow 10% variation in form factors and decay
constants which may be underestimated, and the resulting errors are displayed in Table VI The

NP parameters are given by
|ags| = (2.107019) x 1074, 695 = 1.15 £ 0.09, ¢ho5 = —0.12 + 0.09, (57)

with the phases in radians. Note that the non-small d95 may imply that the strong phase due to
annihilation mechanism in the SM cannot be negligible. In Tables [Vl and [VIl we obtain results
in good agreement with the data. The BABAR and BELLE [3, ] data show that

Ao >~ Ay + AL,
Ay =~ Ay, (58)

which can be realized as follows. The transverse amplitudes are given by

A=A+ AN
a, = A at, (59)

where lelvp = _lej\_fP in this scenario. In Z” of Eq. (B9), the interference of lel\/P and ZﬁM is
destructive, while in A, the interference of pr and ZiM becomes constructive. We thus find
Ay > Ay and accordingly Ay =~ 0.8A; . Interestingly, because d25 + ¢25 is much closer to 0
as compared to das — ¢o5, the above interference effects thus result in [A)[/[AL[* < [4)]*/|AL|*.
In other words, a larger |¢o5| yields larger magnitudes of AgP,AéP. To get the first relation of
Eq. (B]), we first take the squares of the ZII and A of Eq. (Bd), and then add them up together
with their CP-conjugated parts. The interference terms are mutually cancelled and one thus finds
A”” + A | ~ Agp, due to ’Zﬁ\ff’z > ’Zﬂg’]‘fP

We obtain Ajg = —0.33 +£0.04 and ¥,9 = —0.44 £ 0.05, as compared with the BELLE data:
Ajop = —0.39£0.14 and ¥,9 = —0.49 £ 0.14. Within the SM, Ajp ~ 0.30 and X ¢ ~ 0.10 are in
contrast to the data.
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TABLE V: Comparison between the second NP scenario predictions and the average for BABAR
and BELLE data [, 6] with the phases given in Eq. (). The x2,,,,/d.o.f. for 8 inputs is 0.56/5.

NP parameters NP results

—lazs| —(1.7015:81) x 1074
bo3 = G2 — —0.78 £0.10

923 0.14 4 0.09

Observables BABAR BELLE Average NP results

arg(4))) 2.61+0.31 2.05 4 0.31 2.3340.22 2.4240.17

arg(4)|) 2.07 +0.31 2.29 + 0.37 2.16 +0.24 2.21+0.18

arg(A,) 2.83 4+ 0.36 2.33 4 0.32 2.55 4+ 0.24 2.4440.17

arg(A) 2,11+ 0.36 2.40 + 0.33 2.27 +0.24 2.24 +0.17

|4012, (JA0|?) 0.49 4+ 0.07 (0.55 £0.08)  0.59+0.1 (0.41 £0.10)  0.52 £ 0.06 (0.50 + 0.06)| 0.51 & 0.04 (0.52 + 0.04)
1412, (14, 12) 0.26 £ 0.02 (0.26 & 0.02)
A1 12,(JAL?) | 0.20+£0.07 (0.244+0.08) 0.26 & 0.09 (0.24 £0.10)  0.22 +0.06 (0.24 & 0.07)| 0.23 £ 0.02 (0.23 % 0.02)
A7, (A%) 0.28 4 0.10 (0.21 =+ 0.09) 0.22 4 0.04 (0.27 £ 0.04)
Al (al) 0.06 + 0.06 (0.04 % 0.08) 0.0179:09 (0.0179:59)

The consistency between data and this NP scenario requires the presence of a large strong phase
do5 and a (small) weak phase ¢o5. Our numerical predictions for the rest NP related observables

are A, Xoo, Xy, 211 ~ £(1 — 2)%, which are marginal sensitive to ¢o5. Since our analysis

yields Zlflp ~ 0.09 and Al} ~ 0.10, we therefore obtain ¥, = —Z';‘p — Al} ~ —0.19 and A} | =
ZQ — Al} ~ —0.01. We observe that AJ_QJ_”,EJ_J_,ACP(E — gbf*),A%']lg have the same sign as
¢95, Whereas EOO,HH,HO?AéP are of the opposite sign. For a small ¢o5 = —0.12 (= —7°), we get

NP related quantities Ao ~ —Xj ~ Agp ~ —0.05 which may become visible in the future
once the experimental errors go down. It is interesting to note that the existence of the non-
zero NP weak phase ¢95 may be hinted by the BABAR measurements of arg(A; — A,) # 0 and
arg(Z” —A)) # 0. If taking alone the BABAR data as inputs, we obtain ¢g5 = (16+£7)°, which could
cause sizable effects in observations: (= Re(A4Af — Z”ZS)) = 0.1540.07, A% (= 0.26 £0.03) #
A9(= 0.11 £ 0.06), X1o(= —Ay — A%) = —0.38 £ 0.08, A o(= A9 — A%) = —0.15 £ 0.07 and
Agp ~ —2A%p ~ 3A% 5 ~ (=15 £ 6)%. As for the branching ratio, we obtain BR(B? — ¢K*) ~
(1.3340.25) x 1075, in good agreement with the world average (9.5+0.9) x 1076 [19], while without
NP corrections the result becomes a much smaller value of ~ 5.8 x 1076.

B. The second scenario with 017152526 absent
In the second scenario, the NP is characterized by O15 16,2324 operators and the only relevant

NP parameter is ag3 = ’a23’6i¢236i523 with ¢o3 and o3 being the NP weak and strong phases,
respectively. Following the same way as in the first scenario, we show the results in Tables [V] and
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TABLE VI: Comparison between the NP predictions and data [3,lfl]. The NP related observables
are denoted by “(x)”. The second errors for BRs come from the uncertainties of input parameters,
and the first ones are obtained with the constraint y? < Xr2nin. + 1. The world average for total BR
is (9.5 40.9) x 1076 [19)].

| BABAR BELLE | The 1st scenario The 2nd scenario
Aoo 0.50 % 0.07 0.53 + 0.04 0.51 4+ 0.04
Ay 0.25 4 0.07 0.21 % 0.02 0.26 + 0.02
Ay 0.25 4 0.07 0.26 + 0.02 0.23 + 0.02
Ajo —0.39 +£0.14 —0.33+0.04 —0.49 £ 0.07
1o —0.49 £ 0.14 —0.44 4+ 0.05 —0.49 + 0.07
S —0.09 +0.10 —0.19 £ 0.01 —0.01 + 0.00
ALo(*) —0.22£0.10 0.07 £ 0.12 —0.05 + 0.04 —0.05 + 0.06
Ag(® 0.04 £ 0.08 0.02£0.10 —0.011969 —0.001959
S0 (*) —0.09 + 0.06 0.00 + 0.00 0.00 + 0.00
I 0.10 £ 0.06 0.011059 —0.00 =£ 0.00
S (%) —0.01 %+ 0.06 —0.01 +0.01 —0.00 =+ 0.00
Sjo(*) —0.11+0.14 0.06 + 0.06 0.05 + 0.07
BR(B® — ¢K ) (9.0792 +1.9) x 106 (87792 +1.8) x 106
BR(B® — ¢K %) (47+0.1+1.0) x 106 (4.5+0.14+0.9) x 106
BR(B’ - ¢K ™), (1.9+£0.3+0.4) x 106 (2.2+0.3+0.5) x 106
BR(B’ — ¢K%), (2.4+0.3+0.5) x 106 (2.0+£0.3+0.5) x 106
Acp(B = ¢K ) —0.01 4+ 0.09 —0.01 £ 0.01 —0.01 £+ 0.02
A%, = —%00/Aoo —0.06 £ 0.10 —0.02 + 0.02 —0.02 + 0.02
Al ===/ —0.05 + 0.05 —0.01 + 0.02
Alp = _gli@ll —0.10 £ 0.25 0.03 + 0.03 —0.0140.01
AL, = —Almij\i —0.01 £ 0.01 —0.01 £ 0.02

V1, where x2,../d.o.f. is 0.56/5. The NP parameters in this scenario are given by ”
|dgz] = (1.70T5:0L) x 1074, a3 = 2.36 £ 0.10, ¢hp3 = 0.14 + 0.09, (60)

with phases in radians. ag3 produces sizable contributions to the transverse amplitudes. Ay +
A | ~ Agg can be understood by following the analysis given in the first scenario. In this scenario,
because the two terms in both amplitudes Z” and A, in Eq. (59) contribute constructively, we find
App/Ar ~ @& /AT =11

As for ¢o3 = 0.14 +0.09 [= (8 &£ 5)°], we obtain AY). = 0.27 + 0.04,2% = 0.22 £ 0.04, and
accordingly ¥, = —0.49 & 0.07, Ao = —0.05 = 0.06. Since the numerical analysis gives the
triple-products Al ,Z& ~ 0.00 ~ 0.01, we therefore obtain X, = —Z& — qu ~ —0.01 and A, =
Z':lp — Agﬂ ~ 0. Note that A, | are CP-violating observables. We get Ajg = —0.49 £ 0.07, while
the SM result is Ajp >~ 0.30. For NP related observables, we obtain ¥y = —A ¢ = 0.05 + 0.07
but A & X\ &~ 0 which are rather small. Larger magnitudes of A o and X, are implied for

7 It may be better to rewrite as do3 = —|623|ei¢23 ei‘§23, where the redefined strong phase is 523 =093 — T =
—0.78 +0.10[= (—45 £ 6)°]. The reason is that it is hard to have a large strong phase in the perturbation
calculation.
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a larger |¢o3]. The BABAR results, displaying arg(A; — Ay) # 0 and arg(A; — A)) # 0, may
hint at the existence of the NP weak phase; consequently, if taking alone the BABAR data, the
numerical analysis yields ¢o3 = 0.23%515 such that A%(= 0.29 & 0.04) # Z%(: 0.1470-89), which
can be rewritten as ¥ o(= —ZOT — AY) = —043709 and A jo(= Z?p — AY) = —0.167033, and
Sjo(= Re(4 A — A Ay)) = 0.15 £ 0.09. Finally, we get BR(B® — ¢K*0) ~ (1.22 +0.24) x 10~°
which is in good agreement with the world average (9.5 4-0.9) x 1075 [19].

V. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

The large transverse polarization anomaly in the B — ¢K = decays has been observed by BABAR
and BELLE. We resort to the new physics for seeking the possible resolutions. We have analyzed
all possible new-physics four-quark operators. Following the analysis for the helicities of quarks
arising from various four-quark operators in the B decays, we have found that there are two classes
of operators which could offer resolutions to the B — ¢K  polarization anomaly. The first class is
made of O17,18 and Oags 26 operators with structures (1 —75) ® (1 —v5) and o(1 —75) ® o(1 — 75),
respectively. These operators contribute to different helicity amplitudes as Hog : H__ : H | ~
O(1/my) : O(1/m?) : O(1). The second class consists of O15 16 and Oa3 24 operators with structures
(1+7)® (1+4+75) and o(1 +v5) ® o(1 + 75), respectively, and the resulting amplitudes are given
as Hop : Hiy : H__ ~ O(1/myp) : O(1/m?) : O(1). Moreover, we have shown in Eq. @3) that
by Fierz transformation O17,18 can be rewritten in terms of Oas 26, and Ois.16 in terms of O3 24.
For each class of new physics, we have found that all new physics effects can be lumped into a sole

parameter: ags (or aegs) in the first (or second) class. Our conclusions are as follows:

1. Two possible experimental results of polarization phases, arg(A4, ) — arg(A)) ~ m or 0, orig-
inating from the phase ambiguity in data, could be separately accounted for by our two
new-physics scenarios with the presence of a large(r) strong phase, d25 (or da3), and a small
weak phase, ¢o5 (or ¢o3). In the fist scenario only the effective coefficient ags is relevant,
which is related to O17,182526 operators such that H,, > H__, while in the second sce-
nario only the effective coefficient a3 is relevant, which is associated with Os 16,2324 Oper-
ators such that H__ > H,,. Note that if simultaneously considering the six parameters

|G2s5], 025, P25, |G23], 023, 23 in the fit, the final results still converge to the above two scenarios.

2. We obtain Ay >~ 0.8A 1 in the first scenario, but A 2 A | in the second scenario.

3. Our numerical analysis yields Z':'F,Al} ~ 0.10 and 3| &~ —0.19 in the first scenario, but

gives Zg,Al} ~ 0.01 and X, ~ —0.01 in the second scenario. These two scenarios can
thus be distinguished. Furthermore, a larger magnitude of the weak phase, ¢o5 or ¢o3, can
result in sizable A g, %|o. As displayed in Table [V, we obtain A g =~ —¥jo ~ —0.05 for

(s (23) = —0.11 (0.14).

4. The NP related observations ¥gq 11, ) are only marginally affected by weak phases

$25,23.
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5. We obtain BR(B — ¢K*) ~ (1.340.3) x 107% in two scenarios. Note that we have used the
rescaled LCSR form factors in Ref. [20, 24], where smaller values for form factors were used

in explaining B — K™y, Xsv data [23].
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APPENDIX A

The LCDASs of the vector meson relevant for the present study are given by [3(]

1 . / 5! v
VPl () ae(a)0) = fomy [ due? s {yr © 22y g ()}

(A1)
(V(P', e)lq1(y)1u7592(2)|0)
_ _ f_gm41 + Mg, xU,_Ip O /1 i(up'-y+up'-x) g(f) (u)
= —fy <1 e—— My €uvpo € D2 ; due =1 (A2)
! ; ly+ap-x * *
VP, Ol )omaa(e)0) = ~ifF [ duc®r v D (gl — ) BiC), (A3)

where z = y —x with 22 = 0, and we have introduced the light-like vector P, =P, — mi z, /(2P - z)

with the meson’s momentum P> = m%,. Here the longitudinal and transverse projections of the

polarization vectors are defined as

* 2
« _ € %2 / my, * % *
EH'U':m Pu—mzu s EJ—lu‘_EM_EH'u" (A4)

Note that these are not exactly the polarization vectors of the vector meson. In the QCDEF calcu-

lation, the LCDAs of the meson appear in the following way

1 1 . / 5!
V(P 0l@1a) aas(@]0) = 7 [ ductrvron

¢ ) nipo . O ()
x § fymy pup “ oyt 7 g (W) + eupo €102 Vs ==

AN <I>L(u)} : (A5)

da
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Note that to perform the calculation in the momentum space, we first represent the above equation
in terms of z-independent variables, P’ and €*. Then, the light-cone projection operator of a light

vector meson in the momentum space reads
1% 1% 1%
M(Sa — M5a|| + M(SOJJ- B (Aﬁ)

with the longitudinal projector

My = vmvlene) g ol (AT)
Il 4 2 ll
k=up’
and the transverse projector
My = I 71y ®
L =73 1(u)

fyvmy v u v . 0

e LU ORy RCTOR R O e
. o 1dg(w) 9" (w) 9

+ i€uvpo €1 VY5 ["p—"+ gtT —r" L4 0k, o k:up,7 (A8)

where n” = (1,0,0,—1),nY = (1,0,0,1), k, is the transverse momentum of the ¢; quark in the

vector meson, and the polarization vectors of the vector meson are

e’ize“—e';Jrn’i—e';_n‘fr. (A9)

In the present study, we only consider the leading contribution in Aqcp/my, for M, ﬁ/. In Eqs. ([AT)),
([(A2) and ([A3), |, P, are twist-2 LCDAs, while gf),gf) are twist-3 ones. Applying the equation

of motions to LCDAs, one can obtain the following Wandzura-Wilczek relations

o ) = %l/o‘p“—”dﬁ“b“—“d% (A10)
g(f)(u):2[ﬂ/0uq)”7(v)dv+u/lq)”7(v)dv]+..., (A11)

where the ellipses in Eqs. (AI0)) and (AT denote additional contributions from three-particle
distribution amplitudes containing gluons and terms proportional to light quark masses, which we
do not consider here. Eqgs. (AI0) and ([(ATTl) further give

(a) v
idgtlu(u) + ¢V w) = /1 —CI)“?E Lavy ... (A12)
u uw d(v 19 (v
/0 ((IDH(U)—gY)(U))dv = %lu/o #dv—u/u #dv +..., (A13)

After considering Egs. (AI0), (AT1), (ATA) and ([AI3), G in Eq. ([{H) are actually equal to zero.
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