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Abstract

Hadronic charmless B decays to scalar mesons are studied within the framework of QCD fac-
torization (QCDF). Considering two different scenarios for scalar mesons above 1 GeV, we find
that the data favor the scenario in which the scalars ag(1450) and Kj(1430) are the lowest lying
qq bound states. This in turn implies a preferred four-quark nature for light scalars below 1 GeV.
Assuming K5(1430) being a lowest lying ¢5 state, we show that the data of B — K§(1430)77(/) and
B — K;(1430)(p,w, ¢) can be accommodated in QCDF without introducing power corrections in-
duced from penguin annihilation, while the predicted B~ — F30(1430)T{'_ and B’ — K™ (1430)7t
are too small compared to experiment. In principle, the data of Kj(1430)7 modes can be explained
if penguin-annihilation induced power corrections are taken into account. However, this will destroy
the agreement between theory and experiment for B — K§(1430)(n(/), p,w,®). Contrary to the
pseudoscalar meson sector where B — K1/’ has the largest rate in 2-body decays of the B meson,
we show that B(B — K{1') < B(B — K{n). The decay B - a0(980)T K~ is found to have a rate
much smaller than that of B° — ap(980)T 7~ in QCDF, while it is the other way around in pQCD.
Experimental measurements of these two modes will help discriminate between these two different
approaches. Assuming 2-quark bound states for f,(980) and fp(500), the observed large rates of
f0(980) K and f,(980) K* modes can be explained in QCDF with the fy(980)—fo(500) mixing angle
f in the vicinity of 20°. However, this does not necessarily imply that a 4-quark assignment for
f0(980) is ruled out because of extra diagrams contributing to B — f5(980)K ™). Irrespective of
the mixing angle 6, the predicted branching fraction of B® — f3(980)p° is far below the Belle
measurement and this needs to be clarified in the future.
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I. INTRODUCTION

In the past few years there are some progresses in the study of charmless hadronic B decays
with scalar mesons in the final state both experimentally and theoretically. On the experimental
side, measurements of B decays to the scalar mesons such as fy(980), fo(1370), fo(1500), fo(1710),
ao(980), ap(1450) and K3(1430) have been reported by BaBar and Belle; see Tables [l and [l for
a summary of the experimental results. It is well known that the identification of scalar mesons
is difficult experimentally and the underlying structure of scalar mesons is not well established
theoretically. The experimental measurements of B — SP and B — SV, where S, P,V stand
for scalar, vector and pseudoscalar mesons, respectively, will provide valuable information on the
nature of the even-parity mesons. On the theoretical side, hadronic B decays to scalar mesons
have been studied in the QCD-inspired approaches: QCD factorization (QCDF) [6-10] and pQCD
[11-20].

In this work, we would like to revisit the study of the 2-body charmless decays B — SP and
B — SV within the framework of QCDF for the following reasons: (i) In |6] we have missed some
factorizable terms (more precisely, the fy and a) emission terms) in the expressions for the decay
amplitudes of B — foK, adm, aJK. (ii) Attention has not been paid to the relative sign difference
of the vector decay constants between ag and ag and between K§ and K, or K;~ and KT in our
previous study. (iii) There were some errors in our previous computer code which may significantly
affect some of the calculations done before. (iv) Progress has been made in the past in the study of
B — S transition form factors in various approaches [14, 21-26]. (v) Experimental data for some
of B — SV decays such as K(1430)¢, K (1430)p and K;j(1430)w are now available. (vi) It is
known that in order to account for the penguin-dominated B — PP,V P,V V decay modes within
the framework of QCDF, it is necessary to include power corrections due to penguin annihilation
[27, 128]. In the present work, we wish to examine if the same effect holds in the scalar meson
sector; that is, if the penguin-annihilation induced power corrections are also needed to explain the
penguin dominated B — SP and B — SV decays.

This paper is organized as follows. We specify in Sec. 2 various input parameters for scalar
mesons, such as decay constants, form factors and light-cone distribution amplitudes. The relevant
decay amplitudes are briefly discussed in Sec. 3. Results and detailed discussions are presented
in Sec. 4. Conclusions are given in Sec. 5. We lay out the explicit decay amplitudes of B® —
(fo,ad) (K, ) in Appendix A.

II. PHYSICAL PROPERTIES OF SCALAR MESONS

In order to study the hadronic charmless B decays containing a scalar meson in the final state,
it is necessary to specify the quark content of the scalar meson. For scalar mesons above 1 GeV
we have explored in [6] two possible scenarios in the QCD sum rule method, depending on whether
the light scalars K{(800), ao(980) and fy(980) are treated as the lowest lying ¢g states or four-
quark particles: (i) In scenario 1, we treat K(800),ap(980), fo(980) as the lowest lying ¢g states,
and K{(1430), ap(1450), fo(1500) as the corresponding first excited states, respectively, and (ii)



TABLE I: Experimental branching fractions (in units of 1076

) of B decays to scalar mesons [1].

Mode BaBar Belle Average
B(BT — fo(980)K1)B(f0(980) — 7+7~) 10.3 +£0.572:9 8.8+£0.870-2 9.4799
B(B° — f(980)K°)B(fo(980) — ntn—) 6.9+ 0.8+ 0.6 7.6+ 1.7109 7.04£0.9
B(Bt — £0(980)K T)B(f0(980) — 70x0) 2.8+0.640.5 2.840.8

B(Bt — fo(980)K1)B(f0(980) = KTK ) 944+1.6+28 <29

B(B° — £0(980)K9)B(f0(980) — KTK™) 7.0755 7.0755
B(Bt — £0(980)71)B(f0(980) — nt7—) <15 <15
B(B® — £0(980)n")B(f0(980) — 77 ~) < 0.9 < 0.9
B(B® — £0(980)n)B(f0(980) — 7t7~) <04 <04
B(B* — a3(980)K+)B(ap(980)° — nx0°) <25 <25
B(B® — ao (980) K +)B(ap(980)~ — nr ™) <19 <19
B(Bt — af (980)K°)B(ao(980)t — nrt) <39 < 3.9
B(B® — a0(980)K0)B(a0 (980)0 — nr%) <78 <78
B(Bt — a0(980)7r+)3(a0(980) — nr?) <58 <538
B(Bt — af (980)7°)B(a0(980)° — nx0) <14 <14
B(BY — agF(gso) )B(ao (980)F — n7T) <3.1 <3.1
B(B® — af (1450)7%)B(ao(1450)F — nrT) <23 <23
B(B® — ag (1450) K T)B(ag(1450)~ — nw~) <31 <31
B(Bt — fo(1370)KT)B(fo(1370) — wtx~) < 10.7 < 10.7
B(B* — fo(1370)n+H)B(fo(1370) — 77 ) 29+05+05707 <4.0 < 4.0
B(BT = fo(1500)K 1) 1744412 17.0 + 12.6
B(B® — fo(1500)K°) 13.3755 +3.2 13.378¢
B(Bt — fo(1710)KH)B(fo(1710) — K+ K ) 1.12 4 0.25 4 0.50 1.7+ 1.0 1.26 4 0.49
B(B° — fo(1710)K%)B(fo(1710) — K+ K ™) 444+0.7+0.5 4.4+09
B(B° — fo(1710)K5)B(fo(1710) — KsKs) 0.50170-5% +£0.11 0.500-5¢
B(B+ — K0(1430)7t) 32.0 £1.21108 51.6 £ 1.7179 45.1£6.3
B(B® — K}t (1430)7~) 29.9723 +3.6 ¢ 49.7 +3.8%53 33.57%9
B(B° — K*0(1430) 0y 704+054+1.1° 7.041.2
B(Bt — K, (1430)K 1) <22 <22
B(Bt — K1 (1430)n') 524+1.94+1.0 52+2.1
B(B°® — Kx°(1430)n’) 6.34+1.3+£0.9 6.3+ 1.6
B(B+ — K37 (1430)n) 15.84+2.242.2 15.8 4+ 3.1
B(BY — Kx°(1430)n) 9.6+1.4+1.3 9.6+ 1.9
B(Bt — f0(980)K*1)B(£0(980) — nt7~) 42+06+0.3 4.240.7
B(B° — f0(980)K*9)B(f0(980) — wt7—) 5.74+0.64+0.3 <22 5.740.7
B(Bt = f0(980)pT)B(f0(980) — ntn—) <20 < 2.0
B(B® — £0(980)p°)B(f0(980) — 7nt7—) < 0.40 0.87+£0.27+£0.15 ¢ 0.87 4 0.31
B(B® — f5(980)w)B(fo(980) — wt7~) <15 <15
B(B% — £5(980)¢)B(f0(980) — nt7™) < 0.38 < 0.38
B(B+ — K31 (1430)w) 24.0+£2.6+4.4 24.0+5.1
B(B® — K;°(1430)w) 16.0 + 1.6 + 3.0 16.0 £ 3.4
B(BY — K1 (1430)¢) 7.04+1.340.9 7.0+£1.6
B(BO — K0(1430)¢) 3.94+0.5+0.6 3.94+0.8
B(B° K*0(1430)K*°) <33 <33
B(B°® — Kz°(1430)K*°) <17 <17
B(B0 — K37 (1430)p7) 28+10+5+3 28.0+11.6
B(BY — Kx°(1430)p°) 2T+44+2+3 27.0 4+ 5.4
B(B® — f0(980) f0(980))B2(f0(980) — wt7—) < 0.19 <0.1 <0.1
B(B° — f0(980)K;°(1430))B(f0(980) — m) 2.74+0.74+£054+0.3 2.74+0.9
B(B° — K*0(1430)K*0(1430)) <47 < 4.7
B(B® — K*0(1430)KO (1430)) <84 <84

“There is a new measurement of (27.8 + 2.5 4 3.3) x 1079 extracted from B — K+7~7° by BaBar [2].

bSee [2].
See [3].
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TABLE II: Experimental

scalar mesons |1/.

CP asymmetries (in units of %) of B decays to final states containing

Mode BaBar Belle Average
Bt — fo(980) K+ —10.6 £ 5.0136 @ —7.7+ 65158 —9.5749
BY — £5(980)K° —284244+9° —304+29+11+9° —29+20
—8+19+3+4° —6+17+£74+9° —7+14
BT — fo(1370)x+ 72+ 15 + 1477 72 4 22
BT — fo(1500) K+ 28 + 2612 28130
Bt — K3°(1430)7+ 3.2+3.575% 7.6 +3.8725 55753
BY — Kt (1430)7~ TH14+1 7T+14
BY — K;°(1430)7° —-15+10+4 —15+11
BT — K;T(1430) 6+ 20+ 2 6+ 20
BY — K;°(1430)n' —19+17+2 -19+17
BT — K;T(1430)n 5+ 1342 5+13
BY — K;°(1430)n 6+ 1342 6413
BT — f5(980)K*+ ~154+1243 —154 12
BY — f5(980)K*° 7+1042 7+10
BT — K;T(1430)w ~104+9+2 ~10+9
B — K°(1430)w ~74+942 —749
BT — K7 (1430)¢ 4+154+4 4415
BY — K;°(1430)¢ 20+14+6 20 £ 15

2This data is from the measurement of Bt — K+tntn—.
and BT — Kt7%"Y yield Acp(BT — fo(980)K ™)

(18 £ 18 £ 4)% 4], respectively.

BaBar’s measurements of BT — KTKTK~
—(8+8+4)% U] and Acp(BY — fo(980)K+) =

bFrom B - KtK~ Kg.
‘From B —» ntn~ Kg.

we assume in scenario 2 that K{(1430), ap(1450), fo(1500) are the lowest lying ¢g resonances and
the corresponding first excited states lie between (2.0 ~ 2.3) GeV. Scenario 2 corresponds to the
case that light scalar mesons are four-quark bound states, while all scalar mesons are made of two
quarks in scenario 1. Phenomenological studies in [6, 7] imply that scenario 2 is preferable, which
will be also reinforced in this work. Indeed, lattice calculations have confirmed that ag(1450) and
K;(1430) are lowest-lying P-wave ¢¢ mesons [29], and indicated that f,(500) (or o) and K§(800)
(or k) are S-wave tetraquark mesonia [30].

! However, a recent lattice calculation [31] leads to an opposite conclusion.



TABLE III: The scalar decay constant fs (in units of MeV) and Gegenbauer moments By, Bz and
in scenario 1 (left) and scenario 2 (right) at the scale 4 = 1 GeV obtained using the QCD sum
rule method [6]. Decay constants and Gegenbauer moments for excited states in scenario 2 are not
listed here.

fs By Bs Is By Bs
f0(980) 370+20 —0.78 & 0.08 0.02 £ 0.07
ap(980) 365 +20 —0.934+0.10 0.14 £ 0.08
KS(BOO) 340 £20 —-0.92+0.11 0.15+0.09
fo(1500) —255 £ 30 0.80+040 —1.324+0.14| 490+50 —-0.48+0.11 —0.37+0.20
ap(1450) —280 £ 30 0.89+0.20 —1.384+0.18 460+50 —0.58+0.12 —-0.494+0.15
K§(1430)  —300+ 30 0.58+0.07 —1.204+0.08 4454+50 —0.57+0.13 —0.424+0.22

TABLE IV: Form factors of B — ao(1450), K;(1430) transitions obtained in the covariant light-
front model [32] in scenario 1 (upper entry) and scenario 2 (lower entry).

F F(0) a b F F(0) a b
Peo(1450) 0.26 1.57 0.70 FPo(1450) 0.26 0.55 0.03
0.21 1.66 1.00 0.21 0.73 0.09
FPRe(1430) 0.26 1.52 0.64 FPEe(1430) 0.26 0.44 0.05
0.21 1.59 0.91 0.21 0.59 0.09

A. Decay constants and form factors

Decay constants of scalar, pseudoscalar and vector mesons are defined as

(S(P)@27.9110) = fspy, (S132q110) = msfs,
(P @2V 50110) = =ifppu, — (V(P)@yuq1]0) = fvmyey,
(V (0, )|@20a1]0) = fir (pues, — pue},)- (2.1)
For scalar mesons, the vector decay constant fg and the scale-dependent scalar decay constant fg
are related by equations of motion
mg
ma () —ma(p)’

where mo and m; are the running current quark masses and mg is the scalar meson mass. For

psfs = fs, with g = (2.2)

the neutral scalar mesons fo, a) and o, fs vanishes owing to charge conjugation invariance or
conservation of vector current, but the quantity fg = pgfs remains finite. It is straightforward to
show from Eq. (21 that the decay constants of the scalar meson and its antiparticle are related
by

fs=—fs. (2.3)

[9]]
Il
&



Indeed, from Eq. (2.2]) we have, for example,

faa (N) = fao md(u)n;mU(u)7 faar (:u) = fao mU(Iu)?n_a md(lu) . (2.4)

Therefore, the vector decay constants of a, and aar are of opposite sign.

In [6] we have applied the QCD sum rule method to estimate the decay constant fg for various
scalar mesons as summarized in Table [TIl Note that a recent sum rule calculation in [25] yields a
smaller fg in scenario 2 for S = f5(1710), ag(1450) and K((1430). In this work we shall use the
values of fi and f‘% taken from [33]. For the decay constants fg(,) and f;(,) of the  and 1’ mesons
defined by

_ / . 1 _ / .
(0lgv.v59In)) = Zﬁf;}(’)pua (Ols7581n)) = if 50y, (2.5)

we shall follow the results of [34].
For the B — P and B — V transition form factors defined in the conventional way [35], we will

use the results obtained using the QCD sum rule method [36]. Form factors for B — S transitions
are defined by [32]

(S(p)AulB(p)) = —i[<PH—

where P, = (p+p'), and ¢, = (p — p’),. The momentum dependence of the form factor is usually

2 2 2 2
mMmp — M mp —m
%%) FP5(¢%) + %qu FP5@*) |, (26)

parameterized in a 3-parameter form
£(0)

F(¢?) = :
) = e )+ o)
The parameters F(0), a and b for B — S transitions are summarized in Table [[V] obtained using

(2.7)

the covariant light-front quark model [32]. Form factors are also available in other approaches, such
as light-cone sum rule [21-25] and pQCD [14, 26]. In general, form factors calculated by sum rule
and pQCD methods are larger than that obtained using the quark model. For example, F(jEg Ko (0)
is of order 0.26 in the covariant light-front quark model [32], while it is found to be 0.45 [25], 0.49
[22, 124] in the sum rule method and 0.60 [26] and 0.76 |14] in pQCD (all evaluated in scenario 2).

We will come to this point later.

B. Distribution amplitudes

In general, the twist-2 light-cone distribution amplitude (LCDA) of the scalar meson ®g has

the form

Sg(z,p) = fsbx(l —x)

Lt s 3 Bn) CY/3(20 - 1>] , (28)

m=1
where B,, are Gegenbauer moments and C’S{ % are Gegenbauer polynomials. The general twist-3
LCDAs are given by

Dy(x) = fs |1+ i (1) O (2u — 1)1 ;
m=1
d%(x) = fsbz(l—x) |1+ fj by (1) C/ (20 — 1)1 : (2.9)
m=1




Since ug = 1/By > 1 and even Gegenbauer coefficients B, are suppressed, it is clear that the
twist-2 LCDA of the scalar meson is dominated by the odd Gegenabuer moments. In contrast,
the odd Gegenbauer moments vanish for the m and p mesons. The Gegenbauer moments By and
Bs in scenarios 1 and 2 obtained using the QCD sum rule method [6] are listed in Table [IIl The
Gegenbauer moments a1 24 and by 24 for twist-3 LCDAs have been computed in [25, 37].

Since the decay constants vanish for the neutral scalar mesons fy, aJ and o, it follows from Eq.

[2:8]) that
Pg(x, 1) = fsbx(l —x Z By () C32 (22 — 1) (2.10)
m=1

for these neutral scalar mesons.

As stressed in [6], it is most suitable to define the LCDAs of scalar mesons including decay
constants. However, it is more convenient in practical calculations to factor out the decay constants
in the LCDAs and put them back in the appropriate places. In the ensuing discussions, we will use
the LCDAs with the decay constants fs, fs, fi, f‘}, fp being factored out.

C. Mixing angle between f;(980) and f,(500) and between 7 and 7’

In the naive 2-quark model with ideal mixing for fp(980) and fo(500), fo(980) is purely an ss
state, while fy(500) is a nn state with nn = (@u + dd)/v/2. However, there also exist some experi-
mental evidences indicating that fy(980) is not purely an s state. For example, the observation of
D(J/¢ — fow) = ST(J/Yp — fop) [38] clearly shows the existence of the non-strange and strange
quark content in f,(980). Therefore, isoscalars f(500) and f((980) must have a mixing

<\f0(980)>> _ < CO.SH sin9> (\nm) . (2.11)
| f0(500)) —sinf cosf |s5)

Various mixing angle measurements have been discussed in the literature and summarized in [6, 39].
A recent measurement of the upper limit on the branching fraction product B (FO — J/1 f0(980)) x
B(f0(980) — 77~ ) by LHCD leads to |6] < 30° [40].

For the 7 and 7' mesons, it is more convenient to consider the flavor states qq = (ut + dd)/ V2,

s5 and cc labeled by the 7,4, 1, and n?, respectively. Neglecting the small mixing with 1°, we write

In) \ [ cos¢ —sing 1)
<\nf>> B <sin¢ cos ¢ ) (!ns>> ’ (2.12)

where ¢ = (39.3 £1.0)° [41] is the n — 7 mixing angle in the n, and 7y flavor basis.

III. DECAY AMPLITUDES IN QCD FACTORIZATION

We shall use the QCD factorization approach [27, 28] to study the short-distance contributions
to the B — SP, SV decays with S = fp(980), a(980), ap(1450), K;(1430). In QCD factorization,
the factorizable amplitudes of above-mentioned decays can be found in [6] and [7]. However, the

expressions for the decay amplitudes of B — foK, adm, a)K involving a neutral fo or ag given in [6]
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are corrected in Appendix A as some factorizable contributions were missed before. The effective
parameters a? with p = u,c appearing in Eq. (ATl can be calculated in the QCD factorization

approach [27]. In general, they have the expressions

a? (M My) = (c~ + %1) Ni(0My) + S EE0s [y T )| + PP, (3.)
4 14V12) = 7 Nc % 2 Nc A % 2 Nc 7 1412 3 2) .
where ¢ =1, -, 10, the upper (lower) signs apply when i is odd (even), ¢; are the Wilson coefficients,

Cr = (N2 —1)/(2N,) with N. = 3, M5 is the emitted meson and M; shares the same spectator
quark with the B meson. The quantities V;(Ms) account for vertex corrections, H;(Mj M) for hard
spectator interactions with a hard gluon exchange between the emitted meson and the spectator
quark of the B meson and P;(Ms) for penguin contractions. The expression of the quantities
N;(My) reads

0, ¢=6,8and My =1V,

3.2
1, else. (3:2)

Ni(Mp) = {

The explicit expressions of V;(M), H;(M;Ms), and weak annihilation contributions described by
the terms b; and b; pw are given in [6] and [7] for B — SP and B — SV, respectively. 2

Power corrections in QCDF always involve troublesome endpoint divergences. We shall follow
[27] to model the endpoint divergence X = fol dz/(1 — x) in the annihilation and hard spectator

scattering diagrams as
X4=In <@> (14 pac®),  Xy=In <@) (1+ preis), (3.3)
Ap Ap

with Ay, being a typical scale of order 500 MeV, and pa p, ¢4 g being the unknown real parameters.

In principle, physics should be independent of the choice of i, but in practice there exists some
residual p dependence in the truncated calculations. However, we found that sometimes even the
decay rates without annihilation are sensitive to the choice of y. For example, we found that the
measured branching fractions of B — K{(1430)(n,n’) cannot be accommodated for u = my/2.
Indeed, this observation also occurs in our previous study of B — V'V decays [42]. We found
that if the renormalization scale is chosen to be u = my(mp)/2 = 2.1 GeV, we cannot fit the
branching fractions and polarization fractions simultaneously for both B — K*¢ and B — K*p
decays. Therefore, we will confine ourselves to the renormalization scale = my(my) in the ensuing
study. Note that the hard spectator and annihilation contributions should be evaluated at the hard-
collinear scale up = /uAy, with Ay, ~ 500 MeV [27].

As discussed in [6] and [7], scenario 2 in which the scalar mesons above 1 GeV are lowest lying ¢
scalar state and the light scalar mesons are four-quark states is preferable, while all scalar mesons
are made of ¢g quarks in scenario 1. It is widely believed that the f,(980) and the a((980) are
predominately four-quark states, but in practice it is difficult to make quantitative predictions on
hadronic B — SP, SV decays based on the four-quark picture for light scalar mesons. Hence, we
shall assume scenario 1 for the f5(980) and the a¢(980) in order to apply QCDEF.

2 In Eq. (4.8) of [6], the second term of the annihilation amplitude Af for M;M, = SP should have an
identical expression, including the sign, as that for M; My = PS. Note that the expression was correct in

the original archive version, [arXiv:hep-ph/0508104.
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TABLE V: Branching fractions (in units of 107%) of B decays to a scalar meson and a pseudoscalar
meson. The predicted rates of B — f5(980)K, fo(980)7 are for the f,(980) — fo(500) mixing angle
0 = 17°. We work in scenario 1 for the light scalar mesons f,(980) and a¢(980) and scenario 2
for the scalar mesons ap(1450) and K;(1430); see the main text for explanation. Experimental
results are taken from Table [l We have used B(f(980) — 777~ ) = 0.50 and B(ap(980) — 7n) =
0.845 + 0.017 to obtain the experimental branching fractions for fy(980)P and ay(980)P. For

comparison, predictions based on the pQCD approach are also exhibited.

Mode QCDF (this work) pQCD [11-14, 17] Expt
B~ = fo(980)K~ 16,113 2+308 16 ~ 18 @ 18.8758
B’ = fo(980)K" 14,8171 1428.6 13~ 16 @ 14.0+1.8
B~ — fo(980)7~ 0.2615:04+0.05+0.18 25+1.0 <3.0
B’ = £5(980)7° 0.08+0:01+0.01+0.08 0.26 + 0.06

B~ — ag(980) K 0.3430:06 7013 0.07 35401 06 10 <3.0
B~ — ag (980)K" 0.08 082055 242 6.9705 11720 <46
B — a} (980)K - 0.34F5-05+0.62+2.27 9.7 1427 <22
B — a9(980)K" 0.0510:05+0.28+0.86 47195407411 <92
B~ — ag(980)7~ 49555111103 2.840870570,8 <6.9
B~ — ag (980)7° 0.70 535 005 01 0.41%5 98091035 <17
B’ - af (980)7 5.3 0415 04 0.86%0 00 "0:14 000

B’ — ag (980)7 0.58¥0 607008099 0.51550670:09-0:06

B’ - af (980)7F 4THOET IS 0.93¥010701570.05 <37
B" — a§(980)r° 1.0%55 0110 0.51556770:09- 0-00

B~ — a8(1450)K ~ 2.010- 128477

B~ — ag (1450)K " 42 SIS

B’ = ad (1450) K~ 35110454169 <47
B’ - a§(1450) K" LOHOEF2IHT S

B~ — ay(1450)7~ 51500

B~ — ag (1450)7° 2,110 7+0-2+0.8

B’ = af (1450)7~ 2.5+0-040.943.7

B’ — ag (1450)7+ 0.74+0:20+0.19+2.92

B’ = aF(1450)7F 13107407483 <35
B’ — a3(1450)7° 3.3+14+0.3+2.8

B~ — K°(1430)1~ 12,975 531385 30911250 45.1+6.3
B~ — K™ (1430)7° 7.412-0421200 2167520

B — K~ (1430)x " 13.8F3 5151383 31671230 33.5139
BY — K3°(1430)7° 567201204188 1077530 70+1.2
B~ — K3~ (1430) 17955953055 33.84 10 11T T 0% 3 158 4+3.1
B~ — Kg (1430)y' 9.3 367190 775805 s a5 160 52+21
B° — K;°(1430)n 16.1+36+7:6+ 91 28 4111 0+14+6.446.9 9.6+1.9

74'2“1’15.0“1’6.44’20.54’17.2 6.3 :l: 1.6

R0 [ %0 / +4.4+4-3.74+48.7
B® — KO (1430)77 8'7—3.3—4.1— 7.5 —10.3-5.7-16.2—15.5

“For the mixing angle 140° < # < 165° |11].
Results based on the new Gegenbauer momentsQobtained in [14]. For previous pQCD calculations of
B — K§(1430)7, see [12].



TABLE VI: Same as Table [Vl except for B decays to a scalar meson and a vector meson.

Mode QCDF (this work) pQCD [15, 16, 18-20] Expt
B fo(980)K™ 107505503158 11.7 ~ 14.6 114+14
B — fo(980)K" 9.1 95203 11.2 ~ 13.7 84414
B~ fo(980)p" 0.3570:01 7007 0:08 0.750,0 01401 <4.0
B’ — f0(980)p" 0.020600:00-0:00 03370037005 0-06 1.740.6
B — fo(980)w 0.02:5:06-0.00-0:01 0.34:040.06-0:05, <3.0
B~ — af(980) K"~ 24703504760

B~ = ay (930)K ™ 8.4t 28

B = af (980)K*~ 5,655 04 0

B’ — af(980)K 3.2555557 780

B~ — aj(980)p™ 6.8%05 15705

B~ ay (980)/ 21505700 0.

B~ ag (980)p~ 22550115705

' — . . A7

B~ ag (980)p* 060503 0.5 0.07

B’ — a}(980)p° 13505701500

B ag (980)w L0%530070

B’ — aj(980)w 0.4757%6:0700

B~ — af(1450)K*~ 25503 04 0 7050 A0

B~ — aj (1450)K " R A 3.0 00 a2

B o (150K 8958 R e

B a§(1450)K " 34T05T08TT LA 08 08

B~ af1450)0° BTIRES WA

B~ — ay (1450, 32443403431 Bt b Te

B a (1450)p~ 1273 18437320 AT

B = ag (1450)p* 1-2+8:§+8}+(1)§ 3‘6+8.'(73+8.§+8.24}8.§ '

B’ af1450) LA T

B~ a5 (1450)w 1515180418 0310 R

B af(1450)e RCae Y e 214718410210

B~ — K§°(1430)p™ 39.0%55 875535510 12155053703

B~ — K;~(1430)° 148735700763 84133 851037

B® — K (1430)p* 36.3753 370801 10.575 0430703 28.0+11.6
BY — K3°(1430)° 23475 110.6+94 4.8 40108 27.0 + 5.4
B~ — K§~(1430)w 2154350249 TATIIHOHS 24.0 5.1
B° — K30(1430)w 21.9725%0.67'53 9.3136736717% 16.0 £ 3.4
B~ — K;~(1430)¢ 3870601716 25.6733108+12:] 70£16
B — Kg(1430)¢ 3.7 8010 s 23.650 08108 3.9+0.8
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TABLE VII: Branching fractions (in units of 107%) of B — SP (upper) and B — SV (lower) decays
with S = ao(1450), K5(1430) in QCD factorization. Experimental results are taken from Table
The scalar mesons ag(1450) and K§(1430) are treated as the first excited states of low lying light
qq scalars ao(980) and K(800), corresponding to scenario 1 as explained in the main text.

Mode Theory Expt |Mode Theory  Expt
B~ — aQ(1450)K~  0.7107703+31 BY ol (LU50)K - LoTI9r0osts 7
B~ = ag (1450)K°  2.7+28+12496 B’ = ad(1450)K" 0.975:8 04 5
B~ — a3(1450)7~ 27131106104 B’ = af (1450)r—  11.2720+18+43
B~ = ap (1450)n° 0435300403 B’ = a5 (1450)7+  0.024005 003007
B’ = af(1450)rF  11.9127H18456 35
B’ — af(1450)70 1355 T+04+2.0
B~ - Ky (1430)r~  1.3797HL0+159 451 1 6.3|B — K~ (1430)n"  1.61083T10T157 391 437
B~ — Ki~(1430)70  0.379203+64 B’ 5 K (1430)r0 13707408494 70499
B~ — K;~(1430)y 54119112437 1584 3118 5 Ky 587214149 964 1.9
B~ — K;~(1430)y 627007104358 59491 (B’ 5 Ky 59799094336 63+ 1.6
B~ — a(1450)K*~ 0770 1+02+ 17 B’ > af (1450) K~ 4.8109+21473
B~ = ay (1450)K™ 1350303443 B’ = ad(1450)K™  0.604H 0370
B~ — af(1450)p~ 6.9+13+18+02 B’ = af (1450)p~ 17.3412t50128
B~ — ay (1450)p° 0.25 140003 B’ - a5 (1450)p* 0.2+31%0.00
B~ — ay (1450)w 05501701401 B — a}(1450)° L4TEE0T03
B’ = ad(1450)w 0.115:5£5.9+0-2
B~ — K7 (1430)¢ 28703100450 704 16|B’ - K} (1430)¢ 25705400+ 7 394 0.8
B~ — K} (1430)p~ 13.2F,99+104+108 B’ = K:~(1430)p7  10.9%23103455 980+ 11.6
B~ — K:7(1430)0°  8.4F117102+21 B 5 K0(1430)0°  A41FLIH02426 9704 54
B~ — K;~(1430)w  10.6739102+38 240+ 5.1|B° — K, (1430)w 9.3727405+39 16.0 + 3.4

IV. RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS

The calculated branching fractions and CP asymmetries of B — SP and B — SV decays are
summarized in Tables The defaulted values of the parameters p4 g and ¢4 g introduced in
Eq. @3] are set to zero; that is, the central values (or “default” results) correspond to pa g = 0
and ¢4, g = 0. The first theoretical error shown in the Tables for QCDF results is due to the

variation of By 3 and fg, the second error comes from the uncertainties of form factors and the

strange quark mass, while the third error from the power corrections due to weak annihilation and

hard spectator interactions.

In order to compare theory with experiment for decays involving f,(980) or ap(980) and ag(1450),
we need an input for B(fp(980) — 77 7~) or B(ag — 7n). To do this for fy(980), we shall use the
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TABLE VIII: CP asymmetries (in units of %) of B decays to a scalar meson and a pseudoscalar

meson. We work in scenario 1 for the light scalar mesons f,(980) and a(980) and scenario 2 for
the scalar mesons ap(1450) and K§(1450). Experimental results are taken from Table [l

Mode Theory Expt |Mode Theory  Expt
B~ — fo(980)K ~ 14102405+ 11 g 5H49B0 _ r (980)K" 2.97T04+05+8 144 19@
B~ — fo(980)7 19.055 5750758 B" — fo(980)r° —34.005:57557055
B~ —af(980)K~ 13353775301 B’ = af(980)K~ 19155100+ 02
B~ = ay (980)K’  0.631074+54.2242.49 B’ = ad(980)K" —7.611 91082435
B~ — ag(980)7~ ~8.8X06 0.0 08 B’ = ag (980)7 11501 00 16
B~ — aq (980)7° ~32.8T8 5030006 B’ — ag (980)r+ —5.0005 057155

B’ — a§(980)7° ~30.91 L8192
B~ = af(1450) K~ —1.79%0:8% 005055 B’ = af (1450)K~ —0.657 04170951520
B~ — az (50)K 0.2245 845005+ %5 B’ = (450K —0.747333+0 2% 82
B~ — ag(1450)7~ ~13.17057 00745 B’ = af (1450)m~  —0214) 3018088
B~ = ap (145070 —24.67537507533 B’ - a5 (1450)7+ —5.215 785

B’ = ad(1450)7° —13.873 1214351
B~ — K, (1430)7~ L3RIR0ES 55753 |B) — Ko (1430)xt 02088000 T4
B~ — K (1430)7° 301040 TE B’ 5K (1430)r0  —1.9t04H04H120 15
B~ — Kg(1430)n L5HGI03HE —19417|B” » K; (1430)n 205006555 6413
B~ — K~ (1430)y 1.2103+01487 64 90 |BY = Ky (1430)n/ 1,240 1H01H17.9 19 4 17

®This is the naive (uncorrelated) average of the direct CP asymmetries —0.29 + 0.20 obtained from B® —
K+tK~Kg and —0.07 4+ 0.14 from B° — 777~ Kg (see Table ).

BES measurement [43]

I'(fo(980) — 7mr)

T'(f0(980) — ) + I'(f0(980) — KK)

=0.757513 .

(4.1)

Assuming the dominance of the f5(980) width by 77 and KK and applying isospin relation, we

obtain 3

B(f5(980) — nta~) = 0.50F

0.07
0.09 »

B(fo(980) - KT K ™) = 0.12570018 .

(4.2)

For ag(980), we shall apply the Particle Data Group (PDG) average I'(ap — KK)/T'(ag —
7n) = 0.183 £ 0.024 [38] to obtain

B(ag(980) — nm) = 0.845 =+ 0.017..

(4.3)

For ag(1450), we use I'(ag(1450) — 7n')/T'(ap(1450) — 7n) = 0.35 + 0.16 and I'(ap(1450) —
KK)/T(ag(1450) — mn) = 0.88 & 0.23 to obtain

1/B(ag(1450) — 7)) = 1.52 + 0.13.

3 This is in agreement with the value of B(fy(980) — 77 7~) = 0.46 + 0.06 obtained in [40)].

12
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TABLE IX: Same as Table [X] except for B decays to a scalar meson and a vector meson.

Mode Theory Expt Mode Theory  Expt
B~ = o80)K* 33703010 ~15+12) B — fo(980)K 367030107 7410
B~ = fo(980)p" 73055310018 B’ — fo(980)0° 68.24 5505 5
Bl o080 550t
B™ = aj(980)K*  A6TEToET S B’ — af (980)K*~ 3.810:6703 1%
B~ = a5 (80)K " 04550550503 B - af(080)K0 00112 20
B~ —aj(980)p~  —10.77T Y B’ — af (980)p ~L3557700750
B~ — ay (980)° 4205 B’ a5 (980)pt  —12.7107+00% 63
B~ = ay (980)w 6.2433 19601 B — a3(980)° T8I
B’ — aB(980)w —72.8 83 05 %0
B™ = af(1450)K*~ 26705 05500 BY = af (1450)K*~  42.6723+40+ 06
B~ — a; (50K 036003 6031008 B’ — af(1450)K " 1.0+0300+3
B~ = ag(1450)p~  —19.1%5 35T B’ > af (1450)p  —1.4701400+100
B~ —ag (1450)0°  —1.6%7 550 B” = ay (1450)p"  —13.3*0:900+ 01
B™ = ag (1450)w L6 B’ - a(1450),° 6.470 605123
B’ —aj(1450)w  —3LOTSFHEIRS
B~ = K7 (1430)¢  0.64700270014032 4415 | B’ 5K, (1430)¢ 043100001 361 90415
B~ =Ky (1430)p~  0.3243 355050 T B’ — K (1430)p* L1¥G0H03493
B~ — K (1430)p° L6506 01763 B’ 5 K.'(1430)0°  0.5470-45+0.0243.76
B~ — K;~(1430)w  0.55T0301008+0-92  —10+9 B F30(1430)w 0.0310-37+0.014029 5 | g

0.34—0.08—-2.49

0.35—-0.01-3.00

A. Decays involving a K(1430) state

Among the hadronic 2-body B decays with a K;(1430) in the final state, only B — Ké‘n(/)

and B — K{¢ are sensitive to the B — K{j(1430) transition form factors FSB K

BK}

and F} °,

respectively. It turns out that the measurement of B — Kn(') favors a smaller FOB K (0), while the

data of B — K{¢ prefer a smaller FIB KS(O) inferred from the neutral mode and a slightly larger
FlB K (0) from the charged mode. Since Fj(0) = Fy(0), this means that it is preferable to fit the
data of B — Kin') and B — K{¢ by a smaller B — K(1430) transition form factor. In this work

*

we shall use Ff K

1. B — K;(1430)n") decays

Following [g], we write

°(0) ~ 0.26 obtained in the covariant light-front quark model [32].

Apoggy = XPBRom) oy 4 XBEe )0y 4 X B K5) 0y
Apoggy = XBEn) 0y 4+ X B 0y 4 x Ba:K8) 0

(4.5)

(BS,P)

where C1, Cy and C5 terms correspond to Figs. 1(a), 1(b) and 1(c), respectively, and X ,
X(BP.S) are factorizable terms defined in Eq. (A6). The expressions of Cy’s in terms of the
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L d b SNV s b sV s
q g s s ¢ K,
S S q
3 K, 5 K, 3 Mg
q q q

(a)

~—~

b) (¢)

FIG. 1: Three different penguin contributions to B — K(1430)n("). Fig. 1(a) is induced by the
penguin operators O35 7.9.

p
(B @) K} » ’ . (BK (,)) (BK; (,)) .
X\Pna»%0) is suppressed relative to X'%%0.% ") and X'©%0:%s") However, the C3 term gains a

large enhancement from a§(n,K() due to the fact that the chiral factor Tff 0 =123 at p =4.2 GeV

parameters «a; can be found in [8]. Because of the small vector decay constant of Kj(1430),

is larger than rff = 1.5 by one order of magnitude owing to the large mass of K§(1430). It follows
that af(n,K() is much greater than of(K3ns) and af(Kgng). As a result, the amplitude of Fig.
1(c) is comparable to that of Fig. 1(a).

Because of the large magnitude of a3(K§n,,s) and the large cancellation between as(K§ns) and
aq(Kgns) in Cy, B — Kin(') decays are dominated by the contributions from Figs. 1(a) and 1(c)
[8]. Therefore, the penguin diagrams Figs. 1(a) and 1(c) contribute constructively to both Kjn and
K§n' with comparable magnitudes. Since X (BE§ma) ) x (BEGng) — X (Bna.K5) | x (Bng-K§) — cot ¢ a2
1.23, it is clear that Ap_, Kin /A Ky & cotg and hence B — Kjn should have a rate larger than
B — K{§n' in scenario 2 as the mixing angle ¢ is less than 45°.

As mentioned in the passing, we use the form factor F(;B K5 (0) ~ 0.26 in this work. If a large
form factor, say, FJBKS(O) ~ 0.45 [25], is employed, we will have B(B — K (1430)n) ~21x107% >
B(B — Kg(1430)n) ~ 3.2 x 107%. This indicates that a small form factor for B — K(1430)
transition is preferable in this case.

A recent pQCD calculation [14] shows B(B — K{n') ~ 75 x 107% > B(B — K{n), in sharp
contrast to the experimental measurements B(B — Kjn') < B(B — Kgn) and B(B — K§n') ~
6 x 1075 (see Table [V]).

2. B — K{(1430)7 decays

It is clear from Table [V] that while the predicted branching fraction of B — F80(1430)7T0 is
consistent with the data, the calculated rates of F;0(1430)T{'_ and K~ (1430)7" are too small
compared to experiment. Under the isospin limit, it is naively expected that

BB - K (1430070 1 B(B~ — K (1430)r°) 1

R = ——; — =9 Ry = —0 =5
BB — K; (1430)7+) 2 BB~ — K, (1430)7—) 2

14



_ =+0 _
By = 7(30)3(130 —>K0_(143O)7r ), (46)
7(B-)B(B’ — K;~(1430)7+)

However, the first two relations are not borne out by experiment. In principle, the data of

K{~(1430)7" and FSO(1430)T(— can be accommodated by taking into account the power cor-
rections due to the non-vanishing ps and py from weak annihilation and hard spectator inter-
actions, respectively. However, this will affect the agreement between theory and experiment for
B — K;(1430)n") and B — K{(1430)p. Indeed, a global fit of p4 and ¢4 to the B — SP data
shown in Table [V] yields py = 0.15 and ¢4 = 82° with x> = 8.3. The best fitted results are
B(B~ — K (1430)7~) ~ 13.4 x 1075 and B(B’ — K~ (1430)7*) ~ 14.1 x 10~6 which are very
close to the QCDF predictions with p4 = 0 and ¢4 = 0.

The measured branching fractions of B - K7 (1430)7* and B~ — F30(1430)ﬂ'_ are of
order 30 x 107% and 50 x 107 by BaBar and Belle, respectively (see Table [), though they are
consistent with each other within errors. This is probably ascribed to the fact that the definitions
of the K3(1430) and nonresonant contributions by BaBar and Belle are different. While Belle
employed the Brei-Wigner parametrization to describe the Kj(1430) resonance, BaBar used the
LASS parametrization to describe the Km S-wave and the nonresonant component by a single
amplitude suggested by the LASS collaboration [44] to describe the scalar amplitude in elastic
K7 scattering. Since the LASS parametrization is valid up to the Km invariant mass of order
1.8 GeV, BaBar introduced a phase-space nonresonant component to describe an excess of signal
events at higher K7 invariant mass. Hence, the BaBar definition for the K;j(1430) includes an
effective range term to account for the low K7 S-wave while for the Belle parametrization, this
component is absorbed into the nonresonant piece. In order to compare the BaBar results with
the Belle ones determined from the Breit-Wigner parametrization, it would be more appropriate to
consider the Breit-Wigner component only of the LASS parametrization. Indeed, the BaBar results
for B — K{(1430)7 quoted in Table [Vl are obtained from (K7)i’7% and (K7)§~ 7" by subtracting
the elastic range term from the K7 S-wave |2, 45]. However, the discrepancy between BaBar and
Belle for the K§jm modes still remains and it is crucial to resolve this important issue.

Contrary to the decay mode B~ K™ (1430)7" whose rate is predicted too small compared to
the data, the calculated B (EO — K§7(1430)p™) is in accordance with experiment. Therefore, it is
a puzzle why the QCDF approach works well for K~ (1430)p™ but not for K~ (1430)7", whereas
it is the other way around for pQCD.

It appears that the calculated branching fractions of F;Oﬂ'_ and K;~ 7" by pQCD [14] are in
better agreement with the data (see Table [V]). However, the predicted rates of B — K{p in this
approach are too small as we shall see shortly below.

3. B — Kj(1430)(p,w, ¢) decays

We see from Table [VI] that the calculated B — K§(1430)(¢, p,w) rates are in good agreement
with experiment, though the central value of B~ — K{;” (1430)¢ is smaller than the data. It is
obvious that the data of B — K{;5(1430)(¢, p,w) can be well accommodated without introducing

penguin annihilation effects characterized by the parameters p4 and ¢4 to the central values.
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Note that the predicted branching fractions of B — K{;(1430)¢ and B — K;(1430)p in this
work are substantially smaller than those shown in Table IV of [7]. We found that the rate of
B — K{(1430)¢ is sensitive to the scale of p and is large at p = m;/2 which is the scale used in
[7]. While B(B — K{(1430)p) is stable against the choice of p, we found a sign mistake in the
computer code of the previous work [7]; the sign in front of ®jy, (1) in Egs. (3.7) and (3.8) of [7]
should read F instead of +. As a consequence, the calculated B(B — K;(1430)p) in [7] were too
large.

As stated before, we use F(;BKS (0) ~ 0.26 in order to account for the data of B — K¢ (1430)n().
The predicted B = F30(1430)¢ is in good agreement with experiment, while the central value of
B(B~ — K (1430)¢) is smaller than experiment. Nevertheless, we notice that the current data
imply a large disparity between K3°(1430)¢ and K;~ (1430)¢.

For comparison, we see from Table [VI] that in the pQCD approach [15, [18], the predicted
branching fractions are too small for B — K;(1430)(p,w) and too large for B — K;(1430)¢
compared to experiment. It is interesting to see that the rates of B — K7 are larger than that of
B — K{p within the pQCD framework, whereas it is the other way around in QCDF.

B. Decays involving a ap meson

As stated before, we shall work in scenario 1 for the light scalar meson a¢(980) and scenario 2
for the heavy one ap(1450) so that both of them are ground ¢g bound states. We see from Table [V
that in general B(B — ag(980)K) is only of order 10~7. 4 This may explain why a(980) has not
been seen thus far in hadronic B decays, whereas plenty of a(980) events have been observed in
D decays. Notice that B(B — ag(980)K) are predicted to fall into the range of (4 ~ 10) x 1076 in
the pQCD approach [12] and all of them are ruled out by experiment except B — agfo.

Contrary to B — PP decays where the production of 7+ K ~ is substantially greater than 77—,
it is expected in QCDF that a¢(980)" K~ has a rate much smaller than ag(980)"7~. Consider
the interference between the QCD penguin amplitude governed by afj(agP) — 7’5 af(apP) and the
penguin annihilation amplitude proportional to (Vi Vi, + Vs Vi) fB fao fPb3 (a0 P) for P = K, m with
q = d,s. Since a4, b3 and fa0+ are all negative, >_, /\z(f) = 0.04 and }_, /\I(fl) = —0.008 — 0.0034,
the interference is destructive for B° — ag K~ and constructive for B = agm. This explains
why the former has a rate much smaller than the latter in QCDF. By contrast, pQCD predicts the
other way around [12, [17].

Since the decay amplitudes of the tree-dominated decays B? — aa' 7~ and B? — agmt are
proportional to ay j}erB “ and af o F(F’T, respectively, it is thus expected that B(B? — aar ) >
B(BY — agnt) for both ag = ap(980) and ap(1450) as the decay constant fa5 is very small.
Moreover, the mode aa' 7~ should have the largest rate among various B — agm decays. Therefore,
the pQCD results for a)(980)7~ and ag (980)7~ [17] are at odd with the expectation: The rate of

4 In [6], the predicted rates are too large for ag(980)K in scenario 1 and too small for ag(1450)K in scenario

K

2. This is ascribed to a typo appearing in the computer code for the chiral factor ry’.
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ad(980)7~ is predicted to be larger than ag (980)7~ and ag (980)7" is not very suppressed relative
to ag (980)7~.

The decay rate of B - aF(980)7T is not simply the sum of F(EO — ag (980)7~) and F(EO —
ag (980)7F) because of the interference of af (— nm*)r~ with ag (— n7~)n*. In principle, one
should study the 3-body decay B = nrtaw~ and then apply the narrow-width approximation

B(FO —gntaT) = B(EO — aT7T)B(aE — nrt) (4.7)

to determine the branching fraction of B = aa—LﬂjF. While a direct evaluation of the decay am-

plitude of B = nm 7~ can be done in the factorization approach (see e.g. [46]), we will simplify
the calculation by assuming that the amplitude A(EO — aF7T) is the sum of A(EO — ag ™) and
A(FO — ag T). Since the decay constants f%+ and faa are of opposite sign [see Eq. (2.4])], the inter-

ference between ag 7~ and ay 77 is destructive and we find B(EO — ag(980)F7T) = (4.7733)x 1076
in QCDF. Within theoretical uncertainties this is consistent with the current experimental limit
3.7 x 1079 set by BaBar [47]. Likewise, the calculated B(EO — ag(1450)F7F) ~ 1.3 x 1076 is also
in accordance with the limit 3.5 x 1076 [47].

So far the results of B(B — a((980)7) and B(B — ap(980)K) in QCDF are all consistent with
the experimental limits. Hence, at this moment, we cannot conclude on the 2-quark or 4-quark
nature of ag(980). Nevertheless, as stressed in [6], if the measured rate of af (980)7¥ is at the
level of 1 x 1075 or even smaller, this will imply a substantially smaller B — a(980) form factor
than the B — m one. In this case, the four-quark explanation of the a¢(980) will be preferred to
account for the B — a((980) form factor suppression. Since ap(1450) can be described by the ¢g
quark model, the study of af (1450)7F relative to ai (980)7T can provide a more strong test on the
quark content of a(980). We see that if the branching fractions of both B’ - aF (1450)7F and
B = a(jf(980)7rjF are measured at the level of 1 x 107%, it will be likely to imply a 2-quark nature
for ap(1450) and a four-quark assignment for ag(980).

Among the decays B — a¢(980)p and B — ag(1450)p, it is clear that ag (980)p~ and ag (1450)p~
have the largest rates. Since the branching fraction of B - a(j):(980)p$ is predicted to be large
in QCDF, of order 23 x 107%, a measurement of this mode may give the first observation of
the ap(980) production in B decays. Notice that the calculated rates of B~ — aJ(1450)p~ and
B = ag (1450)p~ in the pQCD approach [19] are unreasonably too large.

C. Scenario 1 for a((1450) and K;(1430)

In Table [VIIl we show the branching fractions of B — SP,SV decays with S =
ap(1450), K (1430) in scenario 1 where scalar mesons ag(1450) and Kj(1430) are treated as the first
excited states of low lying light ¢ scalars ap(980) and K(800). It is evident that this scenario for
heavy scalar mesons is ruled out by experiment. 5 For example, the predicted B (EO — a(jf(1450)7r$)
is too large and the branching fractions of B — K{5(1430)(p,w) are too small compared to the data.

> An exception is the decay B — K (1430)n’: the calculated rates in scenario 1 are consistent with the
data.

17



In Tables [V and [VIl we have found a better agreement between theory and experiment for scalar
mesons above 1 GeV in scenario 2 in which ag(1450) and Kj(1450) are lowest lying g states.
This also implies that the light scalars K{(800), ao(980) and f,(980) are preferred to be four-quark
bound states.

D. Decays involving a f;(980) meson

The penguin-dominated B — f(980)K (*) decays receive three distinct types of factorizable
contributions: one from the K®) emission, one from the fo emission with the ss content, and the
other from the fy emission with the ni component; see Eq. (AT)). Therefore, B(B — fo(980)K *))
depends on the mixing angle 6 of strange and nonstrange components of the fy(980). In Fig.
branching fractions of B~ — f,(980)K~ and B~ — fy(980)K*~ are plotted versus the f,(980) —
fo(500) mixing angle 6 defined in Eq. (2II). We see that both fyK~ and fyK*~ rates can be
accommodated with 6 in the vicinity of 20° without introducing 1/m; power corrections from
penguin annihilation. This range of the mixing angle is consistent with the limit |#] < 30° set
recently by LHCb.

For definiteness, we show in Tables [VHIX] the branching fractions and CP asymmetries of B —
fo(980)K™) for # = 17°. With this mixing angle, the calculated branching fraction of B -
£0(980)p° by QCDF or pQCD is much smaller than the Belle measurement B(B — f3(980)p°) =
(1.7 £ 0.6) x 1075 [3] as shown in Fig. Bl Since the BaBar measurement yielded only an upper
bound B(B — f(980)p") < 0.8 x 1076 [48], the experimental issue remains to be resolved.

In order to make quantitative calculations for B — fo(980)K ), we have assumed the conven-
tional 2-quark description of the light scalar mesons. However, the fact that their rates can be ac-
commodated in the 2-quark picture for fy(980) does not mean that the measurements of B — fy K ()
can be used to distinguish between the 2-quark and 4-quark assignment for f((980). As discussed
in [6, 49], the number of the quark diagrams for the penguin contributions to B — f((980)K ()
in the four-quark scheme for f((980) is two times as many as that in the usual 2-quark picture.
Therefore, there is no reason that the B — f¢(980)K *) rate will be suppressed if fy is a four-quark
state. However, in practice, it is difficult to give quantitative predictions based on this scenario
as the nonfactorizable diagrams are usually not amenable. Moreover, even for the factorizable
contributions, the calculation of the fy(980) decay constant and its form factors in the four-quark

scenario is beyond the conventional quark model.

E. CP violation
Thus far CP violation has not been observed in any B decays involving a scalar meson. The

predictions based on QCD factorization are summarized in Tables [VIII] and [X]l Mixing-induced
CP asymmetry in B — f(980)Kg decays has been studied in [6, 50, 51].
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FIG. 2: Branching fractions of (a) B~ — fy(980)K~ and (b) B~ — fy(980)K™*~ versus the
mixing angle 6 of strange and nonstrange components of fy(980), where the middle bold solid
curve inside the allowed region corresponds to the central value. Theoretical errors due to the
penguin annihilation are taken into account. The horizontal band within the dashed lines shows

the experimentally allowed region with one sigma error.
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FIG. 3: Same as Fig. @ except for the decay B® — f,(980)p".

V. CONCLUSION

We have studied the hadronic charmless B decays to scalar mesons within the framework of
QCD factorization. The main results are:

e We have considered two possible scenarios for the scalar mesons above 1 GeV, depending
on whether the light scalars K{(800), ao(980) and f,(980) are treated as the lowest lying
qq states or four-quark particles. We found that the experimental data favor the scenario in
which the scalar mesons ag(1450) and K5(1430) are the lowest lying ¢¢ bound states. This
in turn implies a preferred four-quark nature for light scalars below 1 GeV.
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e The data of B — K{(1430)n") and B — K(1430)(p,w, ¢) can be accommodated within
the framework of QCD factorization without introducing power corrections from penguin
annihilation, while the predicted B~ — FSO(1430)T(— and B° — K7 (1430)7 are too small
compared to experiment. In view of the fact that the calculated Kjp rates are in good
agreement with experiment, it is very important to have more accurate measurements of
B — Kjm decays to pin down the discrepancy between theory and experiment for Kjm
modes.

o If K5(1430) is made of the lowest-lying ¢g, we found that Figs. 1(a) and 1(c) interfere
constructively and that A(B — K{n)/A(B — K{n') ~ cot¢ with ¢ being the n-1 mixing
angle in the 7, and n, flavor basis. Hence, K7 has a rate slightly larger than K7’ owing to
the fact that ¢ is less than 45°. This is in sharp contrast to the B — K7’ decay which has
the largest rate in 2-body decays of the B meson.

e To accommodate the data of B — K{(1430)(n,7’) and B — K{(1430)¢ we found that a
small form factor for B — K{j(1430) transition as obtained in the covariant light-front quark
model is preferable, though other approaches such as pQCD and QCD sum rules tend to
yield large form factors for B to S transitions.

e We have corrected the results for ag(980)K and ag(1450) K modes obtained in the previous
study [6]. Branching fractions should be of order 107 for B — ao(980)K in scenario 1 and
of order 1076 for B — ao(1450)K in scenario 2 rather than 107% and 1077, respectively, as
predicted before. It is expected in QCDF that ao(980)" K~ has a rate much smaller than
ao(980) "7~ whereas it is the other way around in pQCD. Experimental measurements of

these two modes will help discriminate between these two different approaches.

e Although it is widely perceived that light scalar mesons such as fy(980), a(980) are pre-
dominately four-quark states, in practice it is difficult to make quantitative predictions on
B — SP based on the four-quark picture for S. Hence, in practice we shall assume the two-
quark scenario for light scalar mesons in calculations. So far the calculated B — a((980)m
and B — a((980) K rates in QCDF are all consistent with the experimental limits. Hence, we
cannot conclude on the 2-quark or 4-quark nature of ay(980). Nevertheless, if the branching
fraction of B° — a(jf(980)7rjF rate is found to be smaller, say, of order 1 x 1079, it could imply
a four-quark assignment for a((980). Since B(FO — a(980)pT) is predicted to be large in
QCDF, of order 23 x 1076, a measurement of this mode may give the first observation of the

ap(980) production in B decays.

e Assuming 2-quark bound states for f,(980) and f,(500), the observed large rates of f(980)K
and fp(980) K* modes can be explained in QCDF with the f,(980)—f(500) mixing angle 6 in
the vicinity of 20°. However, this does not necessarily imply that a 4-quark nature for f,(980)
is ruled out because of extra diagrams contributing to B — f(980)K (*) Irrespective of the
mixing angle 6, the predicted rate of B — f,(980)p" is far below the Belle measurement and
this needs to be clarified in the future.
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e Contrary to the odd-parity meson sector, we found that penguin-annihilation induced power
corrections are not needed to explain the penguin dominated B — SP and B — SV decays
in QCDF except for K;(1430)m modes. How to understand both Kj(1430)7 and K§(1430)p

simultaneously remains an issue in QCD-inspired approaches.
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Appendix A: Decay amplitudes of B — SP,SV

Within the framework of QCD factorization, the decay amplitudes of B — SP, SV decays can be
found in [6] and [7], respectively. However, some factorizable terms were missed in the expressions
for the decay amplitudes of B — (fo,ad)(K, ) given before in [6]; that is, we did not take into

account the contributions from the fy or the neutral ag emission induced from the four-quark

operators other than Og and Og (see also [12]). They are corrected here: ©
_ _ Gr _ _ 1_ 1_ ~(BE.f3)
AB™ = foK™) = —= )‘(s){ (ag +ag — S0y gy — 50 EW) X0
V2 p;;c ’ 202 kg

B fy _ p 1 ~—(BK,fu
+ (0155 +oj + O‘Z,EW) X BI§K) 4 <a25£ + 2af + 50&3,}3\}\7) X BEA)

foK Kfy

+ fBfK {ffg (b20%, + b3 + ba,pw) pugc + fr (b2l + b3 + B3,EW)K]“8:| },

—0 —0 GF 1 1 _(BKfS)
AB" = foK) = —= A(s){ <a§+a2——a§Ew——aZEw> X
\/ip;C ’ 202 kg

+

1 D L£u 1 _ (R u
<d§ - §@Z,Ew> X (BIGK) 4 <a255 + 248 + 5dg,Ew> . X (BEAS)
0

_ 1- - 1-
+ fBfK {ffg(bg — gbg,Ew)ng + frs(bs — §b3,EW)Kf§] },

6 In Eq. (Ad), when applying bar to ay and a4 gw, we do not apply bar to ag and ag; that is, for those
Wilson coefficients associated with r,, the bar applies only to r, itself. For example, &s=a4 F 7yas. The

Tyae,s terms in Eq. (AI) are in agreement with those in the formulas in Appendix A of [6].
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A(B™ — adK"™)

AB° - K

A(B_ — f(]ﬂ'_)

AB’ = for©)

A(B™ — adn™)

A(EO — ad7)

Here ap stands for a¢(980) or ag(1450), )\éq) —

_l’_

SR

p=u,c

Bag,K
{ (a155 + oy +0‘Z,EW)GOK X (Boo-t0

(ag)KGOY(BK’GO) + fBfK fag (208 + b3 + 53,EW)QOK},

- 2N

p=u,c

((_12)KaoY

G s
Gr y o

p=u,c

1 1
<‘_125p + 205 + §@§,Ew +aj - §@Z,EW> "
TJo

(e

(BK,a())

1

{ (@8 + &k + & gy )

+ foKfao(63

o? EW) x(Bao,K)
2 ag K

1-
- §b3,EW)aOK}a

x (Bfgm)
fom

Y(Bmfﬁ)

foﬂfféi {(52(55 + 53 + 637EW)f5‘7r + (6252 + 63 + bg,Ew)Wfét} },

Ty

p=u,c

1
(a255 + 204 + oy + gag,Ew -
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1 R fu
Q3 EW — 5044,EW> X (Big-m)
fém

1_ (B
5042Ew) de ) — fBfrfpa
TJo

1 3 1 3
{(5155 = by + SbsEw + 5baEW) pr + (0105 — b3 + Sbapw + 5647EW)7(‘}"{‘){| },

%y

p=u,c

_ _ 1_ 3
<a255 —ay + §QZ,EW + §a§,EW)

{ (aléﬁ + ol + aZ’EW)

X(B[l(),ﬂ')

agm

Y(Bw,ao)

Tag

IBfxfao [(525,’1 + b3 4 b3 EW ) g — (0200, + b3 + 63,EW)nao} }7

Z)\

puc

1 3 _
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1
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Tag
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- - - 1. 7
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2m3,

—omy () (ma () + ms(p))’
2m§0

mp () (ma(p) — mu(p))’
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and

» . ag(MlMg) + g(MlMg); for MMy = PS, SVY, VS,
az(Mi M) = p aP . _
CL3(M1M2) (MlMg), for M1M2 = SP,
P(My M) — rMeq? (M, My):  for MM, = PS,SP,SV,
oh (M M) = {a;l,( 10p) = tag(MidMy);-for MM, (A3)
CL4(M1M2) + TX 2a6(M1M2) for M1M2 = VS,
oP (M M ) _ ag(MlMg) + a’%(MlMg) for MiM; = PS, SV, VS,
3,EW 1412 PO M+ M) — ab —
ag( 1 2) a7(M1M2) for M1M2 = SP,
ap (MlMg) _ all)O(MlM ) — T;‘C/IQCLg(MlMg)' for M1M2 = PS, SP, SV,
4EW alo(MyMy) + rM2af (M My);  for MMy =VS.

The general expression of the effective Wilson coefficients a; is given in Eq. (B0, while the
effective Wilson coefficients a; appearing in Eq. (AJ) are defined as a; ,ugl and they can be obtained

from Eq. (3] by retaining only those terms that are proportional to pug. Specifically,

Ci+1 CFCMS — 7 2 _ =
Vi (M. H; (M M. PP(M5). A4
The LCDA of the neutral scalar meson is replaced by ®g which has the similar expression as Eq.

([2:8) except that the first constant term does not contribute and the term fg ug is factored out:

a; (M My) =

Pg(w, ) =62(1 — ) ZB ) C3/2(22 — 1). (A5)
m=1
The annihilation terms b; have the same expressions as b; except that 7’;? and pugB; are replaced by
7’5 and B;, respectively (see [7]).
In Eq. (AJ]), the quantity X is a factorizable term whose explicit expression is given by

XEBSVY = (V[ J#(0)(S|J,[B) = 2fv mpp.FP% (m}),

XBVS) = (S|JHO)(V|TL[B) = —2fs mpp.AFY (m), (A6)
XBSP) = (P|J#|0)(S| T, |B) = —fp (m% — m%)FPS (m3),

XBPS) = (S|JH0)(P|T}|B) = fs (m} — mp)EET (m3),

where p, is the c.m. momentum.

Note that the fo(980)-fo(500) mixing angle (i.e. sinf) and Clebsch-Gordon coefficient 1//2
have been included in the f3(980) form factors F' Bfg™ and decay constants f;o’d. Throughout, the
order of the arguments of the a (M;Ms) and b;(MqMs) coefficients is dictated by the subscript
My M, where Ms is the emitted meson and M; shares the same spectator quark with the B meson.
For the annihilation diagram, M; is referred to the one containing an antiquark from the weak

vertex, while My contains a quark from the weak vertex.
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