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We study the radiative charmless By — V(A)y decays in perturbative QCD (pQCD)
approach to the leading order in g (here V and A denotes vector mesons and two kinds of
axial-vector mesons: 3P, and ! P; states, respectively.). Our predictions of branching ratios
are consistent with the current available experimental data. We update all B,y — V form
factors and give the predictions for B — A form factors using the recent hadronic inputs. In
addition to the dominant factorizable spectator diagrams, which is form factor like, we also
calculate the so-called “power suppressed” annihilation type diagrams, the gluonic penguin,
charming penguin, and two photon diagrams. These diagrams give the main contributions
to direct CP asymmetries, mixing-induced CP asymmetry variables, the isospin asymmetry
and U-spin asymmetry variables. Unlike the branching ratios, these ratios or observables
possess higher theoretical precision in our pQCD calculation, since they do not depend on
the input hadronic parameters too much. Most of the results still need experimental tests

in the on-going and forthcoming experiments.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Present studies on B decays are mainly concentrated on the precise test of standard model (SM)
and the search for signals of possible new physics. Radiative processes b — sy and b — dv are
among the most ideal probes and thus have received considerable efforts H] In the standard model,
these processes are induced by the flavor-changing-neutral-current transitions which are purely loop
effects. Such decays are rare and the measurement of parameters in these channels, especially the
CP asymmetry variables, may shed light on detailed information on the flavor structure of the
electroweak interactions. This predictive power relies on the accuracy of both the experimental
side and the theoretical side. Thanks to the technique of operator-product-expansion, remarkable
theoretical progress has been made in the SM to the next-to-next-to-leading order accuracy [2].
Compared with experimental results B], the theoretical prediction is consistent with but 1.20 below
the experimental data [4]. This consistence could certainly provide a rather stringent constraint
on non-standard model scenarios.

Compared with inclusive processes, the exclusive processes B — V' is more tractable on the
experimental side, but more difficult on the theoretical side. Theoretical predictions are often
hampered by our ability to calculate the decay amplitude (V~|O;|B), where O; is a magnetic
moment or a four-quark operator. We have to use some non-perturbative hadronic quantities to
describe the bound state effects. In the heavy-quark limit, the non-perturbative contributions can
be organized in a universal and channel-independent manner. Factorization analysis, the separation
of the short-distance and long-distance dynamics, can give many important predictions.

The dominant contribution to the radiative decay amplitudes is proportional to the transition
form factor. Different treatments on the dynamics in form factor F5=Y result in different explicit
approaches. There are many approaches such as Lattice QCD (LQCD) B], light-front quark model
(LFQM) E, H] and light-cone sum rules (LCSR) [§]. Recently three commonly-accepted approaches
are developed to study exclusive B decays: QCD factorization (QCDF) [9], soft collinear effective
theory (SCET) |10] and perturbative QCD approach [11]. In pQCD approach, the recoiling meson
moves on the light-cone and a large momentum transfer is required. Keeping quarks’ transverse
momentum, pQCD approach is free of endpoint divergence and the Sudakov formalism makes it
more self-consistent. It has been successfully applied to various decay channels and quite recently
this approach is accessing to next-to-leading order accuracy [12]. A bigger advantage is that we can
really do the form factor calculation and the quantitative annihilation type diagram calculation in

this approach. The importance of annihilation diagrams are already tested in the predictions of
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direct CP asymmetries in BY — 7t7n~, K+t7~ decays H, E] and in the explanation of B — ¢ K*
polarization problem , ] These “power suppressed” contributions are the main source of
isospin symmetry breaking (or SU(3) breaking) effects in radiative decays B — V'~ @ )

Some of charmless B — V' decay channels have been studied in pQCD approach E,D, E]
separately. According to the transition at the quark level, all the 10 decay channels can be divided
into three different groups: b — s, b — d and purely annihilation type. The two B — K*v modes
(b — s process) have been well measured experimentally. The agreement of pQCD approach results
and experimental data |3] is very encouraging. In this paper, we study all those channels including
the corresponding B, decays in a comprehensive way. The input hadronic parameters will be
chosen the same as that in Ref. |. We also updated all the B — V decay form factors in pQCD
approach [20]. Despite branching ratios and CP asymmetry parameters which heavily depend on
the input parameters, we also study some ratios characterizing the isospin and SU(3) breaking
effects, where most of the uncertainties cancel. Experimental measurements of these quantities
will prove a good test of our theory, since different method gives different prediction. With the
ongoing B factories BaBar and Belle, the B-Physics program on CDF and the onset of the LHC
experiments, as well as the Super B-factories being contemplated for the future, we expect a wealth
of data involving these decays.

Although experimentalists have already measured one channel of the B — A~ decays ], there
are not many discussions on the theoretical side. The pQCD study on B — V'~ can be straight-
forward extended to radiative processes involving higher resonants such as K;(1270), K;(1400).
In the quark model, the quantum numbers JZ¢ for the orbitally excited axial-vector mesons are
17" or 177, depending on different spins of the two quarks. In SU(3) limit, these mesons can not
mix with each other; but since the s quark is heavier than u,d quarks, K;(1270) and K;(1400)
are not purely 13P; or 1'P; states. These two mesons are believed to be mixtures of K4 and
Kip, where K14 and K are 3P, and ' P, states, respectively. In general, the mixing angle can
be determined by experimental data. But unfortunately, there is not too much data on the mixing
of these mesons which leaves the mixing angle much free. Analogous to 1 and 7/, the flavor-singlet
and flavor-octet axial-vector meson can also mix with each other. Using those hadronic parameters
determined in B — V' decays, the production of Ay in B decays could provide a unique insight
to these mysterious axial-vector mesons.

This paper is organized as follows: In section 1I, we briefly review pQCD approach with the
operator basis used subsequently. Some input quantities which enter pQCD approach, wave func-

tion of the B-meson, distribution amplitudes for light vector mesons, and for light axial-vector



mesons and input values of the various mesonic decay constants, are also given here. In section [II]
we give the factorization formulae and the numerical results for B — V and B — A form fac-
tors. Section [[V] contains the calculation of B — Vv decays, making explicit the contributions
from the electromagnetic diploe operator, the chromo-magnetic moment operator, some higher or-
der (O(ay)) corrections from tree operators, the contribution from two-photon diagrams, the tree
operator annihilation diagrams and penguin operator annihilation diagrams. Numerical results
for the charge-conjugated averages of decay branching ratios are given in comparison with the
corresponding numerical results obtained in QCDF approach and SCET, as well as the available
experimental data. We also give direct CP-asymmetries, time-dependent CP asymmetries Sy and
observables Hy (for B, system) in the time-dependent decay rates in this section. In section [V], we
study B — A~ decays by predicting branching ratios and direct CP asymmetries. Our summary is
given in the last section. Some functions are relegated to the appendix: appendix A contains the
various functions that enter the factorization formulae in the pQCD approach; appendix B and C
give the analytic formulae for the B — V~v and B — A~ decays used in numerical calculations,

respectively.

II. FORMALISM OF PQCD APPROACH

A. Notations and conventions

We specify the weak effective Hamiltonian which describes b — D (D = d, s) transitions ]:

s = SEL S Vi [CU00 ) + Cali) 04

q=u,c

10,7+,8¢g
Vi Y G0i) | + He. )
=3

where Vi py and Vypy are Cabibbo-Kobayashi-Maskawa (CKM) matrix elements. Functions O;

(¢ =1,...,10,7v,8¢) are local four-quark operators or the moment type operators:

e current—current (tree) operators
O = (Gabs)v-a(Dsga)v-a, 03 = (Gaba)v-a(Dpgs)v-a, (2)

e QCD penguin operators

O3 = (Daba)v-a > _(Tsd5)v-a, O1 = (Dgba)v-a > _(Gads)v-a, (3)
q’ q
Os = (Daba)v—a Z(ngg)mA, Og = (Dgba)v—a Z(QAQ'B)VJFA, (4)

q q



e clectro-weak penguin operators

_ ) 3
(Daba)V—A Z €q'(q/5q/5)V+A, Os = 5

q q

(Daba)v—a Z e (@345)v-a, O = = (Dgba)v-a Z eq (Tnd3)v-A, (6)

q’ q

3
0725

(Dgba)v—a Y eq(@hgh)vea, (5)

3
0925

e magnetic moment operators

e

Ory = )

Do (mpPy, + myPr)boFhy,  Osg = —#DQUW(mDPL + mpPR)TE5bs G, {T)

where o and (3 are color indices and ¢’ are the active quarks at the scale my, i.e. ¢ = (u,d,s,c,b).

The left handed current is defined as (7,q5)v-4 = @o 7w (1 — 75)q; and the right handed current

(7aq3)v+a = Gow(l + 75)q5. The projection operators are defined as P, = Eﬁ — 75)/2 and
]

Pr = (1 +75)/2. The combinations a; of Wilson coefficients are defined as usual

a1:C'2—|—C'1/3, a2:C'1—|—C'2/3, a3:C'3+C'4/3, a4:C'4—|—C'3/3, a5:C'5—|—C'6/3,

ag = Ce +Cs5/3, ay =Cr+Cs/3, ag= Cs+Cr/3, ag = Cq+ C1o/3, a1o = C1o + Cy/3. (8)

For the explicit formulae, we will consider B meson decays and use light-cone coordinates to

describe the momentum:

01,3 0 _ 23
N b Al A A )

p=(@{@",p 7PT—( ; PT ) 9

( =555 )

where pr = (p', p?). In the B meson rest frame, momenta of B meson, vector (axial-vector) meson

and the photon are chosen as:

P = @(171,()})’ p2:@ _ms

V2 V2 V2

where the vector (axial-vector) is mainly moving on the minus direction n_ and the photon is

(07176T)7 P’y (17076T)7 (10)

moving on the plus direction n,. Longitudinal momenta fractions of the spectator anti-quarks in
B and final state meson are chosen as x1 =k} /P;” and x5 = k; /P, . 1 Including the transverse

components, the momenta of these spectator antiquarks are expressed by:

m - m -
ki = (TSwl,O,km), ko = (0, 7§$27k2T)7 (11)

! One should be cautious that in the discussion of light cone distribution amplitudes (LCDAs) for the vectors and
axial-vectors, = is defined as the momentum fraction of the positive quark which is different with our definition
here.
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FIG. 1: Feynman diagrams of the electromagnetic penguin operator Oz,

L]l

then the b and D(= s,d) quark momenta are p, = P; — k1 and pp = P, — ko. For convenience, we

can define the following useful ratio variables:

mp mp my ma
"h=—" TD=—» Tv=", TA= —0), (12)
mp mp mp mp

where mp and my (4) are masses for the d(s) quark and the vector (axial-vector) meson, respec-
tively. In the calculation of decay amplitudes, we will only keep terms of leading order in 7y but we
will consider the corrections together with kinematic corrections in the phase space as in Eq. (87).

According to the Lorentz structure, decay amplitudes from various operators can be generally

decomposed into scalar and pseudoscalar components as:
M = (€ )M +ieapet e nin” MT, (13)

and where we adopt the convention €"'?3 = +1. In order to study mixing-induced CP asymmetries,

it is convenient to separate different chiralities in the amplitudes. If the emitted photon is left-
handed, the relationship between the scalar M and pseudoscalar component M?¥ is required

as

MS = - MP = - ML, (14)

DO =

while the condition

MS = MP = - ME, (15)

1
2
is required for the right-handed photon.

B. A brief review of pQCD approach

The basic idea of pQCD approach is that it takes into account the intrinsic transverse momentum

of valence quarks. The decay amplitude, taking the first diagram in Fig. [l as an example, can
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FIG. 2: O(as) corrections to the hard scattering kernel H.

be expressed as a convolution of wave functions ¢p, ¢y and hard scattering kernel Ty by both

longitudinal and transverse momenta:

1 27 27.
d*kir d°kor - - - -
= dxid —_— k t)T; ki, ko, t k t). 1
M /0 T 962/ @) (27T2)<Z5B(3317 17,1, t) T (21, 22, K1, kar, t)ov (22, kar, p2,t).  (16)

Usually it is convenient to compute the amplitude in coordinate space. Through Fourier transfor-

mation, the above equation can be expressed by:

1
M =/ d9€1dl’2/d251d2b2¢3(961,bl,pl,t)TH(xl,xz,blabzyt)tﬁv(xz,bmm,t)- (17)
0

This derivation is mainly concentrated on tree level diagrams, but actually we have to take into
account some loop effects which can give sizable corrections. The O(c,) radiative corrections to
hard scattering process H are depicted in Fig. 2l In general, individual higher order diagrams may
suffer from two types of infrared divergences: soft and collinear. Soft divergence comes from the

region of a loop momentum where all it’s momentum components vanish:
P = (I*,17,lr) = (A AL A), (18)

where A is the typical scale for hadronization. Collinear divergence originates from the gluon

momentum region which is parallel to the massless quark momentum,

—

"= (l+7l_7fT) ~ (TYLB,A2/’I7LB,A). (19)

In both cases, the loop integration corresponds to [ d*1/1* ~ log A, thus logarithmic divergences
are generated. It has been shown order by order in perturbation theory that these divergences
can be separated from the hard kernel and absorbed into meson wave functions using eikonal
approximation ] But when soft and collinear momentum overlap, there will be double logarithm
divergences in the first two diagrams of Fig. 2l These large double logarithm can be resummed
into the Sudakov factor whose explicit form is given in Appendix [Al

Furthermore, there are also another type of double logarithm which comes from the loop correc-

tion for the weak decay vertex correction. The left diagram in Fig. [l gives an amplitude proportional



to 1/(z3z1). In the threshold region with zo — 0 [(to be precise, x3 ~ O(Agcp/mEp))], additional
soft divergences are associated with the internal quark at higher orders. The QCD loop corrections
to the electro-weak vertex can produce the double logarithm agIn? 29 and resummation of this
type of double logarithms lead to the Sudakov factor Si(xs). Similarly, resummation of In? 24
due to loop corrections in the other diagram leads to the Sudakov factor Si(z1). These double
logarithm can also be factored out from the hard part and grouped into the quark jet function.
Resummation of the double logarithms results in the threshold factor [25]. This factor decreases
faster than any other power of x as  — 0, which modifies the behavior in the endpoint region to
make pQCD approach more self-consistent. For simplicity, this factor has been parameterized in a
form which is independent on channels, twists and flavors [26].

Combing all the elements together, we can get the typical factorization formulae in pQCD

approach:

1
M = / drdas / 25,0285 (27)2 b (21, Bu, pr., t)
0

X Ty (21,9, Q, b1, ba, t) v (2, b2, P2, 1) Sy (w2) exp[—Sp(t) — Sa(t)]. (20)

C. Wave functions of B mesons

In order to calculate the analytic formulas of decay amplitudes, we will use light cone wave
functions ® 7,3 decomposed in terms of the spin structure. In general, ®,; .3 with Dirac indices
@, can be decomposed into 16 independent components, 15, Y504, 755, (Y"75) s agg. If the

considered meson is the B meson, a heavy pseudo-scalar meson, the B meson light-cone matrix

element can be decomposed , Eg, ] by:

/ d*ze™12 (0[b3 (0) Do ()| B(Pg))
= \/2ZTC {(PB +mp)vs [¢B(’f1) - ﬁ\;;

where N, = 3 is the color factor. n and v are two light-like vectors: n

¢B(k1)] }Ba ; (21)

2 =92 = 0. From equation

1)), one can see that there are two Lorentz structures in the B meson distribution amplitudes.
They obey the following normalization conditions:

4 4
/%@B(/ﬂ) = %}CTBT; /%QﬁB(/ﬁ) = 0. (22)

In general, one should consider these two Lorentz structures in the calculations of B meson
decays. However, it is found that the contribution of ¢p is numerically small ], thus its con-

tribution can be safely neglected. With this approximation, we only retain the first term in the



square bracket from the full Lorentz structure in Eq. (2I):

By — ;NC<PB + mp)ysbs k). (23)

In the following calculation, we will see that the hard part is always independent of one of the k‘f’
and/or k; . The B meson wave function is then a function of the variables k; (or ;") and k; only,

di;t

2T

o5k Fir) = / on(ks ky, Far). (24)

In the b-space, the B meson’s wave function can be expressed by

{
2N,

(I)B(x’ b) = [PB’VE) + mB’75] ¢B($v b)v (25)

where b is the conjugate space coordinate of the transverse momentum krp.

In this study, we use the following phenomenological wave function:

m% 2?1
op(xz,b) = NBa:2(1 — x)2 exp |— 2B 5 — §(wbb)2 , (26)
Wy

with Np the normalization factor. In recent years, a lot of studies have been performed for Bg and
B¥* decays in pQCD approach. The parameter wy, = (0.40 + 0.05) GeV has been fixed using the
rich experimental data on Bd0 and BT meson decays. In the SU(3) symmetry limit, this parameter
should be the same in Bs decays. Considering a small SU(3) breaking, s quark momentum fraction
should be a little larger than that of u or d quark in the lighter B mesons, since s quark is heavier

than u or d quark. We will use wp, = (0.50 + 0.05) GeV in this paper for the By decays ]

D. Light-cone distribution amplitudes of light vector mesons

Decay constants for vector mesons are defined by:

01q17.02|V (p, €)) = fymyeu, (01q10maa|V (D, €)) = ifi (€upy — uby)- (27)

The longitudinal decay constants of charged vector mesons can be extracted from the data on
7~ = (p7, K*7)v; [30]. Neutral vector meson’s longitudinal decay constant can be determined by
its electronic decay width through V° — ete™ 2 and results are given in Table[l Transverse decay

constants are mainly explored by QCD sum rules B] that are also collected in Table [IL

2 There is a recent study on extracting vectors’ decay constants from experimental data, which has taken into
account the effects of p°-w and w-¢ mixing @] Since we do not consider the mixing for the decay amplitudes in
our calculation, we will not use those values for self-consistence.
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TABLE I: Input values of the decay constants for the vector mesons (in MeV)

o fy fo 5 fre fi fs e
209+2 165+9 1953 151 £9 21745 185410 23144 186+ 9

We choose the vector meson momentum P with P? = m%/, which is mainly on the plus direction.
The polarization vectors €, satisfying P - e = 0, include one longitudinal polarization vector €7, and
two transverse polarization vectors ep. The vector meson distribution amplitudes up to twist-3 are

defined by:
(V(P,€1)]a28(2)q1(0)[0) = \/—/ dze'™* [my ¢ oy (2)+ ¢ POy (@) +mved ()] .4

(V(P,e7)|25(2)q1a(0)]0) = \/—/ dze™* [my 7r¢y (v)+ ¢ Poy(z)
+my i€ pe s Y €7 npv"(b“l/(x)]aﬁ , (28)
for the longitudinal polarization and transverse polarization, respectively. Here x is the momentum

fraction associated with the g2 quark. n is the moving direction of the vector meson and v is the

opposite direction. These distribution amplitudes can be related to the ones used in QCD sum

rules by:
ovl) = ey a), oia) = ngwh“k )
510) = T @), o) = i),
(@) = 5ol @), G (o) = el o) (29)

The twist-2 distribution amplitudes can be expanded in terms of Gegenbauer polynomials C’s/ 2

with the coefficients called Gegenbauer moments a,,:

Py, (z) = 62(1 — )

i J_C3/2 ] , (30)

where t = 2z — 1. The Gegenbauer moments ay, + are mainly determined by the technique of QCD

sum rules. Here we quote the recent numerical results B, ,134,135] as
lK*) = 003+£0.02, o (K*)=0.04%0.03, (31)
al(p) = al(w) =0.15+0.07, a3(p) = as (w) = 0.14 + 0.06, (32)
al(K*) = 0114£0.09, a3 (K*)=0.10 = 0.08, (33)
al(¢) = 018 40.08, al(p) =0.14 £0.07, (34)
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TABLE II: Input values of the decay constants (absolute values) for the axial-vector mesons (in MeV). The

transverse decays constants for ' P, are evaluated at u =1 GeV.

fa1(1260) ff1(13P1) f,fs(l3P1) Jr1a fg(1235) thl(llpl) .f}z;(llpl) f}%B
238 £10 245+13 239£13 250+ 13 180+£8 180+ 12 190+ 10 190+ 10

where the values are taken at =1 GeV.

Using equation of motion, two-particle twist-3 distribution amplitudes are related to twist-2
LCDAs and three-particle twist-3 distribution amplitudes. But in some B — V'V decays, there
exists the so-called polarization problem. It has been suggested that using asymptotic LCDAs can
resolve this problem in pQCD approach. Thus to be self-consistent, we should also use the same

form to calculate radiative decays. As in Ref. ], we use the asymptotic form for twist-3 LCDAs:

(@) = 3%, b (@) = 62(1 - 2), (35)
@) = 6e(l—a), o@) =20+ (36)

E. Light-cone distribution amplitudes of axial-vectors

Longitudinal and transverse decay constants for axial-vectors are defined by:
<A(P7 6)’@27}1’75(]1’(» = Z‘JCAWLA 6/*“ <A(P7 6)’@2UMV’YSQ1‘O> = fg(ezpu - G;PM)' (37)

In SU(2) limit, due to G-parity, the longitudinal (transverse) decay constants vanish for the
non-strange !Pi[>P;] states. This will affect the normalization for the corresponding distribu-
tion amplitudes which will be discussed in the following. For convenience, we take fsp = f
[ f%;l (L =1 GeV) = f] as the “normalization constant”. The numbers of axial vector meson decay
constants shown in table [l are taken from Ref. [36, 137].

Distribution amplitudes for axial-vectors with quantum numbers J¢ = 17+ or 17~ are defined

by:
— 1 ,
(A(P, €1)1q25(2)q14(0)[0) = \/2—Tc/o dze'™* [ma ¢1ys0a(x)— ¢f Prsdl(z) — mA’V5¢f4(33)]aﬁa

— 1 ,
(AP )lazs (D (0)10) = = [ o s fysdti(@)= i Procii(o)

—maieupeyer 17 0% (7)) 5 - (38)

Besides the factor —ivys from the right hand, axial-vector mesons’ distribution amplitudes can be
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related to the vector ones by making the following replacement:

¢V — ¢A7 ¢l\€/ — _¢%47 qbiq/ — _qbib
O = —0h, B = P4, O — P4 (39)
These distribution amplitudes can be related to the ones calculated in QCD sum rules by:

_f X0

oala) = 5 b=0@). da(o) = o W),
04e) = T @) o) = 501 (o)
$4(a) = 5ol @), 4) = 5 2 ), (10)

where we use f as the “normalization” constant for both longitudinal polarized and transversely
polarized mesons.

In SU(2) limit, due to G-parity, @, g(f) and gf) are symmetric [antisymmetric] under the
replacement z <+ 1 — z for non-strange 13 P; [1' P|] states, whereas ¢ , h‘(‘t), and h|(| S are antisym-
metric [symmetric|. In the above, we have taken f%al = fsp = f [fip, = ffl];l (n=1GeV) = f],

thus we have

(1PPy(P, €)|q10uw50200) = fip, ap’ o (€, P — €,Pu), (41)
(1'Py(P, €)|q@yuv5a200) = ifip, ” Pmap, €, (42)
where aol P and a” Piare the Gegenbauer zeroth moments. That can give the following normal-

ization for the distribution amplitudes:

1 1
/ dzo, (z) = aé [/ dzoy(v) = aQ] , (43)
0 0

1.3p [l,* P,

for the 13P; [11P|] states. The zeroth Gegenbauer moments a; and a; ', characterizing the
degree of the flavor SU(3) symmetry breaking, are non-zero for only strange mesons. We normalize

the distribution amplitude ¢ of the 13P; states as

1
/0 dazqﬁn(x) =1. (44)

For convenience, we formally define a” 1 for the 13P; states so that we can use Eq. ([@3) as
the normalization condition. Similarly, we also define ag = 1 for 1! P; states so that ¢ (z) has a

correct normalization.
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TABLE III: Gegenbauer moments of ¢ and ¢)| for 13P; and 1' P, mesons evaluated in Ref. B], where the

values are taken at =1 GeV.

a|2|,a1(1260) a!,ff”’l 0L|2|,f§’°1 a|2|,K1A a|1|,K1A
—0.02+0.02|—-0.04 +0.03| —0.07 £ 0.04| —0.05 + 0.03 0.00 4+ 0.26

g o120 alL.,ff n alus n Y R
—1.04+0.34|—-1.064+0.36|—1.11 £0.31| —1.08 £ 0.48 | 0.08 += 0.09 | 0.02 4+ 0.20
Qo025 [l gllhs"™ ol Kis s | gl
—-1.95+0.35|—-2.004+0.35|—1.95+0.35|—-1.95+0.45[0.14 + 0.15{0.02 + 0.10
a;,b1(1235) aé_,hipl a;,hépl QQL,KlB all,KlB
0.034+0.19 | 0.18£0.22 | 0.14+0.22 |—-0.02+£0.22 0.17 +0.22

Up to conformal spin 6, twist-2 distribution amplitudes for axial-vector mesons can be expanded

as:

|3
29

o) (x) = 62T [ag +3a1t+a (5t% — 1)} , (45)

3
b1 (x) = 62T [a& +3ai t + ay 5(5t2 - 1)] : (46)

wher the Gegenbauer moments are calculated in Refs. @, @] shown in table [IIl From the
results in table [T, we can see that there are large uncertainties in Gegenbauer moments which
can inevitably induce large uncertainties to branching ratios and CP asymmetries. We hope the
uncertainties could be reduced in future studies in order to make more precise predictions.

As for twist-3 LCDAs, we use the following form:

3

v 3 a —
g(l)(:n) = Zag(l + t2) + 3 aj 3, gi)(:n) = 6:L':E(ag + a!t), (47)

W) = sad+ Sab e - 1), 4 (e) = Gaa(ag +at). (48)
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IIT. B—V AND B -+ A FORM FACTORS

B — V form factors are defined under the conventional form as follows:

. 2V (¢%)
Py, gy B(P)) = ———4)_wpoxp p,
<V( 2,¢€ )‘qu ’ ( 1)> mB+mV6 €y L1p 42

*\ | = > . e . * € -
(V(Py, €)|qy"vsb| B(P1)) = 2imy Ao(q?) qzqqu +i(mp +my)A1(q®) [fu - q;]qu]

_Z'Az(q2)€*7’q [(pl PR !qu} ’
mp -+ my
(V(Py,€")|qo" q,b|B(P1)) = —2iTi(q°)e"" € P1,Pag,
(V(Py,€)|qo" v5q,0| B(Py)) = Ta(q®) [(my —mi)e” — (¢ - q)(P1 + Po)"]

+T3(¢%)(¢" - q) [Q“ - 2q72(P1 + Pz)“} ) (49)

m —mi,
where ¢ = P; — P, and the relation 2my Ay (0) = (mp + my)A1(0) — (mp — my)A2(0) is obtained
in order to cancel the pole at ¢> = 0.

In pQCD approach, the factorization formulae for these form factors at maximally recoiling

(¢?> = 0) are expressed by:
V = 8rCpmp(mp + my) /01 dxidxs /OOO bidb1badbapp (21, b1)
X {Ee(ta)he(:nlwg, 2, b1, b2) [qsi&(m) (24 22)rv oS (2) — rvxgqsa(xg)]
VEL(t ) he(210, 21, b2, by )y [W@) + ¢g(x2)} } (50)
Ay = 8nCpm% /0 1 dxzydxy /0 - bydbibydbad (21, by)
X {Ee(ta)he(wlwz, o, b1, bo) [(1 +@2)pv (22) + (1 = 22)rv (67 (2) + ¢/ (22))
oy B v, 1, b, b)) (a2 . (51)
Ay = 8aCrmp(mp —my) /0 ' dydey /0 " budbibadbadi (1, by)
X {Ee(ta)he(:m:pg, 2, b1, b2) W(m) (24 22)rv oY (a2) — rvxgqs@(xg)]

+E;(t;)he(a:1x2, T, b2, bl)Tv |:¢(‘I/($2) + (ﬁz‘)/(xg)} }, (52)

1
A2 = m |:(mB + mV)Al — 2mVA():|, (53)
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Ty =15

1 e’}
= 87TCFm2B/O dmldxg/o bldblbgdb2¢3(x1,b1)
Bt hras, oo b ) [(1 206 o) + (1= 202)rv (6 a2) + 0 (22)
FELE heloraa, o b, by (67 (o) + 60 0) . (54)
1 o)
T3 = Ty — 167Crm%ry / dridas / bidbibadbapp(z1,b1)
0 0
X {Ee(ta)he(xlxz, x2,b1,b2) [(Zﬁv(l’z) + 2ry ol (22) + ryaa(gl (z2) — ¢f/($2))]

+2TvEé(t&)he(x1x2,x1,bg,bl)(ﬁf/(xg)}, (55)

with Cr = 4/3. The definitions of functions E;, the factorization scales ¢; and hard functions h;,
are given in Appendix [Al

With the above expressions for form factors, we obtain the numerical results that are collected
in table [Vl When evaluating the form factor Ag, we used 2my Ay(0) = (mp +my)A1(0) — (mp —
my)A2(0) and assume A; and As are linearly correlated to estimate the uncertainties. The first
error comes from decay constants of B(,) meson and shape parameters wp; while the second one is
from hard scale t and Agcp. In the calculation, fp = (0.19 £0.02) GeV, wp = (0.40 £0.05) GeV
(for B* and BY mesons) and fp, = (0.2340.02) GeV, wp, = (0.5040.05) GeV (for B? meson) have
been used. It is clear that these hadronic parameters give the dominant theoretical uncertainties.
They quantify the SU(3)-symmetry breaking effects in the form factors in pQCD approach. To
make a comparison, we also collect the results using other approaches B pB @pi From

table [Vl we can see that most of our results are consistent with others within theoretical errors.

Likewise, B — A form factors are defined by:

_ 21 A(q?
(AP, ) ysb| BEY)) = ——A4) gwrospy p,
mp—ma
— € € -
(A(Py, )|gy"b| B(P)) = —2myVo(q?) qf i (mp —ma)Vi(q?) [ w qzqﬂ
* 2 2
A s [( P+ Py — Ljuqu} ,
mp —ma q
(A(Py, €)|qo" 50,0 B(P1)) = —2T1(q%)e HoPo €l Py Pag,
(A(Py, é)|go™ q,b|B(P))) = —iTa(q?) [(m% — m3)e™ — (¢ - q)(Py + Po)"]
2
(@) - ) [ T _p +P2>fﬂ , (56)
mp — My

with a factor —i different from B — V and the factor mp+my (mp—my ) is replaced by mp—m4

(mp+my). Similar with B — V form factors, the relation 2m4Vy = (mp—ma)Vi — (mp+ma)Ve
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TABLE IV: B — V form factors at maximally recoil, i.e. ¢?> = 0. The first error comes from decay constants

of B mesons and shape parameters wp; while the second one is from hard scale ¢ and Agep.

B—p B — K* B—w B, - K* Bs — ¢
LFQM]I6] 1% 0.27 0.31
Ag 0.28 0.31
Ay 0.22 0.26
Aqy 0.20 0.24
LCSRJg] % 0.323 0.411 0.293 0.311 0.434
Ao 0.303 0.374 0.281 0.360 0.474
Ay 0.242 0.292 0.219 0.233 0.311
As 0.221 0.259 0.198 0.181 0.234
T 0.267 0.333 0.242 0.260 0.349
LQCD[5] 1% 0.35
Ag 0.30
Ay 0.27
As 0.26
[39] Ty 0.24
SCET LCQM[40] V 0.298 0.339 0.275 0.323 0.329
Ag 0.260 0.283 0.240 0.279 0.279
Ay 0.227 0.248 0.209 0.228 0.232
Agy 0.215 0.233 0.198 0.204 0.210
T =Ty 0.260 0.290 0.239 0.271 0.276
T 0.184 0.194 0.168 0.165 0.170
This work V10205657050 0-257065 00 | 0-2070 64 00| 0- 2170637001 | 0-25 75 030 6
Ao 0-2556576:07 0307505001 | 0-2470:0360,01 02657030761 0-30 065 6,01
Ay 01745657600 (0-1976:03 000 | 0- 157065 6.00 [ 0-16 757037061 0- 18065 6,01
Ay ]0.1375:6576:00 (01475037000 0- 137065 70,00 [ 0127505 070w | 0- 13065 76 01
Ty = T2|0.2075:05%6:00|0-2375,03 7060 | 0-1870:656.00 | 0-1976:03 70607 0-2270:0476.03
Ts  ]01375:03 0 00] 0-131 005 T0:00 | 0-1270:03 000 | 0-116:65 70707 | 0127565 061

is obtained at ¢ = 0. In pQCD approach, B — A form factors’ formulas can be derived from the

corresponding B — V form factor formulas in eq.(G0HRD) using the replacement in Eq. (39) with

the proper change of the momentum fraction.

In the following, we will use a1 to denote a1 (1260), by to denote b1(1235). In Table[V] we give the
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TABLE V: B — A form factors at maximally recoil, i.e. ¢> = 0. Results in the first line of each form

factor are calculated using g = 45°, 61p, = 10° or ¢sp, = 38°, while the second line corresponds to the

angle Ok = —45°, 6 p, = 45° or sp, = 50°. The errors are from: decay constants of B(,) meson and shape

parameter wy; Gegenbauer moments in axial-vectors’ LCDAs.

B — K;(1270)

B — hy(1170)

B, — K1(1270)

B — hy(1380)

By — hq(1170)

B, — h1(1380)

A | =0.051001 0 05| 0-1350:05 7002 | —0.051001 003 | 0.07X001 001 | 00750017005 |—0-17E003 1002
0-33%0:06- 005 | 0-1470:05 0r02 [—0-1150:05 00| —0-0225:01% 000 | —0-03X5:01 7004 —0-1976:037 005
Vo o | 0113553000 | 0.2070057003 [—0.1220:63 50,09 | 01620035002 | 0-165070550.01 | —0-4015:67 7063
0-60%5177010 | 0-3270:06 005 | 0-1170:057000 | —0-0575:01 %600 | —0-08% 0616001 |—0-4375:05 003
Vi |=0.091G05 008 | 02220057003 [ —0.09061 007 | 01220035005 | 0.1220:6550.02 | —0-3145:66 7054
0.575015 008 | 0-2470:03 005 | —0-2070:0:" 007 —0-04%5:57 601 | —0.0570:0: 601 | —0-3475:06 7604
Va | =0.1055:0,50:02] 0-030:0: 001 | —0-0150:00 003 |  0.0155:065001 | 0-0255:00% 000 | —0-0255:00 0701
0.1155:03 002 | 0-0420:01 5001 | —0-1720:04 0702 | —0-0045:001 70001 | —0-015:605:00| —0-02X5:00 1001
Ty(Tz) |-0.0650:0175:07| 01870057005 | —0.08001 006 | 0-1070:057 001 | 0.10%5:0550:01 | —0-2576:0546:03
0.4550 08 007 | 0-2050:65 002 | —0-1220:05 006 | —0-04X5:075 0,00 | —0-0420:000:01 | —0-2725:05 7003
Ty |-0.11055570705] 0.0555:01 001 | —0.025 000 002 | 002050 001 | 0.0350:01 001 |—0-05%501 7503
0.1755:03 00 | 0-0620:01 001 | —0-19%0:05 002 | —0-0125:00 000 | —0-0120:60%6:00| —0-0515:01 1003
B — K1(1400) | B — f1(1285)|B, — K1(1400)| B — f1(1420) | B, — f1(1420)| B, — f1(1285)
A 0.0525:01 %005 | 0.1970:0570:05 | 0125657603 | —0.01X5:0070:00 | —0.2475:0570:63 | —0-0126:06+5:00
0-3450.06 005 | 0-1870:05 002 | —0-0510:01 00| —0-0525:01 50001 | —0-2320:0:76:03 | —0-0625:01 7000
Vo o |=0.1255:03%011] 0-2620:05 006 | —0-1470:03 70,10 | —0.01%5:00¥0:01 | —0-3475:065.05| —0-0155:060:60
0.6470177 011 |0-2570:03 006 | —0-1220:05 010 —0-07X5:01 5003 | —0-3320:06 0:08| —0-08X5:01 1 0n
Vi | 009503 000 | 0327006 004 | 0-24700i 008 | —0.025607001 | —0-4455:08 065 | —0.0245:56 50 00
0.625017 000 | 0-3220:06 004 | —0-0970:01 005 | —0-0975:02 001 | —0-4320:08 0703 | —0-1025:03 001
Voo | 010150570705 0107065 000 | 0207003 002 | —0-01¥5:00 000 |—0-117502 504 | —0-0145:50 0750
0.100:0570:05 | 0-1070:0576:00 | —0-0055:06 005 | —0-0220:61 005 | —0-1125:65 004 | —0-035:61 7000
Ty(Ty) | 0.06%5037007 |0-2615:0570:03 | 01476037006 | —0-0150:007000 | —0-3370:0670:04 —0-0176:000:60
0.48% 306 007 | 0-2570:057005 | —0-08X0:01 00| —0-070:057 001 | —0-3270:06 7004 | —0-08X0:0145.01
Ty | 0137003 00 | 01470057004 | 02470057003 | —0-0175:5676:00 | —0-1670:65 000 | —0-0176:00 7000
0.15%0:65 003 | 0-13%0:05 0r04 | —0-0150:06 002 | —0-03X0:01 000 | —0-1525:037 000 —0-04%5:01 7000
This work B — by B — aq LFQM[@, Z] B — bl(KlB) B — ay (KIA)
A 0.19F9:0570-0% 1 0.2619-95+0-03 A 0.10 (0.11) 0.25(0.26)
Vo | 0.45%009+0:04 1 0.3470-07+0.08 Vo 0.39(0.41) 0.13(0.14)
Vi | 0.33F007+0.04 1 . 43+0-0940.00 Vi 0.18(0.19) 0.37(0.39)
Vs 0.0373 951001 10.1475-9570-99 Va —0.03(—0.05) 0.18(0.17)
Ti(Ty) | 027+ 0300000 | 71y (0.13) ~0.11)
T3 | 0.062501 00 0195005 001 T - (=0.07) ~(0.19)
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TABLE VI: Distinct contributions to form factor 77 from various distribution amplitudes.

B = p|B — a1(1260)| B — by (1235)
#T | 0.086 0.142 0.080
¢ | 0.047 0.086 0.086
¢ | 0.063 0.115 0.100
total| 0.196 0.343 0.266

numerical results for B — A form factors, in which we have used minus values for decays constants
of 1P, mesons 3. The errors are from: decay constants of B(s) mesons and shape parameters wy;
Gegenbauer moments in axial-vectors’ LCDAs. In the calculation, we use the mass of the two
physical states K1(1270), K1(1400) as that of two spin states K74, Kip for simplicity and similar
for the branching ratios which are given in the following. That only involves a slight difference
to the form factors. As the quark contents (to be precise the mixing angles) of the axial-vectors
K1(f1,h1) have not been uniquely determined, we give two different kinds of results for form factors
as in Ref. ]: the results in the first line are calculated using 6x = 45° while the second line
corresponds to the angle 6 = —45°. This is also done for the results involving the flavor-singlet
and flavor-octet mesons: the results in the first line are calculated using 61p, = 10°, 03p, = 38°;
while the second line corresponds to the angle 01 p = 45°, 0sp = 50°.

A number of remarks on B — A form factors are in order.

1. Form factors are strongly dependent on mixing angles. Many of them even are different by
order of magnitude, because the mixing angles describe directly the inner quark contents
of the meson. The large difference of form factors surely will induce large differences in

branching ratios, which we will see later.

2. We give a comparison of the B — p, B — a1(1260) and B — b;(1235) form factors. Form
factors Vp, Vi, 11 for B — A transition are larger than the corresponding B — V ones. It
seems that the form factor AB=(@1.01) ig somewhat equal to or even smaller than V57, But
actually that is artificial: as in Eq. (B0), the pre-factor is mp + my while for B — A form

factor A, the factor becomes mp — m4. We take T7 as an example to explain the reason

3 Decay constants given in QCD sum rules @7 @] are both positive for two kinds of axial-vectors and we find that
this will give negative values for B —' P; form factors, like in ] For non-strange ' Py mesons, this minus sign
will not give any differences as it can not be observed experimentally. But we should point out the minus sign will
affect the mixing between K14 and Kip by changing the mixing angle 6 to —6.
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for the large B — A form factors. In table VI, we give contributions from three kinds of
LCDAs: ¢7, ¢V and ¢®. The contribution from ¢’ is larger for B — aq, than the other two
transitions only because the axial-vector a; decay constant is larger. Furthermore, larger
axial vector meson mass implies larger contribution from twist-3 distribution amplitudes ¢,

¢ for both of TE7" and TP,

3. In our calculation for form factors involving f; mesons, we have used the mixing angle
between the octet and singlet: # = 38°(50°) which is very close to the ideal mixing angle
0 = 35.3°. That implies that the lighter meson f;(1285) is almost made up of ﬂ“\}%d_d while
the heavier meson f;(1420) is dominated by the ss component. Thus B — f1(1420) and

Bs — f1(1285) form factors are suppressed by the flavor structure and are numerically small.

The form factors involving hy are similar if the mixing angle is taken as 45°.

4. From the table[V] we can see that the form factor TlB ™ js almost equal to TlB =01 1 the
flavor SU(3) symmetry limit, B — K4 and B — K p form factors are also almost equal with
each other. But the physical states K;(1270) and K7;(1400) are mixtures of B — Kj415B.
With the mixing angle 0 = £45°, the By — K7(1270)(K(1400)) form factors are either
enhanced by a factor v/2 or highly suppressed. This feature will definitely affect branching

ratios which will be discussed later.

Up to now, there are not too many experimental constraints on B — A form factors. However
there are lots of studies using some non-perturbative methods: quark meson model |42], ISGW
, ], QCD sum rules and light-cone sum rules @, , ] and light-front quark model E, H]
Results in LFQM are also given in table [V] to make a comparison. These two approaches are
very different in the treatment of dynamics of transition form factors, but at first we will analyze
differences caused by non-perturbative inputs. For B — a1 and B — Kj4 form factors, most of
our results (except Vp and T} 2) are slightly larger than or almost equal with these of evaluated in
LFQM, as slightly larger decay constants for a; and K4 are used: f,, =203 MeV and fx,, = 186
MeV. The form factor Vj is calculated by the relation 2muVy = (mp — ma)Vi — (mp + ma)Va.
Small differences in V; and V5 have induced a large difference in Vj, which could be reduced in
future studies using more precise hadronic inputs. We have found there are large differences in
B —! P transition form factors. As the decay constant of by is zero in isospin limit, thus in LFQM
the shape parameter w can not be directly determined and Cheng and Chua used the same value
with that of a; B] It is also similar for K;p: they used the same shape parameter with that of Ky 4

which predicts fr,, = 11 MeV. Compared with the QCD sum rule results fr,, = f}ng X al]' given
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in table[[Mand [Tl we can see: although they are consistent within large theoretical errors, there are
still large differences in the central value. Thus our predictions for B — 'P; form factors (central
values) are larger than those in LFQM. We have to confess that the differences in decays constants
are not responsible for all differences in form factors. That may arise from further differences in

the dynamics. Compared with the recent light-cone sum rules results ]:

Vo U (0) = 03035005, Vg 4(0) = 0.31610.015, (57)

Ve (0) = —0.35610033,  VPF12(0) = —0.36010 052, (58)

where uncertainties are from Borel window and input parameters, we can see that they are well con-
sistent with our calculations in pQCD approach. As mentioned in Ref. [41l], the Babar measurement
of BY — a7~ [47] favors V¥ (0) ~ 0.30 and this is very close to our result: V>~ (0) = 0.34.
It is also noted that there are large uncertainties in our numerical results, especially due to large

uncertainties of hadronic parameters, such as large Gegenbauer moments uncertainties shown in

table [TI.

IV. CALCULATION OF RADIATIVE DECAY B — Vv

A. The factorization formulae for decay amplitude

For convenience, we define a common factor I’ which appears in many diagrams by:

5
o emECF (59)

™

As we have mentioned in the above section, we have to use the amplitudes with distinct chiralities.
The explicit factorization formulae for the left-handed and right-handed photon from operator Oz,

depicted in Fig. [l are given by:

1 e’}
M%/ = 47’bF/0 dxldazg/o bldblbgdb2¢3(x1, bl){C7-y(ta)Ee(ta)
X |:(1 + x2)¢\T/(a:2) + 7’\/(1 — 2x2)(¢1{/(x2) + (25“1/(%2))] he(xlxg, T3, by, bg)
oy 60 a2) + 68 (e2) o () ELE e ) (60)
Mgﬁ/ = _:‘_IZM%'yv (61)

where the left-helicity amplitude is from the my term in the effective Hamiltonian and the right-

helicity amplitude is from the m p term which is obviously highly suppressed. This O7, contribution
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FIG. 3: Feynman diagrams of the chromo-magnetic penguin operator Og,

is the dominant one characterizing by the form factor 77(7%). The formulas in eq.(@QGI) are the
same as that in eq.(54]) times the Wilson coefficient C7.

In pQCD approach, a hard gluon is required to kick the soft spectator in the B meson to
turn into an energetic collinear anti-quark. This gluon could be generated from QCD interaction
Hamiltonian or from the Og, operator. In Fig. B we give the four diagrams from Og, operator
given in the effective Hamiltonian. The factorization formulae for the first two diagrams in Fig.

are

1 o0
MED — g /0 dydasy /0 brdbybadbads (21, bl){QDC&q(tb) E.(t)
X [(2952 — 21y (w2) — Bxary (¢ (z2) + <Z5‘x1/(l’2))} he(x129, 29 — 1,by1,bo) (62)
T [wl(ﬁ%xﬂ + @y (¢y (22) + ‘b(‘l/(x?))} QuCsy(ty) EL(th) he(z122, 1 + 21, ba, bl)},

R(a D, L(a

If we consider the last two diagrams in Fig. B there will be more sources to generate the right-
handed photon in addition to the mp term in the effective electro-weak Hamiltonian. The third

diagram can give a small contribution which is from the higher twist component:

1 e
Még(b)(Qq) = 2’I’quF/0 dl‘ldl‘2/0 bldb1b2db2¢3(l‘1, bl){o&q(tc)Ee(tc)
X [(2 + 29 — 21) L (22) + 3zory (O (12) + ¢§”/(:1:2))} he(z1 — 2, —22,b1, b2)
o |wara(69 (w2) + 65 (w2)) — 216 (w2) | Cig (L) EL(EDher — 2,1, b, m)}
1 ')
2 pQF / d1dis / bidbybadbads (w1, br)Csg (te) Ee(te)
0 0

x [3:1727"\/(@51{/(@) _ ¢@(x2))] he(21 — 9, 2, b1, bo), (64)
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FIG. 4: Feynman diagrams in which the operator Os is inserted in the loop with a photon emitted from the

external quark line

1 00
M?;b)(Qq) = —27’DQqF/O da;ldxg/o bldblbgdbg¢3 (a;l, bl){ngg(tc)Ee(tc)
X [(2 + @9 — 1)L (x2) + 3x2ry (Y (22) + ¢[\l/($2))} he(w1 — 29, —22,b1, b2)

+ [Wv(#’/(fﬂz) + ¢f (z2)) — x1¢xT/(l’2)] Csg(te) Be(to)he(x1 — w9, 71, ba, bl)}

1 0o
—|-2TquF/ dridxg / bldblbgdbg¢3(x1, bl)ng(tc)Ee(tc)
0 0

X [3%27’\/((]5”‘/(1'2) — (ﬁ[\l/(xg))] he(xl — X9, —X9, bl, bg). (65)

Next we want to mention some higher order corrections as usual which may give important
contributions: charm and up quark loop (O(as)) contributions in Fig. @ Fig. Bl and Fig. 6l It
should be pointed out that these contributions are not related to next-to-leading order corrections
in pQCD approach, while next-to-leading order corrections to the exclusive processes 7y* — v in
pQCD approach have been investigated in Ref. [12].

We use the subtitle “quark line photon emission” to denote that a photon is emitted through
the external quark lines as in Figldl We define the ¢ and u loop function in order that the b — Dg

vertex can be expressed as Dy (1 — 75)151,14“” b. It has the gauge invariant form @] as follows:

e 1 2 (1

22 12
9T, 2 12 2
= _W(k g/ﬂ, — kf“kfl,) [G(mz s k ,t) — §:| s (66)

where k is the gluon momentum and m; is the loop internal quark mass. G is the function from
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the loop integration:

0(k>)0(4 /8); g 4;;% m
-2 <1 + 2Zﬁ> 4%% — larctan <\/ﬁ>]
+O(k? — 4 f)g §+4]Z§—1 ?—22

2m2> [ 4m? 1—+/1—4m?/k?

+ 11+ ==+ 1-— Ll 1n ! +am | |. 67
< k? k? 1+ /T —4m2/k? (67)
The loop function G has the dependence of gluon momentum square of k?. But there is no
singularity when we take the limit of k — 0, so we can neglect kp components of k% in the loop

function G. Using this effective vertex, the factorization formulae for the first two diagrams of

FigHlis calculated as:

MED — _gpF /0 iy / brdbrbadbad s (21, b1)Ca(ty) Ee (ty) [G(m?, —rrzam3, ty) — ;]
X [:E%rV(QSUV(m) + oV (z2)) + 3:E1:172¢\T/(x2)} he(x129, 9 — 1,b1,b2), (68)
M = —QuF /01 dzydzs /bldblbzdb2¢B(ﬂi1, b1)Ca(th) B (th) [G(mf, —z 39y, 1) — g]
X x1297y (07 (2) — ¢V (22))he (x122, 1 + 21, b, b1), (69)
where Qp = —%. For the other two diagrams of Figld], the factorization formulas are

1 ()
MO (@Q,) = QF /O dwydzs /O bydbybadbyd (1, bl){cz(mEe(tc)
x [aary (14 202)[08 (v2) + 6 (w2)] + (22 — 21)6f (a2)
;]he($1 — Ty, —x2, b1, b2)
+ [9627’\/(@#\}(962) + oY (x2)) — $1¢\T/($2)} [G(mga — (21 — z2)mE, 1) — %}

X [G(m127 _(xl - $2)m2B7 tc) -

xCo(t.)EL(t,)he(x1 — 22,21, ba, bl)}, (70)
1 00
R(b (Qq) = QqF/ diﬂldiﬂz/ bidbibadbadp(x1,b1)Ca(te) Ee(te)he(x1 — 22, —22,b1, b2)
0 0
2 2 2 v a
X [G(mi , —(71 — 22)MB, te) — g] X (2 + z2)za2ry [¢V($2) - ¢v($2)]- (71)
In Fig. Bl we give the diagrams in which a photon emitted from the internal loop quark line.

The sum of the effective vertex b — D~vg* in Figld has been derived by [49, 50]:

[ = Dy?(1 = 75)T%I,,, A" A™ (72)
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FIG. 5: Feynman diagrams in which the operator O; is inserted in the loop with both of the photon and

the virtual gluon emitted from the internal quark line.

with the tensor structure given by

I,uz/p = Ay [(q : k)euupcr(q - k)a + EupquUkau - E,upquakTQI/]

+A45 [eupUTquTkV - k25uupaqa] ) (73)
and

42'69 1 1—x Ty
Ay = — d d 74
! 32 /0 x/o ya;(l—a;)k2+2xyq-k—ml2+ia’ (74)

dieg (! e z(1—x)

Ay = —— d d 75
> 37T2/0 a:/o ya;(l—a;)k2+2xyq'k—m?+z’€’ (75)

where ¢ is the momentum of the photon ¢ = Pg — Py, and k is the momentum of the gluon. Then

the amplitudes can be expressed as follows:

3 1 -z 1
M = —gF/ dl’/ dy/ dwldm2/bldb1¢B($la51)02(td)as(td)eXp[_SB(td)]
0 0 0

szmh—%—mz : {”W (1= @)y (60 (2) + 6 (2) = (1 + 200)f ()
+z(1 — ) [:L%Tv@ix)/(m) + oV (z2)) + 3$1£E2¢\T/(x2)} }’ 76)

8 1 1—x 1
s = 50 [ [y [ andes [ ndnontenn)Cottaants esol-Snlta)
0 0 0

h/
Xt ayadry | 0 (w2) — 6 (r2)], (77)

TYTaMpy — M3

where the function A/ is defined by:

LT
W = Ko(y/Tizampbi) — [9(32)1(0(51\/\32\) +9(—B2)25H0(bm/132\)}, (78)
with
2 2 Y 2 m;
B? = zyzom¥p — 1_xx2m3+m. (79)

Diagrams in Fig. [0l in which the photon is emitted from the external loop and the gluon is

emitted from QCD interaction Hamiltonian do not give any contribution to B — V~. The



25

2l 7
b L4 D b © D
Og 02
q q q q

FIG. 6: Feynman diagrams in which the operator Os is inserted in the loop with a photon emitted from the

internal quark line

FIG. 7: Feynman diagrams for annihilation topologies

reason is as follows. Similar with b — Dg, the vertex for b — D~y can also be expressed as
Dy A” (1 — 4°)(k*guw — kuky)b only with a different coefficient. For an on-shell photon, the fol-
lowing conditions are required: k% = 0 and ¢ -k = 0, thus the contribution from diagrams in Fig.
vanishes in b — s(d)y decays. But it should be noted that these diagrams can give a non-zero
contribution to b — s(d)y* — s(d)IT1~.

In annihilation diagrams, there are three different kinds of operators in the ® depicted in Fig. [7
In the following, we use LL to denote the left-handed current between b and ¢ quark and the left-
handed current between the final state two quarks; LR denotes the left-handed current between b

and ¢ quark and the right-handed current between the final state two quarks; we use SP to denote

the (S — P)(S + P) current which is from the Fierz transformation of (V — A)(V + A) operators.
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The factorization formulae for these diagrams are given by:

MESED) (0;,Qq,) = MELER (a5, Qq,)

= POtV [ oy [ () Eu ), b Ko msh), (50
B
MEGEH @0, Qy) = MEGH (a1, Qy) (s1)

3v6Qyr 7 (1 >
F% / dxl / bldblai(te)Ea(te)¢B(x1, bl)K()(\/ 1 + xlmel),
B 0 0

Mf;?’(Ll;LLL (ai, QQQ’ Qqs) = MaRrglr)LLR (aia qu QQS)

= 2T [y [t a2) + 02

2my

X {quai(tf)Eé(tf)igHél)(\/1 — zompbs)

~eaQups 0 ELEy )i H () . (52
MaRrElr)LLL (ai’ qu QQS) = MaLnl;LLR (al’ QQQ’ QQS

_ *GTVf el / / badbs

{a=anobion) - ot o] Quasttn B2 (0 G 1S (VT mamste)

X

o) - o) Qualep Eule i O (VTmat) | (83)

1
MESE (@) = 3\/7fB7T/ dm/bzdbw\T/(@) (84)
0

my,
< { Quanten) BLe )i B (VT Famate) + Quas(t B (e 1YY (Tt .

Finally, there is another kind of contribution from Oz, : the neutral vector meson gq is generated
by a photon as depicted in Fig. 8l Although these diagrams are suppressed by the electromagnetic
coupling constant, the enhancement factor mp/Agcp can make it important in some cases [51].
We include these diagrams in our calculation. The first two diagrams of Fig. 8 are equal to each

other, so are the last two diagrams. The factorization formulae are given by:

ML(Qq) = 3faequ bbev/ dﬂ?/ bidbigp(x1,b1)

mpmy

X {C7A/(te)Ea(te)K0(\/ 1+ l‘lmel) + C7A/(t/e)Ea(t,e)K0(\/:E—1me1)}, (85)
ME(Qq) = =7 ME(Q). (86)
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FIG. 8: Feynman diagrams with double-photon contributions

B. Numerical results of Branching ratios

With those decay amplitude formulas for different Feynman diagrams in the last subsection, it
is easy to get the total decay amplitude for each channel of B — Vy: B~ — p~v, BY — py,
BY - wy, B~ = K* v, B" = ¢y, B - K*%y, BY — K*0y BY — g% BY — wy, and BY — ¢.
The explicit expressions are shown in Appendix [Bl The CP-averaged decay width is then

JA(B = Vy)I? + |AB = Vy)[?

T(B = V)= 32mmp

(1—rp)°, (87)

where the summation on polarizations is implemented.

For CKM matrix elements, we use the same values as in Ref. B]

Vaa| = 0.974, |Vaus| = 0.226, V| = (3.68700%) x 1073,
Vil = (8.205032) x 1073, [Vi,| = 40.96 x 1073, V| = 1.0, (88)
a=(99"4,)", v = (59.0757)°, arg[—Vis Vii] = 1.0°,

where we have adopted the updated results from @] and drop the (small) errors on V4, Vis, Vis
and V. The CKM factors mostly give an overall factor to branching ratios. However, the CKM
angles do give large uncertainties to branching ratios of some decay modes and to all the non-zero
CP asymmetries which will be discussed in the following subsection.

C P-averaged branching ratios of B — V' decays are listed in table [VIIl The first error in these
entries arises from the input hadronic parameters, which is dominated by B(B;)-meson decay
constants (taken as fp = (0.19 £ 0.02) GeV and fp, = (0.23 £ 0.02) GeV) and B (B;) meson
wave function shape parameters (taken as wp = (0.40 £ 0.05) GeV and wp, = (0.50 £ 0.05) GeV).
The second error is from the hard scale t, defined in Eqs. (Al) — (A8) in Appendix A, which
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TABLE VII: CP-averaged branching ratios (x107%) of B — V+ decays obtained in pQCD approach (This
work); the errors for these entries correspond to uncertainties in input hadronic quantities, from the scale-
dependence, and CKM matrix elements, respectively. For comparison, we also listed the current experimental
measurements B, , Ia, |£|] and theoretical estimates of branching ratios recently given in Ref. B] (QCDF)
and in Ref. [64] (SCET).

Modes QCDF SCET This work Exp.
B~ — K*y|533+135+58| 46+12+4+2+1 35.8F10-0F04+11 140,34 2.6 [HFAG]
B = K*0 | 5424132+6.7| 43+11+44+2+1 38.1H73 857l 1401+ 2.0 [HFAG]
BY = ¢y |3944+107+53| 43+11+3+3+1 35.8T 3 T o4 ] 57115112 [Belle]

Modes QCDF This work Exp.
B~ —p7y [116£0.224£0.13| 1155057 0134047 |1.107037 £+ 0.09 [BaBar]|0.55103210:0% [Belle]
BY — p% 0.55£0.11£0.07| 05703508 T00F  0.7970:33 £0.06 [BaBar]|1.257037 00T [Belle]
BY — wy 0.4440.09 +£0.05] 0.51F7033F008+0-0%  10.407035 £ 0.05 [BaBar]|0.5610:37709% [Belle]
BY — K*0y|1.26 £0.25 £ 0.18|  1.11750:534 0157009 -

BY — ¢y — (7575533 8t 0s) x 107¢ < 0.85 [HFAG]
BY — p%y — (17453701709 x 1073 —
B — wy — (1875405 01) x 107 —

we vary from 0.75¢ to 1.25¢ (not changing 1/b;), and from AS)CD = 0.25 £ 0.05 GeV. This scale-
dependence characterize the size of next-to-leading order contributions in pQCD approach. A part
of this perturbative improvement coming from next-to-leading order Wilson coefficients is already
available [22]. However, the complete next-to-leading order corrections to hard spectator kernels
are still missing. The third error is the combined uncertainties in CKM matrix elements and angles
of the unitarity triangle. It is clear that the largest uncertainty here is the first one from the input
hadronic parameters.

These ten B — V'~ decay channels can be divided into three different types: b — s transitions,
b — d transitions and purely annihilation decays. The first type contains B? — K*9y, B~ — K*~~
and B, — ¢7. Among these decays, the dominant contribution from O7+, is proportional to
ViVt ~ A2, This contribution can be related to the form factor 727V, In the flavor SU(3)
symmetry limit, form factors for these three channels should be equal which could also relates the
three decays. We do obtain similar branching ratios for this kind decays only with small deviations.

The penguin contribution in b — dv processes is proportional to ViV, ~ A%, which is expected
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to be suppressed by one order magnitude relative to the b — s transitions. In our calculation,
branching ratio results for pure annihilation processes are mainly from two-photon diagrams in
Fig. Bl Thus BR(B — ¢v) is surely consistent with Ref. |. This feature can also certainly
interpret the large differences between By — p%y and B, — wv. This contribution is proportional
to the charge of the constitute quark. This factor is % — _Tl for p® while % + %1 for w. Thus the
branching ratio of By — p°~ is one order in magnitude larger than that of (By — w7y).

In the literature, there are many studies concentrating on B — V'~ M, ,E, Q,@, IQ, @, IQ,
@, @, @, I&L @, @, @] Recently, a comprehensive study H] using QCDF method and QCD sum
rules appears. In that paper, the authors used QCDF approach to calculate all B — V'~ approach
and included some power corrections: weak annihilation contributions, the soft-gluon emission from
quark (charm and light-quark) loops and long distance photon emission from the soft quarks. In
Table [VIIl we quote them to make a comparison. Their uncertainties come from form factors, the
renormalization scale, the soft-gluon terms, the CKM parameters, decay constants, Gegenbauer
moments, the first inverse moments of B(B;) mesons and quark masses, etc. Their results for
branching ratios of B~ — K*~v and B? — K*'y are about (20—50)% larger than our predictions.
The main reason is differences in form factors T3: they used T27K" = 0.31 + 0.04 while our
calculation gives a smaller T} = 0.23f8:8§’1. The smaller form factor is also preferred by recent
Lattice QCD result: TIB_”K* =0.24 + 0.03J_r8:8‘11. Although the difference is not too large, it can
already induce a sizable difference to branching ratios. b — d transitions and By — ¢y are well
consistent with each other, as the effective form factors used in Ref. [31] are smaller and almost
equal to our results. Very recently, the authors in Ref. [64] used the more theoretical approach
SCET to investigate the three b — s decays channels: B~ — K* v, BY — K*94 and B, — ¢v.
After integrating out the hard scale m; which results in SCET;, contributions to B — V~ decay
amplitudes can be divided into two different groups: contributions from operators J4 and Jg.
The B-type operator is power suppressed in SCET; but it can give leading power contributions
when matching onto SCET; as A-type operator receives power suppressions. When performing
the matching from SCET; to SCET 7, we have to be cautious about the A-type operator as this
term suffers from the end-point singularities. Thus one has to leave it as a non-perturbative free
parameter determined from experiments or some non-perturbative QCD approaches, but recent
studies using zero-bin subtractions show that this term can also factorized in rapidity space [65]. In
Ref. [64], the authors calculated the two-loop corrections (a?) to short-distance coefficients of the
A-type operator (called vertex functions) determined from QCD to SCET; matching and utilized
the physical B — V form factor T} to extract the soft form factor in SCET. While for the B-
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type operator which can been factorized into convolutions of LCDAs and hard kernels, both of
the Wilson coefficient and jet function have been calculated up to one loop order. Short-distance
Wilson coefficients for the B-type operator are extracted at the scale m; and have been evolved
down the intermediate scale u ~ 1.5 GeV using renormalization group equations. With these
results, the authors find: compared with the leading order contribution, the order oy corrections

from vertex corrections and hard spectator scattering can be as large as 10% and both of them

2

< corrections are not too

also provide imaginary amplitudes about 5% in magnitude; the order «
large. We quote their final results for branching ratios in table [VII] and they are also consistent
with ours.

The three experimental collaborations, BaBar @], Belle @] and CLEO @], have reported their
measurements on BR(B — K*v). Since all of these results are well consistent with each other,
we quote the averaging results from Heavy Flavor Averaging Group (HFAG) H] in table [VTI. We
also include the very recent result on BR(BY — ¢7) [69]. All of them agree with our calculations.
On the b — d transition, branching ratios of some channels have been given by the BaBar [7(]
and Belle [71] collaboration. We find that our results agree well with BaBar’s results but not
with Belle’s central value results. In flavor SU(3) symmetry limit, the relation BR(B~ — p~ ) =
2BR(B — p%) = BR(B" — wy) should be held. The small deviation in our calculation is caused
by the SU(3) symmetry breaking effect. Since the electro-magnetic penguin operator Oz, gives
the dominant contribution, it is difficult to understand the results from Belle collaboration: why
is the branching ratio of B® — p%v larger than B~ — p~~. But before we conclude it is the signal
for non-standard model scenarios, it is necessary to re-examine this channel on the experimental
side. All other decay modes, including B, decays and annihilation type decays, have not been

experimentally measured.

C. CP asymmetry studies

The direct CP-asymmetry in B — V7 is defined by:

dgir _ BR(B = Vy) =BR(B = V) _ |AB = Vy)]* = [A(B = V1) (89)
PTBR(B = Vy)+BR(B—Vy) JAB = V)P +]AB— VY2

In order to give a non-zero direct CP asymmetry, we need two kinds of contributions with different
strong phases and different weak phases. The magnitude of the CP asymmetry also depends on
relative sizes of the two different amplitudes: if one amplitude is much larger than the other one,

we can only get a small CP asymmetry. Since there is only penguin contribution in B® — ¢~y
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process, the direct CP asymmetry is zero. In other B — V' decays, there are contributions from

the penguin operator and two kinds of tree operators (proportional to Vi, and V,,,V* ', us)-

cd cs

Taking these amplitudes into account, we obtain the numerical results for direct CP asymmetries

(in %) in other B — V'~ decays as:
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where the three kinds of errors are given as that of the branching ratios case. It is easy to see that
theoretical uncertainties here are much smaller than branching ratios in table [VIIl especially the
first one from hadronic input parameters, since they are mostly canceled in eq.(89). In the three
b — s channels B~ — K*~v, B = K*'y and B, — ¢y, CKM matrix element for the magnetic
penguin operator is Vi V% ~ A2, while the tree operator is either proportional to ViV ~ A2
or VipVii, ~ A% The CKM matrix element in the first tree operator is almost parallel to the
penguin operator. This kind of contribution has a same weak phase with the penguin contribution.
The second tree operator is small in magnitude. Thus we expect small CP asymmetries in these
channels. Experimentally, both BaBar and Belle collaboration give their combined measurements

of the two B — K™y channels |72]:

y ~1.5+4.441.2, [Belle],
AGp(B = K*y) = (99)
—1.3+3.6 £ 1.0, [BaBar|.
Although the central value of CP asymmetry is larger than the one in our calculation in eq.(©2103),
it is still consistent with zero.
In annihilation-type decays Bs; — p°(w)y, the tree amplitude is also suppressed by CKM matrix

elements, thus the CP asymmetry is small too. In b — d transitions B~ — p*~v, B% — p%(w)y

and By — K*0v, the CKM matrix element for the magnetic penguin operator is VinVig ~ A3, while
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the tree operator is either proportional to Ve,V ~ A% or Vb Vg ~ A3, Then tree contribution is
not suppressed and can be comparative with the penguin contribution. Thus we expect relatively
large CP asymmetries in these four processes, which are also shown in the above.

Restricting the final vector state V' to have definite CP-parity, the time-dependent decay width
for the B® — f decay is:

D(B(t)— f) = e M'T(B = f) |:COSh (?) + Hysinh (?)
_A‘éi{; cos(Amt) — S sin(Amt)] , (100)

where Am = myg — myp, > 0, T is the average decay width, and AT' = I'yy — I';, is the difference
of decay widths for the heavier and lighter B? mass eigenstates. The time dependent decay width
I'(BY(t) — f) is obtained from the above expression by flipping the signs of the cos(Amt) and
sin(Amt) terms. In the By system, AT is small and can be neglected. In the By system, we expect
a much larger decay width difference (AI'/T")p, = —0.127 £ 0.024 B] within the standard model,
while experimentally (AT/T)g, = —0.3370% E], so that both Sy and Hy, can be extracted from
the time dependent decays of Bs mesons. The definition of the various quantities in the above
equation are as follows:
2Tm (g( s AL+ A;AR))
1V = P AP + AL + AP o
2Re (4(ALAL + A AR) )

H — _ _ 102
(VY = AP T AP T AP + AR (102)

where A and A denote the amplitudes for the B and B meson decays. q/p is given in terms of the

BS—BS mixing matrix Mo,

My
L 2012 — it (103)

with
pq = —arg[(ViVip)?] = =28,  ¢s = —arg[(ViiVi)?] = 2e. (104)

where the convention arg|[V,,] = arg|[V.s] = 0 is adopted.

In b — Dvy(D = d,s) processes, the dominant contribution to decay amplitudes comes from
the chiral-odd dipole operator O7. As only left-handed quarks participate in the weak interaction,
an effective operator of this type necessitates, a helicity flip on one of the external quark lines,
which results in a factor my (and a left-handed photon) in by — Dr~vyr and a factor mp (and a

right-handed photon) in by, — Dpryr. Hence, the emission of right-handed photon is suppressed
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TABLE VIII: Mixing-induced CP-asymmetry parameters (in percentage) of B — V+ decays obtained in
pQCD approach. The errors are the same with table VTl The H; parameter in B} decays could hardly be

measured as the decay width difference is small.

by a factor mp /my.

Modes S Hy
B® — K*0y|—4.0703F0 340 | 41700F03400
BY — ¢y | 02558708700 | 5545500100
B® = py | 0.8¥G1E05500 | 045530501
B® —wy | 04F08T05500 | 055050404
BY = K*0y| 0.75394 0570 |-0.35031 05406

In the b — D~ process, the emitted photon is predominantly left-handed,

and right-handed in b decays. This leads to very small predictions of S ¢ and Hy.

The mixing-

induced CP asymmetry variables are calculated and summarized in table VIII B° — K*0v has
been treated as an effective flavor eigenstate. Apparently, the numerical results agree with our

expectations. On the experimental side, the mixing-induced CP asymmetries have been measured

b

S¢(B = K*y — Kgr%)

by Belle and BaBar as follows [74,

—0.7973% +0.10, [Belle],

(105)
—0.08 + 0.31 + 0.05, [BaBar],

S(B° — p —0.83 4 0.65 + 0.18. 106
f

They are consistent with zero since there are large uncertainties in these results. The theoretical
results agree with the experimental data taking the experimental uncertainty into account. But as
this parameter could be a good probe to detect the non-standard scenarios, more studies, including
both of the precise experimental studies and the theoretical studies, are strongly deserving.

D. Isospin asymmetry and U-spin asymmetry

Apart from branching ratios and CP asymmetry variables, we will also consider some ratios
of branching fractions defined below. In the evaluations for branching fractions, there are many
uncertainties, especially from hadronic input parameters, which can blur our predictions, but we can
improve the accuracy of our predictions by using ratios of branching fractions. Many uncertainties,

such as those from decay constants, will cancel in these parameters. The most important ratios
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are the parameters characterizing isospin asymmetries which are defined by:

(130
Alp,w) = % -1, (107)
2T(B® — p°v)
Ar(p) = =2 P g 108
1(p) T(B* & pt) (108)
AN(K") = T(BO — K*O’y) —f(BjE — K*i’y) (109)
! -~ T(BY — K*0y) + T(B* — K*%v)

where the partial decay rates are CP-averaged.

In the flavor SU(3) symmetry limit and if we neglect diagrams which are proportional to the
quark charge, all of these three parameters should be equal to 0. The w meson decay constant
is smaller than that for p meson, the @u component contributes with a different sign and the
electomagnetic diagrams with two photons are different in the charge factor. These differences
make A(p,w) deviate from 0 (smaller than 0). The origins for deviations for A;(p) and Aj(K*)
from 0 are similar: the spectator quarks are different and annihilation diagrams are also different.

Taking on all those power suppressed contributions, our predictions are

Ap,w) = =0.115557 5600 00, (110)
Ar(p) = 0.06756375.01 7002 (111)
Ar(K™) = 0.06*551"5:606.00- (112)

As we expected, theoretical uncertainties due to the hadronic parameters are indeed smaller due to
cancelations. Using experimental results listed in table[VII we can calculate the isospin asymmetry
parameters from experiments
0.34
—0.4970 35 [BaBar],

Alp,w) = (113)
—0.5570:37  [Belle],

—0.5470%  [BaBar],
Arlp) = , 60' (114)
3.897501  [Belle],

Ap(K*) = 0.03 4 0.04, (115)

where we have assumed all the uncertainties are not correlated by adding them quadratically.
From the experimental results, except A;(K™*), we find that there are large differences between the
results from the two collaborations. Our results are consistent with them, since the error bars in
the experiments are too large. We wish a more precise measurement on these parameters in the

future.
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Apart from the isospin symmetry, U-spin symmetry is another kind symmetry which is well
held in strong interactions. U-spin can connect two different kinds of weak decays |71, [78, [79]:
b— s (AS =1) and b — d by exchange of d <> s. The decay amplitudes of b — s process can be

expressed as:

A(B = f) =V VusAu + Vi VesAc, (116)

A(B = f) = Vi Ve Au + Va Vi Ae, (117)
while the decay amplitudes of UB — U f are

A(UB = Uf) = Vi VaU Ay + V2 ViU Ae, (118)

AUB — UJ) = Vg ViU Ay + Vi VU A.. (119)

Using the relation A, = UA, and A. = UA, in U-spin symmetry limit and the CKM unitarity

relation

Im (Vo VusVeaVes) = —Im(Viy VuaVeaVea), (120)

u u

we obtain
|A(B = f)I? = |A(B = /)P = —JAUB = Uf)? + |AUB = Uf)P. (121)

This equation relates the differences of partial decay widths. The following radiative B decays
can be related to each other by this symmetry: B~ — p~vy and B~ — K*~v; B® — K*9y and

BY — K*0v. As an example, we define the following parameter to test U-spin symmetry breaking:

_ _ _ _ BR(B~ — p~7)
A= Acp(B K* — Acp(B ) 122
In our pQCD calculation, we find
A = (-845057)3708) x 1077, (123)

This result is close to 0. The U spin symmetry seems quite good here. But the most important

BR(B~ —pv)

BR(B-SK™4)" The absolute

reason is the small CP asymmetry in B~ — K*~ and the small ratio
value for the b — s channel’s CP asymmetry is small. This direct CP asymmetry may be dramati-
cally enhanced by some new physics with a different weak phase. The precise measurement of CP

asymmetries can at least give a constraint on the non-standard model scenario parameters.
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V. CALCULATION OF B — A(13P,)y AND A(1'P,)y DECAYS

The factorization formulae for B — Ay is more complicated than B — V' because of the
mixing between different mesons: K14 and Kip; f1 and fg; h1 and hg. The real physical states

K1(1270) and K;(1400) are mixtures of the K14 and K;p states with the mixing angle fx:

|K1(1270)) = |K14)sinfi + |K1p)cosbk, (124)

|K1(1400)) = |Kia)cosfx — |K1p)sinfk. (125)

In flavor SU(3) symmetry limit, these mesons can not mix with each other; but since s quark is
heavier than the u, d quarks, K1(1270) and K;(1400) are not purely 13P; or 1' P; states. In general,
the mixing angle can be determined by experimental data. The partial decay rate for 7= — Kjv,

is given by:

_ m> m2 2 2m?
I(r~ = Kv,) = m—;G%WusPﬁ (1 - m—;‘> (1 + m;‘) , (126)
T T

with the measured results for branching fractions @]
BR(T™ — K1(1270)v,) = (4.7 + 1.1) x 1073, BR(7~ — K1(1400)v,) = (1.7 4+ 2.6) x 1072(127)
We can straightforward obtain the longitudinal decay constant (in MeV):

|fri 270yl = 1697575 | Fiey (1a00)| = 1257 ,55. (128)

In principle, one can combine the decay constants for K14, K1p evaluated in QCD sum rules with
the above results to determine the mixing angle 0. But since there are large uncertainties in

Eq. (I28)), the constraint on the mixing angle is expected to be rather smooth:
L 143° < O < —120°, or —49° < fx < —27°, or 37° < fx < 60°, or 131° < O < 153129)

where we have taken the uncertainties from the branching ratios in Eq.([I27]) and the first Gegen-
bauer moment af* into account but neglected the mass differences as usual. For simplicity, we use

two reference values in Ref. [37]
O = +45°. (130)
Besides, the flavor-octet and the flavor-singlet can also mix with each other:

|f1(1285)) = |fi)cosbsp, + |fs)sinfsp , |f1(1420)) = —|f1)sinfsp, + |fg)cosbsp,  (131)

|h1(1170)) = |h1)cosbip, + |hg)sinbip , |h1(1380)) = —|h1)sinbip, + |hg)cosbrp . (132)
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The references points are chosen as: ¢sp = 38° or Osp, = 50°; 6hp = 10° or O1p = 45° @] We

should point out that if the mixing angle is § = 35.3°, the mixing is ideal: f1(1285) is made up of

du-+dd
V2

of course give small production rates of this meson.

while f1(1420) is composed of §s. Thus some of the form factors are very small which will

Apart from these differences, the expression for B — A~ is different from B — V+ in more

aspects. Since the twist-2 LCDA ¢ is normalized to al]'

, we should replace the decay constant
fv by f Aag in the first two annihilation diagrams. As there is no overlap between an axial-vector
meson and a photon (wrong parity), there is no contribution from the two photon electromagnetic
operator diagrams in Fig. B Regardless of these differences, the factorization formulae for B — A~y
decays can be obtained from the corresponding B — Vv ones using the replacement in Eq. (B9)) if
the electroweak current is o, (1 + v5) or v,(1 — v5) type. If the current is o, (1 — v5), we should
add an additional minus sign. In annihilation diagrams, if the electroweak current is LL or SP in
the lower two diagrams, we need replace the distribution amplitudes as in Eq. ([39]); while we add
a minus sign if the current is LR. We show the formulas in Appendix

Branching ratios (in unit of 107%) and direct CP asymmetries (in %) for B — (a1, by )y processes

are calculated straightforward as follows:

BR(B™ — aj (1260)y) = 3.0} 040505705, (133)
BR(B? = af(1260)y) = 1570103103704, (134)
BR(Bs — a(1260)y) = (2.1708H0340140-0) x 10~ (135)
BR(B™ — by (1235)7) = 2.07497 04403408, (136)
BR(B® — b)(1235)y) = L1TG3H03H03103, (137)
BR(B, — b(1235)y) = (541 9F5-4H03+2.1y 5 1075, (138)
AEL(B™ = ay (1260)7) = 11.2%52H397032 T (139)
AGp(B® — af(1260)y) = 3.8%03F 0305407, (140)
AEp(Bs = af(1260)y) = 0.870 0304100, (141)
AEL(B™ = by (1235)y) = 16.07533 250 TH T, (142)
AER(B® — b)(1235)y) = 11.0703F 52400408, (143)
AEp(Bs = 10(1235)y) = —0.5 00 TH00H00, (144)

while we give branching ratios and CP asymmetries for B — K1(f1, h1)7 in table[[X] and [X] respec-

tively. The errors for these entries correspond to uncertainties in the input hadronic quantities,
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TABLE IX: C'P-averaged branching ratios (x107¢) of B — A7y decays obtained in pQCD approach using

two different mixing angles; the errors for these entries correspond to uncertainties in the input hadronic

quantities, from the scale-dependence, and CKM matrix elements, the Gegenbauer moments of the axial-

vector mesons respectively.

Modes O = 45° O = —45° Exp.
B~ — K (1270)y 134405 35 T4 5 LATG7E08007 50 4289443 [21]
B — K{(1270)y LI R 147560300 1
B~ — K[ (1400)y| 1475303400150 134505 0 5 < 144
B° = KP(1400)y | L4XGEre3tiots E R
By — KP(1270)y | 0.19%0084 003 0017032 | 0-3810. 5007 0.05 052
By — KP(1400)y | 0.38%0 35 007 005 05 | 01970061 0.03 001 0.2

Modes Osp, = 38° Osp, = 50°
B — f1(1285)y L7 a5t aTos 1670105 0300

+2.340.640.7+3.9 -3
(49577001 05 57) x 10

0.1 1+0.05+0.01+0.02+0.04
++7+—0.04—-0.02—0.01—-0.04

BY — f1(1285

0 11+0.05+0.01+0.00+0.03
*++—0.04—-0.01-0.00—-0.03

3 8+1.6+0.4+0.1+0.7
*©—-1.2-0.4-0.1-0.7

)
)
)
)

BY — f1(1420)y

+24.5+5.5+1.8417.4
61‘9718.976.071.8715.5

+22.94-5.14-1.64-16.7
58'2717.775.671.7714.8

Modes 01p, =10° 01p, =45°
BY = h(1170)y | 0.99"053" 015 006 051 | 124757676 6 05 07
B% — m(1380)y | 02875037003 005 006 |(2:0567 55561 56:3) x 107
BY — Iy (1170)y 7.9 3 0 0 2.3103 105507056
By = hi(1380)y | 4447555 05T R AR AR

the scale-dependence, CKM matrix elements, and the Gegenbauer moments of the axial-vector

mesons. It is noted that theoretical uncertainties for branching ratios are quite large. The branch-

ing fractions of B — a1(1260)(b1(1235))y are larger than that of B — pv, as we have shown that

B — A form factors are larger. As we have mentioned in the above, there are some ambiguities in

the quark content of B — Ki(f1,h1)y: these mesons are mixtures but the mixing angles are not

uniquely determined. The reference points for the mixing angles are two-fold, thus we give two

different kinds of results collected in these two tables. The branching ratios and CP asymmetries

are very sensitive to the mixing angles, which is not quite constrained.

Experimentalist gave results for B~ — K, (1270)y ] shown also in table [Xl Compared with

it, our result for B~ — K| (1270)7, is about 3 times larger, when 6 = 45°; or very smaller than the

experimental results, when 6 = —45°. In Fig. [ we show the strong dependence of the branching
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TABLE X: Direct CP asymmetries of B — A~ decays obtained in pQCD approach using two different
mixing angles; the errors for these entries correspond to uncertainties in the input hadronic quantities, from

the scale-dependence, and CKM matrix elements, respectively.

Modes O = 45° O = —45°
B~ — K (1270)y|  —0.6550 010070 =380 s o 5

BY — K9(1270)y |—0.2 £ 0.0 £ 0.0 £ 0.0 £ 0.0 0.1190H0-1H0-0+22

— — +0.741.14+1.8+4.0 +0.0+0.2+0.0+0.1
B~ — Kl (1400)7 _3'8—1.3—0.3—0.3—13.0 _0'6—0.0—0.1—0.0—0.1

BY — K9(1400)y 0.1100+0.140.0422 |94 0.0+ 0.0+ 0.0+ 0.0

B, — KP(1270)y | —8479073 07000, —3 1 e

By — KP(1400)y | —3.17537 30706000, —845 g S oA e
Modes Osp, = 38° 0sp, = 50°

B — 1(1285)y | 34TGRTGET030T 3410110410301

B® - f1(1420)y | 7AXGREOTEOSO0 4150515105 0

BY = fi(1285)y | 0150304000 —0-2%5,6 565756 0

Bg — f1(1420)y |—0.24+0.0+0.0£0.04+0.0/—0.2+£ 0.0 £ 0.0+ 0.0 £ 0.0
Modes 01p, = 10° 01p, =45°

B = i (1170)y | 1022595570700 1015055570770

B° — h1(1380)y 9.870.07 50 0700 113750 05707758

BY — hy(1170)y |-0.240.0+£0.0£ 0.0+ 0.0  —0.1735+0-0+0.0+0.0

BS — h1(1380)y |-0.2+0.0£0.0+0.0£0.0{—0.24+0.0£ 0.0 £ 0.0 £ 0.0

ratio on the mixing angle. At fx = 45°, the B~ — K, (1270)y receives almost a maximal
branching ratio. The current B~ — K, (1270)y experiment implies our chosen two reference
points of the mixing angle are not favored. From this Fig. @ we could read out the experimental
constrained mixing angle value, which are also two fold. However large hadronic uncertainties and
the missing next-to-leading order corrections [80] plus the still large experimental error bars make
this constraint not very effective. Except for these two processes, other decay modes have not
been measured. Here we refrain from a direct comparison with the previous studies on B — Avy
H, @, @, @, , @], as the analysis is similar in B — A form factors which has been performed
in section [[I1l
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FIG. 9: The 0k dependence of the B~ — K, (1270)~ branching ratio. The region between the two horizontal

lines are allowed by the experimental 16 bound, where we add the statistic and the systematic uncertainties

linearly: 29.1 < BR < 56.5.
VI. SUMMARY

pQCD approach is based on kp factorization where we keep the transverse momentum of valence
quarks in the meson, to smear the endpoint singularity. kpr resummation of double logarithms
results in the Sudakov factor. Resummation of double logarithms from the threshold region leads
to the jet function. Sudakov factor and jet function can suppress the contribution from the large b
region and small x region, respectively. This makes the pQCD approach self-consistent. Inspired
by the success of pQCD approach in non-leptonic B decays [85], we give a comprehensive study on
the charmless B,y — V(A)y decays in pQCD approach.

Semi-leptonic and radiative decays are somewhat simpler than non-leptonic decays as only
one hadronic meson involved in the final state. In this case, the dominant amplitude can be
parameterized in form factors. In order to make precise prediction and extract CKM matrix
elements, we have to know the behavior of form factors. In pQCD approach, the final state
meson moves nearly on the light-cone and a hard-gluon-exchange is required. Thus the dominant
contribution is from the hard region which can be factorized. In section [II, we have used the
same input hadronic parameters with Ref. ] and updated all the B — V decay form factors in
pQCD approach. Compared with the results evaluated from other approaches, we find: despite of
a number of theoretical differences in different approaches, all the numerical results of the form
factors are surprisingly consistent with each other.

The 10 B — V'~ decay channels can be divided into three categories based on their dominant

quark transition b — s, b — d and the annihilation topology. Our prediction on the first category
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of decays BR(B — K*v) is consistent with the averaged value from experiments. On the b — d
transition, branching ratios have been given by BaBar and Belle collaborations with still large error
bars. We find our results are well consistent with BaBar’s results but a little far from the Belle’s
central value results in some channels. We also give our predictions on the purely annihilation type
decays with very small branching ratios in SM. In three b — s transitions B~ — K*~~, B0 — K*0~
and B, — ¢, the direct CP asymmetry is small, since the tree contribution is suppressed by the
CKM matrix element. In the b — d transitions B~ — p~v, B® — p%(w)y and By — K*0v,
the tree contribution can be comparable with the penguin contribution. Thus we obtain large CP
asymmetries in these four processes. In SM, the two quantities Sy and Hy in time-dependent decay
are expected to be rather small. This is due to the fact that the dominant contribution to decay
amplitudes comes from the chiral-odd dipole operator O;. Except for a few decays discussed in the
above, all other decay modes including B, decays and annihilation type decays, remain essentially
unexplored. We wish a wealth of measurements at the B factories and other experiments in the
future.

In section [Tl we also study B — A form factors. As the quark contents (to be precise the
mixing angle) for the axial-vectors have not been uniquely determined, we give two different kinds
of results for the form factors according to different mixing angles. For the axial-vector mesons
f1, we have used the mixing angle between the octet and singlet: 6§ = 38°(50°) which is close to
the ideal mixing angle § = 35.3°. With this mixing angle, one can easily check that the lighter

meson f1(1285) is made almost up of ﬂ“jgd while the heavier meson f;(1420) is composed of 3s.

Thus partial decay widths of B — f1(1420)y and By — f1(1285)y are suppressed by the flavor
structure. In Fig. 0l we show the strong dependence of the B~ — K (1270)y decay branching
ratio on the mixing angle 5. Our calculation can be used to constrain this mixing angle using
experimental measurements provided with well understood hadronic inputs. The study of higher
resonance production in B decays can help us to uncover the mysterious structure of these excited

states.
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APPENDIX A: PQCD FUNCTIONS

In this appendix, we group the functions which appear in the factorization formulae. The hard

scales are chosen as

to = max{y/mamp,1/b1,1/by}, t, =max{\/zymp,1/b1,1/bs}, (A1)
ty = max{\/z1zamp, /(1 — z2)mp,1/b1,1/by}, (A2)
t, = max{\/z1ramp, 1+ x1mp,1/b1,1/bs}, (A3)
te = max{~/|x1 — xo|mp, /Tamp,1/b1,1/by}, (A4)
t) = max{\/|z1 — za|mp, Vaims, 1/b1,1/bs}, (A5)
tq = max{\/Tizamp,/|B2|,1/b1}, (A6)
te = max{y/1+z1mp,1/b1}, t.=max{y/r1mp,1/bi}, (A7)
ty = max{yT —xomp,1/by}, t};=max{\/zamp,1/bs}. (A8)

The functions h; in decay amplitudes are from the propagators of virtual quark and gluon and

are defined by:

he(A, B, by, bg) = [H(A)Ko(\/Zmel) +9(—A)igH0(mmel)}

X {H(bl ~by) [G(B)Ko(\/Emel)Io(\/Emeg)
+0(—B)igHél)(\/ijbl)Jo(\/ijbﬁ] + (b < 52)}7 (A9)

where Hél)(z) =Jo(z) +iYo(2).
The Sudakov factor from threshold resummation is universal, independent of flavors of internal
quarks, twists, and the specific processes. To simplify the analysis, the following parametrization

has been used [26]:

_ 2M2D(3/2 4 ¢)
5@ = —Fa70

with ¢ = 0.4. This parametrization, symmetric under the interchange of x and 1 — x, is convenient

[(1 — )], (A10)

for evaluation of the amplitudes. It is obvious that the threshold resummation modifies the end-
point behavior of the meson distribution amplitudes, rendering them vanish faster at  — 0.

The evolution factors Eg) and EC(L/) are given by

Ee(t) = as(t)Se(z2) exp[~Sp(t) — Sa2(t)],  Ee(t) = as(t)Se(x1) exp[-Sp(t) — S2(t)], (A11)
Eo(t) = Si(z1)exp[=Sp(t)],  Ey(t) = Si(w2) exp[—Sa(t)], (A12)
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in which the Sudakov exponents are defined as

mp 5 [t dp _
Sp(t) = s|x1—=,b +—/ — g (s , Al13
o) = s (mZ2n ) +5 [ Byt (A13)
t —
mp mp dp _
So(t) = —., b | + 1—x9)—=,b +2/ — s , Al4
) = o (w20 ) s (02 ) w2 [ Byt (A14)
with the quark anomalous dimension v, = —a;/m. The explicit form for the function s(Q,b) is:
A <g> A . A2 (Q ) A2 4@ <62'YE_1> (g)
s(@Q,0) = —dn({z)|——1(¢d—-b]+—|=—1]) — - In In( =
@b = gam(5) - 55 (1-0)+ 35 G w0 b
ADBy In(2§)+1 In(2b)+1|  AMg, .
i - - In?(24) — In?(2b Al5
T ; - S [0 — )] (A1)
where the variables are defined by
¢=W[Q/(V2A)], b=1n[1/(bA)], (A16)
and the coefficients A® and §; are
8 = 33 —2ny 153 —19ny
1 12 ) 2 = 24 ’
4 67 w2 10 8 1
n_= _2r_4 X ° 2 OE
A 3 A 9 T " + 3ﬁ11n(2e ) (A17)

ny is the number of the quark flavors and ~g is the Euler constant. We will use the one-loop
running coupling constant, i.e. we pick up only the four terms in the first line of the expression for

the function s(Q,b).

APPENDIX B: ANALYTIC FORMULAE FOR THE B — Vy DECAY AMPLITUDES

The analytic formulae for B~ — p~ is:

. G i(a i i i(a i
AB =) = 5V M+ M (Qu) + Mo, + M (a1, Qu) + MISED (a1, Q. Qu) }
Gr » i(a) i(b) i
+ﬁ‘/0b cd{Mlc +Mlc (Qu) +M2C}
Ry Vi M+ MED 4 MID(Qu) + MG (@ + a0, Qu)
\/5 thVed Ty 39 8g u ann 4 105 Wu

F ML (a4 + ar0, Qa, Qu) + Mifst (s + as, Qa, Qu) §. (B1)
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while the expression for B~ — K*7~ is basically the same except with the only difference in the

CKM matrix elements: V4 — V. The formulas for other channels are

(B G « f aqia i i M
VRA(B® = ) = BV Vi M (a2, Qa) + MG (02, Qu, Qu) = M = M (@) — M3, |
G * i(a z b) i G i i(a
—1—71;1/;1) cd{ - ML — M{P(Qq) - } - \/{thth{ Ty T MS(g)
e . 3 3 1
(b (Qa) + MEGED (—aq + 507+ 509+ Sa, Qa)

+M;<,’;;£L> (a3 + ag, Qu, Qu) + MCL) (a5 + a7, Qu, Q)

; 1 1 ; 1
Mo ™ (a3 = as + a9 + San0, Qa, Qu) + Mai™ (—as + Jar, Qu Qo)

FMIEP (~a6 + Sas, Qu Qu) + Min(Qu— Q) (B2)

ann

i (T G i i i(a z
VBA(B® > ) = BV Vi MG (02, Q) + MG (02, Qu Qu) + MY + MY (Qu) + M, |

GF i(a) i(b) 3 GF i(a)
v, {M + M (Qd)—i-,/\/lzc} \/_th‘/;d{./\/(py—l-,/\/(
7 i(a 1 1 1
+M8(gb)(Qd) + Ma(nhLL)(z% + a4 + 2a5 + 307 + 5% ~ 5410, Qa)

+MUOLE) (a5 + ag, Qu, Qu) + MEELR) (a5 + a7, Qu, Qu)

, 1 1 ; 1
+ M (a3 + as = Say = Sa10,Qu Qu) + M (a5 — a7, Q. Qu)

FMIED (0 — a5, Qu Q) + Min(Qu+ Q) ). (83)

A _ G i(a % %
AZ(BO — K*Ofy) = —FVubVJs{Ml(u,) + Ml(qi)) (Qd) + M2u}

V2
G a K3
+ Ve Vad M+ M Q) + M |
G i i(a 1
\/Ij‘éb‘/}s{Mm + Mgg + M (b)(Qd) + MiaLD) (g, — 5010, Qq)
1 1
FMIED (01 = 5010, Q0 Qa) + MIED (a6 - 505, Q0 Qa) }. - (BY)

The expression for By, — K*94 can be obtained by replacing Vys by Vga from BY — K*04.
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The formulas for the By — ¢y decay are

B 97) = TEVaVE{ ML+ MID(Qu) + M3 )
LM + M Q) + Mi)
—G—ngtbv;z{m +MED 4+ MP(Q))
+MUBLL) (g 4+ ay + a5 — %a7 - %ag - %am, Qs)

) 1 1 . 1
+Mfz(rl:7nLL) (a3 + a4 — 5(19 - 5(110, Qsa Qs) + MZ(;L)hLR)(al‘) - 5(177 st Qs)

. 1 .
FMISD (a5 — Sas, Qu, Q) + M (@) . (B5)

For the annihilation type decays, we have

(5 Gry o[ pgito Lol ;
A(BY = ) = =2 ViaVia{ Ml (a + a5 = 5a7 = S0, Q) + M0 (@)

. 1 , 1
MG (a3 = Sa9, Qe Qo) + M (a5 = Sa7.Q0, Q) (BO)

o G . .
VBB, = ) = BV Vi MG (02, Q)+ MG 2, Qu, Qu) |
G . 3 3 ,
T VVa{ MG Gar + Sa0,Qu) + M0, (Qu = Qa)

F MBI (a5 + ag, Qu, Qu) + MEEED (a5 + a7, Qu, Qu)

. 1 . 1
FMIEBLL) (g 4 599, Qa, Qq) + MULLR) (_ gy 397 Qd, Qd)}7 (B7)

o G . .
VIA(B, —wy) = 5 Vi MEGED (a2, Q) + MIBED (a2, Qu, Qu) |

Gr * i(a 1 1 i
—ﬁWb‘QS{Ma(n;LLL)(Qa?, + 2a5 + 507 + 509, Qs) + Mg, (Qu + Qq)

+Mfz(7l:7rLLL) (a3 + ag, Qua Qu) + Mfz(vl:hLR) (a5 + az, Qua Qu)

. 1 . 1
MG (a3 = Sa9, Qa Qu) + MIE (a5 — Sa7, Q. Qu) - (B8)

APPENDIX C: ANALYTIC FORMULAE FOR THE B — Ay DECAY AMPLITUDES

The expression for B —! Py is different from B — V7~ in various aspects. The first two
annihilation diagrams vanish for neutral axial vector mesons (not including K;5). There is not any

two-photon diagram contribution in B — A~y decays. The explicit formula for the B~ — b7 (1235)y
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decay amplitude is

. . G % i i
AI(B™ = b (1235)7) = - EV {A@?+wM“w@@+wM%+ww$#”me¢@m}
Gr « i( ) 4 z(b
_Gr

ZLVVia{ My, + MED + MP(Qu)

\/_
F M (a4 + aro, Qa, Qu) + MifSD (as + a5, Qa, Q) }» - (C1)

while the expression for U-spin related process B~ — K7 is basically the same except with the

only difference in the CKMmatrix elements: V,q — V. The formulas for the neutral decays modes

are
o G N i i(a i i
VRA(B® = (1235)7) = ViVl M a2, Qu, Qu) = MY = MID(Qa) — M, |
Gr % i(a) z(b i Gr ;
+E‘/Cb cd{ - Mlc (Qd) } \/—‘/Ytbv;fd{ Ty

~MD(Qa) + MIEED (a5 + ag, Qu, Qu) + ML (a5 + a7, Qu, Qu)

1 1 ila
+ MBI (—ag — aq + 599 + 510, Qa, Qa) — MS(g)

. 1 . 1
+MZ(;L);LLR)(_G5 + 5(17, Qda Qd) + MZ(;Lgfzp)(_aﬁ + §a87 Qd7 Qd)}7 (CZ)

= Vv M+ M0 Qo)+ M3, )

V2
+T;%b‘/;s{Ml(c ) + Ml(cb) (Qd) + M2c}
G 7 i(a 1
_TFthVts{Mh + MSg +M (b)(Qd) + MBI (ay — 510, Qa)
' 1
FMGED (03— Za10,Q Q) + M (06— a5, Q0 Q) ), (C3)

and the expression for By — K 10B7 can be obtained by replacing Vs by V4.
The decay amplitudes involving h;(1170) and h;(1380) can obtained as

AYB — hi(1170)y) = AY(B — hyv)cosbsp, + A'(B — hsy)sindip,, (C4)

AYB — hi(1380)y) = —A"(B — hiy)sinbp, + AY(B — hgy)cosb: p,, (C5)
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where B denotes B or BY with

o G i(a i i
VIA(B® = hs) = LV Vi A MG (02, Qu. Q) + ML + M (@) + M, }

Va e
LV M+ M0 (@) + M)
?/fmbmdf{ o+ MEY + MISP) (a6 — %as, Qu; Qd)}
+ Mg (Qa) + MG (a3 + o Qu Qu) + MG (a5 + a7, Qus Qu)
+ MBI (a3 + ag — %ag — 510, Qa, Qa) + anlfnLR) (as — %CL?, Qd, Qa)
S2MIG (05— Sa0, @0, Q) — ML a5 — 507,00 Q0) ) (CO)
VEA(B® 5 h) = SEVVi = (M (02, Q)+ MID + MY (@) + M3 )
+EVaVag= (M + M0 (@) + M)
Gr

a 7 1
\[thvtd f{ S+ M+ MESD (a5 — Sas,Qa, Qu) |

M (Qa) + MEBED (a3 + ag, Qu, Qu) + MIEED (a5 + ar, Qu, Qu)

, 1 1 ; 1
M (a3 + as = a9 = Sa10,Qu, Q) + M (a5 — Sa7,Qa, Qu)

2
) 1 . 1
MG (a3 = Sa9, Qs Q) + ML (a5 = Sa7.Q0,Q0) | (c7)
AZ(BS — h87) = ﬁvub {Ml(u) + Ml(b (Qs) + Mlgu}

V2 "G

Gr x z(a) z(b
SV M+ M (@) + M)

\/ﬁv}b‘/ts \/—{ + Mgg + M (b (QS) + Ma(rif)(aﬁ - §a87 Qs, Qs)

1 1

FMULD (a3 4 ay — 599~ alo, Qs Qs) + ML (a5 — 597 Qs, Qs)}a

Gr * i(b,LL)
+EVUI7VUST{MCLTLTL (a27 Quy Qu)}

G

1 1

+MZ(£}LLL)(CL3 ~ 599, Qa, Qa) + ML) (g5 — 597 Qa, Qd)}7 (C8)
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Gr

A (Bs = h1y) = EV f{Ml(“) + MP(Qy) + Méu}
G wna K]
F IV MO + M Q)+ M3}
Gr i(a) z(b i(SP 1
\/—‘/Ytbv;fs \/—{ + MSg + M (QS) + Mann )( as — §a87 QS? Qs)
1 1
MZ(finLL)(a?) T ag 5&9 N alo’ Qs,Qs) + MZrIZnLR)( as — a7, Qs, QS)}7

2
G
+7;vubv537{Mz%nLL (a2, Qu: Qu) }
_Gr
+MZ(£’nLL)(a3 - §a97 Qua, Qa) + My (as — 5@7, Qu; Qd)}- (C9)

The annihilation type decay amplitude is:

o G .
V(B - 1(1235)7) = TQVubVJS{M;%” (a2, Qus Qu)}

_Gr

. 1 : 1
+MZthLL (—as + 5a9,Qa, Qa) + MBI (—a5 + 507, Qa; Qd)}(ClU)

In the following, we will give the analytic factorization formulae for B —3 P;~ which is similar

with B — V' except for some differences in the flavor structure and zero contribution from the

two-photon diagrams,

) G u M i i(a
A(BT = ap (1235)7) = “TEVaVi MI + ML (Qu) + Mb, + MG (a1, Qu)
) G * 7 ’l
FMGED (01, Q0 Qu) | + TEVa Vi MID + MLD (Qu) + M |
Gr

~ TEVaVi My + M+ M (Qu) + MU 04+ 10, Qu)

FMIGED (@1 + a0, Qa, Qu) + M) (a6 + a5, Qa, Q) }. - (CLY)

while the expression for B~ — K, ,7v is the same except with the only difference in the CKM
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matrix elements: V4 — V5. The formulas for other channels are

L (D G * i(a i
VEA(B" = al(1285)7) = 5V ar{ MG (@2, Qa) + MILED (a3, Qs Qu) — M
i i G i(a 7 7
~ M3 (Qa) - zu}+7§v 2 = M = M (Qa) - M, }

“EVVia{ = My, — M)

i(a)
1lu

G
\/7

; 3 3 1
_M;g (Qa) + MZ(TCLZLL)(—CM + 507 + 2% + 5410, Qa)

+Mfz(rl:7rLLL) (a3 + ag, Qua Qu) + Mfz(rl:hLR) (a5 + ar, Qua Qu)

; 1 1
A MU (—ag — a4 + 509 + 5010, Qa, Qa) (C12)

) 1 . 1
+MZ(:L)77LLR)(_G5 + 5&7, Qd7 Qd) + MZ(;LgTLP)(_aﬁ + §a87 Qda Qd)}7

AB® 5 By) = TEVaVE M + M0 (@) + M}
F IRV {M + M0 Q)+ M)
?/Iinths{ ++ Mgg + Ml(b)(Qd) + MiaLD) (g, — %alo, Qa)
+MEELL) (a4 — %‘1107 Qs Qa) + M) (ag — %as, Qs, Qd)}, (C13)

and the expression for By — K ? 4y can be obtained by replacing Vs by Viq.
The decay amplitudes involving f1(1285) and f1(1420) can obtained as

AYB — £1(1285)y) = AY(B — fi1y)costsp, + A'(B — fs7)sinbsp,, (C14)

AY(B — h1(1420)y) = —A'(B — f17)sindsp, + A (B — fs7)cosbsp, , (C15)

where B denotes B or BY with
VBA(B® = fi) = TEVaVi LMD (02, Qu) + MIED (02, Qu Qu) + MY
V3
; G i(a T i
Mlu (Qd) +Ml2u} \/}j‘/Cb cd\/—{M “ + Ml(cb) (Qd) + M2c}
GFr z(a)
\/—thv;td\/—{ A+ MEY 1+ M (Qu)

1 1 1
FMUBLD) (205 + ag + 2a5 + Za7 + sag — =a10, Qq)

2 2 2
_|-MZ(b LL) (a3 + ag, Qu, Qu) + MZ(TIZnLR) (a5 + az, Quy Qu)

ann

; 1 1 ; 1
M (a3 + as = a9 = Sa10,Qu, Q) + M (a5 — a7, Qa, Qu)
1 1 1
+Mfz(r€7f)( as — _a87 Qs Qd) Mzc(;zlnLL) ((13 +as — 5&7 - 5&9, QS)

ann

QMZ(b LL)( - —097 st Qs) - Zanl:nLR)( o %CL?’ Qs’ QS)}’ (016)
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Gr
Vub u*
VARG
F

Mlu (Qd) + Méu} ?/—Vb cd\/—{Ml(a + Mll(cb) (Qd) + Méc}

GF z(a)
=5 VoV f{ L+ M
1

1 1
+M89 (Qa) + ./\/lfl(;fnLL)(Zag + aq + 2a5 + 5&7 + 5&9 — §a10, Qq)
+ MBI (a3 + ag, Qu, Qu) + M (a5 + a7, Qu, Qu)
. 1 1 . 1
+MUOLE) (g5 4 ay — 5% — 5010, Qa, Qa) + MUELR) (g5 — 397 Qd,Qa)
Li9,Q0)
2&9, s

1
+ M) (0 — —as, Qa, Qa) + MiBED (as + a5 — a7
1
+MZ(£nLL)( az — 5&9, st QS) + Mfz(rlzjnLR)( as — 5(177 QS7 Qs)}7 (017)

V2A(B® = fiy) = MG (a2, Q) + MIBE (a2, Qu, Qu) + MY

ann 2

- G
VRA(B, = fi3) = Ve JST{M%LL (a2, Qs) + M) (03, Qu, Q) §
G 1 1
~ ViV { MU 203+ 205 + Sor + 500, Q)

+M¢Zz(rlL)nLL) (a3 =+ ay, Quy Qu) + Mz(rlL)hLR) (a5 + ar, Quy Qu)

1 1
Mtlz(rlL)nLL)( az — —(19, Qda Qd) Mtlzgl@)nLR)( as — 5(177 ch Qd)}

Gry, e — i(a) 4 2 i) i
+\/—V Vus\/—{M My (@s) +M2u}
Gry, e i(a) i(b) i
+ \/_V CS\/_{M + Mlc (QS) + M2c}
Gr z(a) z(b i(SP)
\/—V;fbvts\/é{ + M (QS) + Mann (aﬁ - —CZS, Qsa Qs)
; 1 1 1
+MZ(;Z%LLL) (a3 +aq + as — 507 - 509 - §a10, Qs) (C18)

1 1 ; 1
FMGE (a3 + a = 309 — 5010, Qe Qe) + MU (05— 507, Q0. Q) |,
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VEA(B. 5 1) = SEViVi = { MU (02,Q0) + MY (02,010 Q) )

G 1 1
\/JinbV;s \/_{MZ(,‘Z”LL)(%Lg + 2a5 + 507 + 549, Qs)
Mf},(ylljnLL) ((13 + ayg, Qu7 Qu) M;l],(:]/)nLR) ((15 + ar, Qu7 Qu)

1 1
+M31(711)HLL) ((13 — 5 @9, Qda Qd) + M;ll(:]/)nLR) ((15 - 5(177 Qd7 Qd)}

2
GF i(a i(b i
+EV \/’{M “ + Ml(u)(Qs) + M2u}
G * i(a 7 7
+\/€V ‘/cs\/—{M( +M1(cb)(Q5) +M2c}
Gr i@ i) i(sP) 1
\/—V;fb‘/ts\/—{ + M + M (Q ) + Mann (aﬁ - §a87 st Qs)
1 1 1
Mfz(ffnLL) (a3 +aq + as — 507 - 509 - §a10, Qs) (C19)
1 1 - 1
MZ(;L)nLL)(a3 + aq4 — 5&9 - 5&10, Qsa Qs) + Mfzgz)hLR)(a5 - §a77 st Qs)}
For annihilation type decays, we have
o G . .
VBA(B, > (12857) = TEVaVi{ MG (@2, Qu) + MU (@2, Qu Qu)}
_Gr

3 3
th‘és{MfonLL (za7 + 299, Qs)

2 2
FMUBLD) (a5 + ag, Qu, Qu) + MEEER (a5 + a7, Qu, Qu) (C20)

) 1 ) 1
FMEBED) (—ag + 599, Qa, Qa) + MILLR) (g5 4 207, Qd, Qd)}-

Decay amplitudes of A*(B — K;(1270)7) and A*(B — K1(1400)) (here B denotes B, 45 and K;
denotes K; (KY)) can be obtained by:

AY(B — K1(1270)y) = sin(0x)A (B — Kia7) + cos(0x)A(B — Kip7), (C21)

AY(B — K1(1400)y) = —sin(0x)AY(B — K1p7v) + cos(0x ) A (B — Kia7). (C22)

or a review, see T. Hurth, Rev. Mod. Phys. 75, arXiv:hep-p .
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