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Does the present data on B, — B, mixing rule out a large

enhancement in the branching ratio of B, — utu~?
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In this letter, we consider the constraints imposed by the recent measurement of
B, — B, mixing on the new physics contribution to the rare decay Bs — utpu~. New
physics in the form vector and axial-vector couplings is already severely constrained
by the data on B — (K, K*)u*p~. Here, we show that By— B, mixing data, together
with the data on K°— K° mixing and K, — ppu~ decay rate, strongly constrain the
scalar-pseudoscalar contribution to By — u*u~. We conclude that new physics can
at best lead to a factor of 2 increase in the branching ratio of By — ™~ compared

to its Standard Model expectation.

The flavour changing neutral interaction (FCNI) b — s~ serves as an important probe
to test the Standard Model (SM) and its possible extensions. This four fermion interaction
gives rise to semi-leptonic decays B — (K, K*)u™ i~ and also the purely leptonic decay By —
uw . The semi-leptonic decays B — (K, K*)utu~ have been observed experimentally
H, Q, B] with branching ratios close to their SM predictions [4, 3, 16]. At present there is only
an upper limit, 1.0 x 1077 at 95% C.L., on the branching ratio of the decay B, — up~ |7, 8].
The SM prediction for this branching ratio is (3.2+£1.5) x 1072 [9] or < 7.7x 1079 at 30 level.
B, — ptp~ will be one of the important rare B decays to be studied by the experiments
at the upcoming Large Hadron Collider (LHC). We expect that the present upper limit will
be reduced significantly in these experiments. A non-zero value of this branching ratio is
measurable, if it is > 1078 )

In a previous publication Eﬂ], we studied the constraints on new physics contribution to
the branching ratio of By — p™p~ coming from the experimentally measured values of the
branching ratios of B — (K, K*)utu~. We found that if the new physics interactions are in
the form of vector/axial-vector operators, then the present data on B(B — (K, K*)utu™)
does not allow a large boost in B(B, — ptu~). By large boost we mean an enhancement

of at least an order of magnitude in comparison to the SM prediction. However, if the new
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physics interactions are in the form of the scalar/pseudoscalar operators, then the presently
measured rates of B — (K, K*)u"u~ do not put any useful constraints on B, — putpu~ and
Bnp(Bs — ptp) can be as high as the present experimental upper limit. Therefore we are
led to the conclusion that if future experiments measure B, — p i~ with a branching ratio
greater than 1078, then the new physics giving rise to this decay has to be in the form of
scalar/pseudoscalar interaction.

Recently B, — B, mixing has been observed experimentally [13], with a very small exper-
imental error. In this paper, we want to see what constraint this measurement imposes on
the new physics contribution to the branching ratio of B, — p*pu~. In particular, we con-
sider the question: Does it allow new physics in the form of scalar/pseudoscalar interaction
to give a large boost in Byp(Bs — putpu~) ?

We start by considering the B, — p*u~ decay. The effective new physics lagrangian for
the quark level transition b — 5u%p~ due to scalar/pseudoscalar interactions can arise from

tree and/or electroweak penguin and/or box diagrams. We parametrize it as

L3 i = Grb(g8 + gps)s (98" + gi"vs)m, (1)

where (G; is a dimensional factor characterizing the overall scale of new physics, with di-

mension (mass) 2.

This factor essentially arises due to the scalar propagator in tree or
electroweak penguin diagrams (or scalar propagators in box diagrams) which couples the
quark bilinear to the lepton bilinear. gglfp and ggf} are dimensionless numbers, charac-
terizing, respectively, b — s and p — p couplings due to new physics scalar/pseudoscalar
interactions. Electromagnetic penguins necessarily have vector couplings in the lepton bi-

linear so they do not contribute to the effective lagrangian in eq. ({l). The amplitude for the
decay B, — I*1™ is given by

M(B, = pt ™) = G g (0{byss| By) (98" 2(p)o(pg) + g8 a(p)150(p)] - (2)

The pseudoscalar matrix element is,

-  fe.Mj,
(0 (b%s‘ By) = —zimb e

(3)

where m; and m, are the masses of bottom and strange quark respectively.
The calculation of the decay rate gives
G f3.Mp,

np(By = ) = (99)°[(95)° + (97 8 (my + my)?



We see that the decay rate depends upon the new physics couplings (¢3°)% and G?[(g4")* +
(95")7]
with K, — pTp~ decay and K° — KO mixing.

. To obtain information on these parameters, we look at B, — B, mixing together

Let us consider By — B, mixing to obtain a constraint on (gi?)2. Replacing leptonic

bilinear by quark bilinear in eq. [I, we get AB = 2 Lagrangian,
L3P 5. = Gab(g8 + gps)s bgg + g2s)s, (5)

where G is another dimensional factor. As in the case of Gy, introduced in eq. (), G2 also
arises due to the scalar propagator (or progators in the case of box diagrams). Therefore it
also has dimension (mass)™2 and is of the same order of magnitude as G;. From eq. (),

we calculate the mass difference of the B, mesons to be
15, Mg,

A = — Gy (¢¥)? By, —BLa__ 6

Thus the effective b — s pseudoscalar coupling is obtained to be

(gsb)2 — ATn’Bs (mb + m8)2 ] (7)
F 2B, f2 M}, G,

We now consider the decay K, — p™p~. The same new physics leading to the effective
b — sutp~ lagrangian in eq. (), also leads a similar effective lagrangian for 5 — dutp~
transition. The only difference will be the effective scalar/pseudoscalar couplings in the

quark bilinear. Thus we have,

L3E g = G15(95" + g3hs)d (98" + gi'vs) (8)

The calculation of decay rate gives
Gt fiMg

Cuve(Ky, = i) = 2008 V168" + (VI s

(9)

Here extra factor of 2 occurs because the amplitudes A(K® — ptp~) = A(K® — ptp)

and K| = KO\}%KO. We see that G3[(g5")? + (¢%#")?] can be calculated from T'(K; — utp™),
2

once we know the value of (g3)2.

2 we consider

In order to determine the value of (g3¢)
K° — K° mixing. The effective scalar/pseudoscalar new physics lagrangian for this process
can be obtained from that of 5 — du* = by replacing lepton current by corresponding quark
current or equaivalently from effective lagrangian of eq. (B) where b — s quark bilinear is

replaced by s — d quark bilinear,

Lyt go = G2 5(g3" + g¥s)d 5(g%" + g2'ys)d. (10)



From this lagrangian, we obtain the K — K¢ mass difference to be

1 s fEME
= g OB

P (11)

Thus the effective s — d pseudoscalar coupling is

2
(gitye = 2omma b (12)
Bref2 MGy

Substituting the above value of (¢3)? in eq. (@), we get

. QWGQEK

G + () = S Tup s = i) (13)

Substituting the value of G3[(g4")? + (¢%")?] from eq. (I3) and (g3%)? from eq. (@) in eq. (@),

we get

_ 1 MB 2 AmB BAK _
+ _ - s s +
Pnp(By = pin) = 2 <MK) <AmK) <BBS Pve(KL = u7w7). (14)

The branching ratio is given by,

Byp(Bs = ppm) = % (%’i)z <in7;i) <§§> [:(([i))] Byp(Kp — ptp™).  (15)

We wish to obtain the largest possible value for B(Bs — pu* ™). To this end, we make the
liberal assumption that the experimental values of Amp,, Amy and Byp(Kp — ptu~) are
saturated by new physics couplings. The decay rate for K;, — u*pu~ consists of both long
distance and short distance contributions. The new physics we consider here, contributes
only to the short distance part of the decay rate. In ref |[14], an upper limit on the short
distance contribution to B(K — up™) is calculated to be 2.5 x 107, The mass difference
of the By mesons is recenly measured by the CDF collaboration to be Amp, = (1.174+0.01) x
10" GeV [13]. The bag parameters for the K and the B, mesons are Bx = (0.58+0.04) and
Bp, = (1.3040.10) [15]. The values of the other parameters of eq. (I5) are taken from Review
of Particle Properties [16]: Amy = (3.484+0.01)x 1071 GeV 7(B,) = (1.47£0.06)x 1072 Sec

and 7(Kp) = (5.11 £ 0.02) x 1078 Sec. Substituting these values in eq. (1), we get
Bnp(Bs — p ™) = (6.30 £ 0.75) x 1077, (16)

where all the errors are added in quadrature. At 30, Bey(Bs — ptp~) < 7.7 x 107 where
as Byp(Bs — pTu™) < 8.55 x 1072, Thus we see that this upper bound is almost the same

as the SM prediction even if we maximize the new physics couplings by assuming that they



saturate the experimental values. Therefore the present data on B, — B, mixing together
with data on K° — K° mixing and K; — ptu~ decay puts a strong constraint on new
physics scalar /pseudoscalar couplings and doesn’t allow a large boost in the branching ratio
of By — putu.

We now assume that the new physics involving scalar/pseudoscalar couplings accounts
for the difference between the experimental values and the SM predictions of Amy, Ampg,
and the short distance contribution to I'(K; — u*u~). The SM value for B, — By is given
by |17, 18],

G

(Amp,)sy = o2 Ms, (BBsfés) MZ.S(z,) |Vis|” = (1.16 £0.32) x 10711 GeV,  (17)

with fs,\/Bp. = (262435) MeV [15] , np = 0.55+0.01[18] and [V;,| = 0.0409 4 0.0009 [16]-
S(xy) with z; = m? /m?;, is one of the Inami-Lim functions [19]. The SM value for K° — K°

mixing is given by [20],

Gy
(AmK)SM = @

(Br f3) Mic M3y [N2miS () + AP1aS () + 20N msS (e, )|, (18)

where \; = V}:Vjq, x; = m3 /mj;,. The functions S are given by [21, 22],

(1) = 2.46 (717 . GeV) L S(2) = 2. (19)
_ T 3w 322 1n x;
S(e, ) = T lln n Ai—z) 10-m)E| (20)

Using 1 = (1.32 £ 0.32) [23], o = (0.57 & 0.01) [18], 3 = (0.47 & 0.05) |24, 25|, Bx =
(0.5840.04) [15] ; fx = (159.841.5) MeV, || = 0.95740.01740.093, |V,q| = 0.230+0.011,
|Vis| = 0.0409 + 0.0009 and |V;4| = 0.0074 = 0.0008 [16], we get

(Amg)sy = (1.87 £0.49) x 107 GeV. (21)

All the masses were taken from [16]. Considering only the short-distance effects, the SM
branching ratio for K — p*pu~ in next-to-next-to-leading order of QCD is (0.79 4+ 0.12) x
107% J26]. Substracting out the SM contribution from the experimental values of Amp_,
Amy and Byp(Kp — ptp™) , we get

e |2 ) (52) (73]

Bnp(Bs = ptp”) = [ 5

(Bemp(KL — ,U/+M_)3h0rt - BSM(KL — M+M_)) : (22)



Substituting the experimental values and the SM predictions in the above equation, and

adding all the errors in quadrature, we get
Bnp(Bs — ptp™) = (0.08 +2.54) x 1077, (23)

which is consistent with zero. At 3o, the upper limit on the new physics contribution is close
to SM prediction. Thus the present data on Ampg, along with Amy and Byp(Kp — ptp™)
puts strong constraints on new physics scalar/pseudoscalar couplings and doesn’t allow
a large enhancement in the branching ratio of Byp(Bs — p™p~) much beyond the SM
predictions. New physics at most can cause a factor of two enhancement but
not an order of magnitude. Hence the total branching ratio which is the sum of SM
contribution and new physics contribution will be of the order of 1078 and hence reachable
at LHC.

Conclusions:

In this letter, we considered the constraints on the New Physics couplings of
scalar/pseudoscalar type in the b — s transition. It was shown previously that only such
New Physics can give rise to an order of magnitude enhancement of the decay rate for
B, — putp~. Using the recent data on B, — B, mixing, together with the data on K° — K°
mixing and the short distance contribution to K, — putu™), we obtained very strong bounds
on B(Bs — ptp~). New Physics in the form of scalar/pseudoscalar couplings can at most
increase the B(Bs; — ptp~) by a factor of 2 compared to its Standard Model prediction.

An order magnitude enhancement, previously allowed, is ruled out.
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