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Abstract

We discuss the observables for the B — K*(— Kr)¢*{~ decay, focusing on both
CP-averaged and CP-violating observables at large and low hadronic recoil with
special emphasis on their low sensitivity to form-factor uncertainties. We identify
an optimal basis of observables that balances theoretical and experimental advan-
tages, which will guide the New Physics searches in the short term. We discuss
some advantages of the observables in the basis, and in particular their improved
sensitivity to New Physics compared to other observables. We present predictions
within the Standard Model for the observables of interest, integrated over the ap-
propriate bins including lepton mass corrections. Finally, we present bounds on the
S-wave contribution to the distribution coming from the B — Kj¢*¢~ decay, which
will help to establish the systematic error associated to this pollution.
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1 Introduction

The recent results gathered by the B-factories and the LHCb experiment have greatly
improved our knowledge concerning the flavour structure of the fundamental theory that
lies beyond the Standard Model (SM), leading to a strongly constrained picture with
only limited deviations from the SM. Some examples of recent results are: the decreasing
tension between B — 7v and sin 27 after the last Belle results [1], the recent agreement
with the SM of the semileptonic @' found in the last LHCb measurement [2], the con-
sistency of the isospin asymmetry A;(B — K*u™p~) [3] with its SM prediction [4] or
the absence of large deviations in By — ptpu~ [3, [6, [7, [8, 9], all of which have quietened
down the hopes of seeing unambiguous signals of New Physics (NP). However, other ob-
servables are now exhibiting new discrepancies with SM, such as the isospin asymmetry
A(B — KuTp™) [3], the longitudinal polarization fraction in By — K*K* [10, [11] or the
pattern of B — D™ 7y branching fractions [12} [13].

A recent experimental effort has brought a new player into the game, the angular
distribution of the flavour-changing neutral current decay B — K*(— Km)u™u~, pro-
viding new and precise information on a set of important operators of the weak effective
Hamiltonian: the electromagnetic (O7) and semileptonic operators (Og10) together with
their chirally-flipped counterparts (O7 o 1¢/) and scalar/pseudoscalar operators (Og p,s p)
and tensors. The main goal of this paper is to describe the 4-body angular distribution
of the decay B — K*(— Km)u™p~ in an optimal way through CP-conserving and CP
violating observables covering the whole physical range for the dilepton invariant mass ¢>
with limited sensitivity to long-distance (strong and SM) physics when possible, and thus
enhanced sensitivity to short-distance (mainly weak and potentially NP) dynamics, but
also excellent experimental accessibility. Our main goal here is to extend our predictions
for this optimal basis to the two available regions (low and high ¢?, or equivalent large
and low K* recoil), including the corresponding CP-violating observables.

Such observables with little sensitivity to long-distance physics and enhanced potential
in searches for NP can be seen as “clean” from the theoretical point of view, and they
have been studied in depth during the last decade. For instance, a lot of effort has been
put into the study of the zero of the forward-backward asymmetry (App), because at
the leading order, the position of this zero that depends in the SM on a combination of
the Wilson coefficients C§T and C£T, is independent of poorly known hadronic parameters
(soft form factors) [19]. This idea was incorporated in the construction of the transverse
asymmetry called Ag? ) [14] that exhibits the same cancellation of hadronic inputs not only
at one kinematic point but for all dilepton invariant mass in the large K*-recoil region.
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good behaviour [I5] [16]. Even though conceptually important, the zero of Apg has been
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extended ¢?-range and, on the other, by a clean version of Apg (called P, = Age) /2
[1T7, [18]) that exhibitis the same zero as Apg.

A first guide for the construction of these observables is provided by effective theories
available at low and high ¢?, both based on an expansion in powers of A/my, to simplify
the expression of the form factors and the amplitudes, either QCD factorisation/Soft
Collinear Effective Theory at low ¢* [19,20] or HQET at large ¢* [21]. A second important
guideline for the construction of observables was found when the symmetries of the angular
distribution were identified [16, [I7], corresponding to transformations of the transversity
amplitudes that leave the distribution invariant. The number of symmetries ng depends
on the scenario considered (massive or massless leptons, presence or absence of scalar
contributions) and it is related to the number of independent observables (nys) through
Neps = 2N.4 — Ng, where n 4 is the number of amplitudes. In the massless case, ngs = 8, or
neps = 9 if we include scalar operators. Including the mass terms leads to n,, = 10 and
neps = 12 respectively. Taking into account the CP-conjugated mode doubles the number
of independent observables. This number n.,s defines the minimal number of observables
required to extract all the information contained in the distribution. Moreover, any
angular observable can be reexpressed in terms of this set of n.,s observables, which has
the properties of a basis — see Ref. [17] for a detailed discussion of the different scenarios
and associated symmetries.

A very accessible basis is given by the CP-Symmetric and CP-Asymmetric coefficients
S; and A; defined in Ref. [22], but their strong sensitivity to the choice of soft form factors
makes this basis less competitive for NP searches. The basis on which we will focus here
represents a very good compromise between theoretical cleanliness and simplicity in their
experimental accessibility [14], 17, I8, 23]:
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At leading order (LO) in the low-¢? effective theory (approximately from 0.1 to 8 GeV?),
this basis of observables is independent of soft form factors, but in general it is not
protected from form-factor uncertainties in the high-q? region. The SM predictions for
the CP-average basis of observables was computed in the massless limit and in the large-
recoil region in Ref. [23]. Here we present our SM predictions for both bases including
lepton mass corrections and in both large- and low-recoil regions.

One could consider other interesting bases, for example the unprimed basis where P, 5
are substituted for P54 (see for instance Ref. [I7]). We do not consider this unprimed
basis as optimal as the previous one, due to the difficulty to obtain these observables



from experimental measurements: indeed, P,5 can be determined from the measured
angular distribution only once one has determined F7r (the transverse polarisation, also
needed to extract P, ;) but also Py, reducing its discriminating power. Even though
it is not optimal experimentally, this unprimed basis is interesting, as some of those
unprimed observables are clean in both regions contrary to the primed ones. Therefore,
they should be considered in the long run, as well as other observables like Ag’ 4% 1 the
current experimental situation, where the experimental statistics is likely to be higher in
the large-recoil region that in the low-recoil case, it seems however more interesting to
consider observables as accurately measured and as sensitive to NP as possible at low-¢?.
In this sense, we believe that the basis presented above is currently the optimal one. These
unprimed observables at large recoil are directly linked to a set of observables —called H:(Fi )
proposed for the low recoil in a series of interesting papers [24, 25]. These observables can
be easily integrated inside the following basis: {dI'/dq? Argp, Py, H:(F1’2’3’4’5)}. Most of them
can be identified with the unprimed basis P; in the large recoil, for instance, HC(FM) [24]
correspond in our notation to Py 5 [23]. We chart the correspondance in Table[I] providing
an indication of their experimental accesibility as well as their sensitivity to form factors
at low and large recoils.

The optimal basis should be complemented with two extra mass-dependent observ-
ables. There are two posibilities: (a) introducing the observables M; and M, [17] and
the basis is then {%;, Fr, Prags, Py s, My, My} or (b) introducing two different definitions
(see Ref. [26]) for the longitudinal (F}, and F}) and the transverse polarization fractions
(FT and FT) such that the basis becomes {FT%, FL%, FT%, FL%, Pra3, Pyss}- The
ratios Frp/Fr and Fp/Fp can be mapped into the clean M; and M,, respectively (see
[26]). In the presence of scalar operators, a couple of scalar dependent observables S o
can be introduced [I7]. However, given the current strong constraints on scalar Wilson
coefficients from radiative decays we will not consider them here.

As argumented above, there is an optimal basis to extract as much information on NP
as possible from the B — K*(— Km)¢*t/¢~ angular distribution considering the current
experimental limitations of this analysis. Our goal in the present paper is to pave the
way for further experimental analyses of these observables, by providing SM predictions
and assessing their sensitivity to NP scenarios by checking their dependence on hadronic
uncertainties, mainly the still poorly known form factors and the possibility of S-wave
pollution. In Section 2 we discuss the construction of clean observables independently of
the region (large or low recoil) and we provide all the details on our approach to form fac-
tors for both regions in Section 3. Considering the various determination of B — K* form
factors available in the literature, we discuss the extension of form factor parametrizations
to the low-recoil region that are validated (when possible) with lattice data. The explicit
definition of the observables in the optimal basis including binning effects are given in
Section 4 and their SM prediction is provided in Section 5. For completeness we also pro-



Angular Experimental Clean at Clean at
Observable I .
coefficient accessibility Large Recoil Low Recoil

P = Ag? ) J3 Measured Yes No

P, = %Age) Jes Excellent Yes Yes if Py : 0

not otherwise

P = —%Agm) Jy Excellent Yes Yes if Py : 0

not otherwise

P; Jy Excellent Yes Yes if P =0

not otherwise

P! J5 Excellent Yes Yes if Py : 0

not otherwise

P J7 Excellent Yes Yes if Py : 0

not otherwise

P Js Excellent Yes Yes if Py 2 0

not otherwise
Py = H:(Fl) Ju Good Yes Yes
P = Hj(?) J5 Good Yes Yes
P J7 Good Yes Yes
P = H:(r4) Js Good Yes Yes
H}g) Js Good Yes Yes
H:(FE’) Jo Good Yes Yes
Fy, Joe Measured No No
App Jos, Joc Measured No No
Si/A; J; Excellent No No
Ag‘? 45) All Difficult Yes No

Table 1: Experimental accessibility and theoretical cleanliness (at large and low recoils)
of different observables. The statements apply both to CP-averaged observables P; and
their CP-violating counterparts P¢Y. We also indicate the angular coefficient used in the
numerator to build the observable. These observables have been defined in Refs. [15], 16,
17, 18, 22 23, 24 25].



vide predictions for other observables of interest in the appendix. In section 6 we discuss
the impact of different choices for form factors on our basis, focusing on the large-recoil
region to show their discriminating power considering some NP scenarios. In Section 7
we discuss the impact of the S-wave on the determination of observables and we present
explicit bounds on the size of the polluting S-wave terms coming from the companion
decay B — Kjutp~. This pollution can be eliminated, as pointed out in Ref. [26], once
there will be enough statistics to measure the folded distribution, including terms coming
from the S-wave component. In Section 8 we present a comparison of our results with
other results in the literature and we conclude in Section 9. The appendices contain a
compendium of definitions for other observables of interest and a set of tables and plots
summarising our SM predictions for all measured bins.

2 Clean observables: General arguments

The differential decay rate of the process By — K*(— Km){*{~ can be written as:
d'T(By) B
dq? dcos O dcos 6, dp 32w

[Jls sin? O + Ji. cos® O + (Jag sin® Ox + Jo. cos® O ) cos 20,

+J5 sin” O sin® 0) cos 2¢ + Jy sin 20 sin 26, cos ¢ + J; sin 20 sin 6, cos ¢

+(Jes sin’ O + Jg. cos> Ok ) cos 0, + J7 sin 20 sin 6 sin ¢ + Jg sin 20 sin 26, sin ¢

+Jysin? Oy sin? 6, sin 2¢] , (3)

where the kinematical variables ¢, 6, 0, ¢* are defined as in Refs. [17, 22, 24] : 6, and
0 describe the angles of emission between K*° and ¢~ (in the di-meson rest frame) and
between K** and K~ (in the di-hadron rest frame) respectively, whereas ¢ corresponds
to the angle between the di-lepton and di-meson planes and ¢? to the di-lepton invariant
mass. The decay rate I' of the CP-conjugated process By — K*(— Km){*{~ is obtained
from Eq. (3) by replacing Jy 2347 — j1,273,477 and J5689 — —J_576,879, where J is equal to J
with all weak phases conjugated. This convention corresponds to taking the same lepton
¢~ for the definition of ¢, for both B and B decays (see for example Ref. [27]). The usual
convention among experimental collaborations is a different one, where 6, in the B decay
is defined as the angle between K* and (™. The translation between both conventions
corresponds to the change 6, — 7 — 6,, which means that in the experimental convention
all J go with a positive sign in the distribution. The fact that the decay B — K*{*(~ is
self-tagging ensures that the coefficients J; and J; can be extracted independently, both
for CP-averaged and CP-violating observables.

Currently, the LHCb experimental analysis of these angular observables deals with
“folded” distributions, in order to exploit data as efficiently as possible before there is
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enough statistics for a full angular analysis of this decay. In Ref. [28] it has been shown
that the identification of events with ¢ <+ ¢+ leads to an angular distribution depending
on a “folded” angle quS € [0, 7] which pins down the coefficients J; 5369. Similar folded
distributions can be constructed that depend on Jy5 [26]. The use of folded distributions
is also optimal to isolate the S-wave pollution from scalar K* resonances, as has been
discussed in Ref. [26], as opposed to the use of uniangular distributions [29] (see also
Refs. [30, 31]). We will come back to the issue of the S-wave interference in Section [7l

Once extracted, the coefficients J; must be interpreted. Assuming that the decay
proceeds only via a (P-wave) K* resonance, these coefficients can be reexpressed in terms
of transversity amplitudes Aé lR,H describing both the chirality of the operator considered
in the effective Hamiltonian and the polarisations of the K™* meson and the intermediate
virtual gauge boson decaying into ¢*¢~. In addition we have two extra amplitudes A,
and A; associated to the presence of scalars, pseudoscalars and lepton masses. All these
amplitudes can be reexpressed in terms of short-distance Wilson coefficients of the effective
Hamiltonian and long-distance quantities. Long-distance quantities can be expressed in
turn through form factors which are one of the main sources of uncertainties for the
prediction of the coefficients J;. The main operators entering the discussion are then the
chromagnetic operator O; and the two semileptonic operators Oy and Oqg. At both ends
of the dilepton mass range (low and high ¢?, or equivalently large and low recoil of the
emitted K* meson) one can perform a further expansion in inverse powers of quantities of
order my, (following either QCD factorisation/Soft-Collinear Effective Theory or Heavy-
Quark Effective Theory): the use of effective theories allows one to relate vector and tensor
form factors and reduce the amount of hadronic inputs from external sources. Moreover,
at low ¢2, the formalism allows one to include the hard-gluon corrections from four-quark
operators (not included in the analysis otherwise) [19].

These additional relations between form factors are particularly interesting to elimi-
nate as much as possible hadronic uncertainties, in order to enhance the potential of this
decay in the search for New Physics. This leads us to define clean observables in both
regions where one can use relations derived from effective theories. The construction of
clean observables is based on a cancellation of form factors at leading order in the relevant
effective theory. The mechanisms are basically the same at high and low recoil, although
the factorization of a single form factor multiplying each amplitude is achieved via dif-
ferent expansions — the large energy limit of QCD factorisation (QCDF) at large recoil
and the heavy quark expansion at low recoil. At leading order the relevant transversity
amplitudes are equivalent to the naive result in terms of Oz g 1 form factors and are given



by (see for example Ref. [14])

ATR = N [CanV (6 + T (@) | + O, Ay ) (4)
AP =N [cf;moAl(q?) + G To)] + Ol Afmy ) (5)
AFR = Ny [CoranAia(a®) + C: Tanla)] + Oy, Afrmy ) (6)

where C;EFIO = [(CT + 5™y  (CST + ¢S]/ (mp £+ mg+) and C& = 2my/q?(CST £ Cs).
The N are different normalization factors, and A;,, Ths are appropriate combinations of
form factors:

A = (m% —mi.)(m% — mye. — ¢*) AL — MNmp — mg-)/(mp + mg-)As

and
Tys = ¢*(m% + 3m%. — ¢*) Ty — A/ (m% — m3.) T

with A = m% + m. + ¢* — 2(mim%. + m3%.¢*> + m%q?). These combinations appear
naturally when the problem is expressed in terms of helicity amplitudes as shown in
Ref. [32].

The key observation is that the ratios Ry = T1/V, Ry = T5/A; and Ry = Tos /A2 (a
more extensive discussion on the form factors and their ratios will be given in Section [3))
have well-defined limiting values in both regimes [20, 21]:

B 2

Ry 2 =1+ corrections , Rz = q_ -+ corrections . (7)
m,

Using these ratios to eliminate 17, Ts, T3 in Eqs. (@)-(6]), the transversity amplitudes can
be written as (see for example Ref. [24]):

APR = XERY(g2) 1+ O(aw, Ay -+ +) (8)
AP = XER A1 (¢7) + Olag, Afmy ) (9)
Ag’R = XOL’R A12(q2) —+ O(Oés, A/mb o ) (10)

where X; are short-distance functions. The ellipses denote perturbative and power cor-
rections that contain the corrections to the ratios () as well as those in ({))-(@). The fact
that L and R transversity amplitudes are proportional to the same form factor allows one
to build a number of clean observables by taking suitable ratios of angular coefficients.
The expressions (§)-(I0) are true at low and large recoils. At low recoil we have no fur-
ther relationships between form factors, contrary to the case of large recoil. Therefore,
all observables that are clean at low recoil, are also clean at large recoil. This is true in
particular for the observables defined in Refs. [24] 25, [33].
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At large recoil another relationship holds: V' and A; are related by (see for example
Ref. [20]):
2E-mpV(q?) = (mp + mx+)2A1(¢*) + Olas, A/my---) (11)

up to subleading corrections in the effective theory. This makes possible to build additional
clean observables at large recoil that are not clean at low recoil, for example P, = Agﬁ )
14, 17, A%, AS™ [18] or Py 56 [23] (we will come back to these observables later in this
article). According to the counting of Ref. [I7], an optimal basis in the massless case will
contain five observables clean in the full kinematic region, one observable clean only at
large recoil, and two observables that depend on form factors. Similar countings can be
performed in more general cases (mass terms, scalar operators, etc).

Clean observables are only independent of form factors at leading order in the corre-
sponding effective-theory expansions. A residual sensitivity is introduced when sublead-
ing corrections are considered, which are of two kinds: perturbative corrections (typically
from hard-gluon exchanges) and non-perturbative corrections (higher orders in 1/m; ex-
pansions). Even though these corrections are expected to be suppressed in the kinematical
regions of interest, a reduction of such residual uncertainties should be attempted, in par-
ticular if New Physics contributions turn out to be rather small. In such a case, lattice
determinations of B — K* form factors with small uncertainties will be crucial, but the
determination of T3, Ay, Ay seems particularly challenging [1§].

Alternatively, if sufficient statistics is collected at experimental facilities, the extrac-
tion of form factors from data with reasonable uncertainties becomes a possibility [34].
In this case the same argument concerning clean observables applies. From the chosen
optimal basis, the observables having a significant sensitivity to form factors are used
to extract the relevant form factors, whereas the clean observables are used to constrain
the short distance physics. Furthermore, the ratios R; can be extracted which provide a
test of the relationships derived in the low- and high-¢? effective theories (see for example
Section VI of Ref. [25]).

3 Form Factors

In this section we discuss in detail our approach to form factors in both kinematic regions,
as their behaviour is important for the construction of clean observables. We will see that
the low-recoil region requires a specific treatment, as the extrapolation of current results
on light-cone sum rules, the lattice determinations of the form factors, and the effective
theory relationships are not fully compatible among each other.



3.1 Large recoil

In the large recoil region, the amplitudes are expressed in terms of two “soft” form factors
£1(¢?) and &(¢®) [19]. These are defined in terms of the QCD form factors V' (¢?), A1(¢?)
and As(q?). Here we follow the prescription of Ref. [35] with a factorization scheme
defining the soft form factors by the conventions

mpg

£0(q?) = mv(qz) ; (12)
(a") = TR () - T () (13)

The ¢ dependence of all form factors can be reproduced using a parametrization based
on the Series Expansion with a single pole replacing the Blaschke factor (see for example
Refs. [36] for discussions of the advantages and limits of the conformal mapping of the
cut singularities onto the unit circle)

F(0) mi

2

F(s) = {1 +bp (2(8,7‘0) —2(0,79) + % (2[s, 7o)* — 2[0,70]2)) } , (14)

where F' represents the form factor and

T — S8 — /T4 —Tp
z(s,70) = \\;T:: —s+\\;71 = o= (mpEtmg.)?, o=7 — /Ty —T_/T1 . (15)

The form factors at ¢> = 0 and the slope parameters by are computed via light-cone sum
rules with B-meson distribution amplitudes in Ref. [37] (these values for the form factors
will be called KMPW). The results for V(¢?), A12(¢?) are shown in Figure [l An earlier
and commonly quoted source for these form factors, computed using light-meson light-cone
sum rules, is Ref. [3§]. Even though the size of the uncertainties in Ref. [38] is considerably
smaller than in KMPW, we prefer to use KMPW for the following reasons. The size of
the error in light-cone sum-rules computations does not only depend on the particular
method used (for example light vs. heavy meson wavefunctions), but also depends on a
delicate estimation of “systematic” errors associated to the built in assumptions of each
procedure. There is in fact a wide spread of quoted uncertainties for B — K* form factors
in the recent literature, that range from a ~ 10% to a ~ 40% error for the same form
factor [22, B7]. For example, the values Ay(0) = 0.33+0.03 and V' (0) = 0.31 +0.04 given
in Ref. [22] should be compared to the values Ap(0) = 0.29+0.10 and V(0) = 0.36 £0.17
as quoted in KMPW. Even central values have shifted significantly, see for instance the
value V(0) = 0.41 £ 0.05 from Ref. [38] before its update of Ref. [22] (also consistent
with Ref. [39]). Given that all the values of the form factors V(¢?), A1 2(¢*) always fall
inside the error bars of KMPW, we choose KMPW in our numerical analyses in order to
obtain more conservative results. This choice has a marginal impact on clean observables,
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Figure 1: Input form factors (from Ref. [37]) used to obtain the soft form factors &, j(¢*):
V(q*) (left), A1(q*) (center), Ay(q®) (right). All errors are added in quadrature.

but can have an important effect on other form-factor-dependent observables (.S;, ...), as
illustrated in Ref. [23] (see also Sec. [6). From now on we will always refer to KMPW
when discussing the numerics of all form factors.

In principle, due to the large-recoil symmetry relations among the form factors that
are valid up to corrections of order a,; and A/my, one is entitled to define &;(¢?) also in
terms of Th3(q?) (see Eq. (24) of Ref. [40]). The resulting soft form factor is in very good
agreement with the one obtained from Eq.(I3]).

The values of the soft form factors at zero are determined by

mp

€)= V() §(0) =2, " A(0) (16)

which corresponds to £, (0) = 0.31707) and &(0) = 0.107003. Notice that £(0) can be
determined also through A; 5(0) (see Eq. (I3)) due to the large recoil relation 2my Ay(0) =
(mp + my)A;1(0) — (mp — my)A2(0). In order to correctly account for the correlation
between the errors of 4;(0) and A»(0) we determine &;(0) using Ay(0) = 0.2977¢? from
KMPW. In Ref. [35] a slightly different normalization for &, (0) is used, that is obtained
from T1(0) and not V' (0) after including an a; correction.

Once &, (¢%) and &(¢?) are defined using Eq. ([d]), with F = ¢, and the input values
given in Table 2 (see Fig. [2)), all form factors follow using [40]

) = 2 () + A1+ O(A /)
An(q?) = — P61 (6) — ()] + G e AL+ O(A )
E 2
Ao(¢?) = EEH((C{]Q) + O(A/my) (17)

where the first relation has no a; corrections at first order (AA; = O(a?)). The second

11
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Figure 2: Soft form factors £, (¢?) (left) and & (¢®) (right). These are obtained as described
in the text from the results of Ref. [37].

relation comes from the definition of the prescription, while the third one includes an «y
correction explicitly inside the factor Aj(¢*) = 1 + O(a;)f(¢?), where f(¢*) — 0 when
¢* — 0 (see [40] for the explicit definition of A(¢?)).

One can compare the axial form factors defined from Eq. (I7) with the values obtained
from light-cone sum rules in the case of KPMW. We have checked explicitly that A;(q?)
obtained from Eq. (I7) exhibits a very good compatibility with the value computed by
KMPW, which was expected as their results for A; and V fulfilled the large recoil relations
in Eq. () satisfactorily within errors. The same holds for Ay(¢?) with a similar small
deviation. On the contrary the last relation of Eq. (7)) exhibits a sizeable difference in
the comparison between the Ag(q?) obtained from KMPW (red-meshed region in Fig. 3
and the Ay(¢?) from Eq. (IT7) (blue-meshed region in Fig. [3)), pointing to non-negligible
O(A/my) corrections. Consequently, we have enlarged the error size of Ag(¢?) to cover
both determinations, as shown in Fig. Bl Notice that the form factor Ag(q?) only enters
in the amplitude A; which is always suppressed by m?/¢?, so that this choice will have
only a limited impact on our discussion.

In conclusion, in the large recoil region, once we determine &, (¢*) and §(¢*) using
Eq. (I4) and the numerical inputs of Table Bl we obtain the form factors A;(¢?) and
Ay(q?) from Eqgs. (IT7). The form factor Ay(q?) appearing in the amplitude A; is shown in
Fig. [B)). Finally, the tensor form factors 7123 (or 71 ), required in the QCDF expression
of B — K*¢¢ amplitudes, are computed following Ref. [35]. The results are extrapolated
up to 8.68 GeV? to allow a complete comparison with experimental data. The resulting
§)(¢*) and &, (¢*) are inserted in the QCDF-corrected form factors 71 [35] required to
compute the transversity amplitudes for B — K*¢*{~, including all factorizable and
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Figure 3: For numerical estimates we define an enlarged Ag(¢?) form factor (entering the

amplitude A;) in the full-q? region with enlarged error bars covering the two different
determinations: directly from KMPW (red mesh) or from Eq. (I7) (blue mesh). This
enlarged Ap(q?) can be obtained from Eq. ([4)) with a normalisation F4,(0) = 0.3 4 0.1
very similar to KMPW, but with a substantially larger error associated to the slope

ba, = —14.5 £ 9.0.

Form factor F(0) br mp (GeV)
£1(q?) 0.317020  —4.8%5% 5.412
£(¢?) 0.101005  —11.8%95 5.366
V(g% 0.36702%  —4.8%5% 5.412
Ai(¢?) 0257018 0.347588 5.829
Asx(¢®) 0237015 —0.85T1%8 5.829
T3(q?) 0.221017  —10.3%2% 5.829

Table 2: B — K* soft form factors at large recoil (upper cell) and form factors used in

the low-recoil region (lower cell). Inputs are taken from Ref. [37].
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non-factorizable corrections at one loop.

3.2 Low recoil

In the low-recoil region, the form factors cannot be determined in the same manner. The
light-cone sum rule approach is valid at low-¢?, and the results in KMPW are presented
as valid only up to 14 GeV?2. However, following Refs. [24, 25] we will extrapolate them up
to 19 GeV? and check the consistency with the lattice QCD results which can be obtained
at high-¢? [41]. As for the large recoil region we will use KMPW form factors in order to
remain conservative.

In this region where all degrees of freedom are soft, we expect the heavy-quark expan-
sion to be a good approximation. Using this approach, in Ref. [2I] a set of ratios were
found that are expected to approach one in the exact symmetry limit, but away from
this limit are broken by a; and 1/m, corrections. This idea was reconsidered in Ref. [24],
where three ratios were introduced:

_ (¢ R, — D@ _ @ B¢
V(g?) 2T A P m As(e?)

In Ref. [24] the first two ratios were found to be near one, but the third one was found to
be around 0.4.

This uncomfortable situation suggests one to reconsider these ratios. Indeed the first
two of those ratios can be also found in Ref. [2I] (see Eq. (A35) and Eq. (A36) in that
reference), but the last ratio, corresponding to Eq. (A37), exhibits a more complicated

Ry . (18)

structure:
2
. T
Ry = % E . (19)
my. 2\ _ my. 2 _ mv 2
5220 Ag(g2) — (1422 ) Ay(2) + (1 - 22) Ay(q?)

We have checked that in the KMPW case the ratio Rj is indeed in the correct ballpark.
The discrepancy between the two versions of Rj is rooted in the scaling laws of the form
factors according to HQET power counting (see Eq. (A4) of Ref. [21]). According to these
rules, the three terms in the denominator of R3 are of different order in my, so that Rs
and Rs are equivalent according to this power counting. However the central values of the
form factors extrapolated from light-cone sum rule results do not seem to obey the HQET
power counting numerically, so that the three terms in the denominator of Eq. (I9) are
numerically competing and yield a poorly determined value for Ry once uncertainties are
taken into account.

In order to ensure the robustness of our results, given the problem with the definition
of R3, we choose to proceed as follows. We determine 77 and 75 by exploiting the first two
ratios (R 2) allowing for a 20% breaking, i.e., Ry = 1402 (with —0.2 < §; 5 < 0.2). For

14



0A(GeV?) 0A(GeV?)

10 12 14 16 18 10 12 14 16 18
qP(GeV?) qP(GeV?)

Figure 4: KMPW form factors in the low recoil region. All errors are added in quadrature.
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O

Figure 5: Tensor form factors 7 (left) and 75 (right) at low recoil obtained imposing the
relations R, including a 20% A/my, correction, compared with lattice QCD results. The
three sets of lattice data points correspond to the three sets of results presented in Table 1
of Ref. [41].

all other form factors (including T3) we use KMPW extrapolated in the high-¢? region, as
shown in Fig. @l We then compare with available lattice data [41] to validate the tensor
form factors thus obtained. As can be seen in Fig. Bl we find an excellent agreement
between our determination of the tensor form factors 77 . using R; 2 and lattice data.
This also serves as a test of the validity of the extrapolation for V(¢?) and A;(¢?).

One may be worried that we drop one of the HQET relationships to use a value for T3
that does not fulfill the expected HQET relation, especially to discuss clean observables
that have been built based on the existence of these HQET relationships. The problem
is actually less acute than it may seem at first sight. Indeed, 73 occurs only in AOL R
multiplied by a factor A\(¢?) that vanishes at the no-recoil endpoint ¢*> — (mg—my)? (with
a fairly small derivative). The other terms contributing to the longitudinal transversity
amplitudes are suppressed in the large-mp limit where my /mp — 0, but they are sizeable
for the physical values of the mesons. Indeed, in the range of the low-recoil region, one
finds the following relative contributions:

APq? = 14 GeV?] = Ny(¢?) | Corio [80.8 - Ay(q®) — 20.5 - Ax(¢?)]

4 C[100.4 - To(g?) — 28.9 - Tg(q2)] (20)
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AFg = (m = my)?) = No(¢®) | Camao [48.3 - A41(6%) — 0+ Ax(q?)]

+ C;[68.0-Ta(q?) — 0 - Ts(¢%)] (21)

where Ny(q?) is just a normalization and all form factors are numbers of order 1 in this
kinematic region. Therefore, contrary to e.g., T, the numerical impact of T3 is very small
for the low-recoil values of the B — K*{*{~ observables. Since T3 plays only a marginal
role in the discussion, we will keep the discussion on the construction of clean observables
at low recoil assuming for simplicity that the relationship for Rz in Eq. (I8) holds, but
for numerical estimates, we will use the extrapolation of T according to KMPW. On the
long term, an accurate lattice estimate for T3 would be the best way to settle this uneasy
situation and check the validity of the ratio Rs, exactly as for T; 5.

In summary, the main two differences in our treatment of form factors in this region
with respect to Ref. [24] is that we use a more conservative approach to form factors and
that we do not use all the relations between 7753 and V', Ag;23 implied by the heavy
quark symmetry, but only the two ratios (R;2) validated by a comparison to lattice data.

4 Definition of clean CP conserving and CP violating

observables in ¢*>-bins

Following Refs. [17, 23], we have to consider a further experimental effect: the various
observables are obtained by fitting ¢>-binned angular distributions, so that the experi-
mental results for the various observables must be compared to (functions of) the angular
coefficients .J and .J integrated over the relevant kinematic range. Therefore we define the
CP-averaged and CP-violating observables (P;)pi, and (PP )y, integrated in ¢? bins, as:

1 i A% T3 + 5] 1 Jown A2 [ T3 — J5]

P in — & = y PCP in — X = 3 22
< 1>b 2 fbin dq2 [JQS + JQS] < ! >b 2 fbin dq2[J23 + JQS] ( )
<P2>b- _ lfbin dq2 [JGS + J:GS] <Pcp>b' _ lfbin dq2[J65 — {65] (23>
U8 [ daPas + o] s Join @425 + J2s] |
<P3>b — _1 fbin dq2 [']9 _'_ {9] <Pcp>b. — _1 fbin dq2[J9 - {9] (24)
" 4 fbin dq?[Jas + Jos] 5o 4 fbin dq?[Jas + Jos]
1 i} 1 _
(Pg)bin = —,/ dg*[Js+ Jd] (P Yoin = —,/ dg*[Jy — Ju] | (25)
bin ¢ bin bin < bin
1 _ 1 _

Py = —— dq*[Js + J per in:—/d2J—J 26
(oo = g | e B B = g [l (20
1 _ ~1 _

Py = —— dq*[J. + J per in:—/d2J—J 27
Fihwo =g | e B R = g [ -
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where the normalization N}, is defined as

fn =\ S AP s + o] fo A% e + o] (28)

We also introduce the redundan quantity P} = @' defined in Ref. [23], and its CP-
conjugated counterpart:

/ -1 7 ! —1 T
(Pg)bin = —,/ dq*[Js + Js) (PE" Yo = —,/ dg*[Js — Js] - (29)
bin ¢ bin bin ¢ bin

These definitions are general: they hold for m, # 0 and in the presence of scalar and
tensor operators. In the limit of infinitesimal binning the definitions of P; 53 coincide
with the definitions in Ref. [I7] except for a factor of B,(¢?) = /1 — 4m?2/q? in P. This
factor was introduced in Ref. [17] in the differential definition of P, precisely to cancel an
explicit 3, dependence in the numerator and make the observable insensitive to the lepton
mass. However, in defining a binned observable (as noted in Ref. [26]) this cancellation
takes place only approximately and there is no more compelling reason to remove this
factor.

Using the arguments in Refs. [I7] and [24], it is not difficult to check the status of
these observables at low ¢? and large ¢ in relation with Table [l All these observables
are indeed built by considering a particular angular coefficient and normalizing it to
cancel form factors in the appropriate region, as explained in Sec. 2l Besides these clean
observables, we consider also quantities often discussed: the differential (CP-averaged)
branching ratio dBR/dq?, the CP asymmetry Acp, the CP-averaged forward-backward
asymmetry Apg and longitudinal polarization fraction Fp, and the corresponding CP
asymmetries ARL and FYP. The definitions for the binned observables in terms of the
integrated angular coefficients are:

3 qu2[J68 + jﬁs] < CcP\ __ 3 quz[Jﬁs — jﬁs]

Vool =3t jag) + arjagy Y T i ag v (a0
R v R R v e v

() = r VL OE) g,y - P AL
e (dr i) = | / A3 T1e + 6110 — Joo — 2] (33)

1 As was noted in Ref. [23] the symmetries of the distribution show that @ can be expressed in terms of
all other observables (up to a sign, see appendix in Ref. [23]) and in this sense it is redundant. However,
the binning procedure (or scalar contributions) will break this redundancy, recovered only in the limit of
vanishing bin widths and in the absence of scalars.
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and analogously for T
Some of these observables are related to others that have been defined in the literature.
For example (see [I7]) P, = Ag) [14], 2P, = Agfo), 2P; = —Agfm) 18], Piss = H:(F1,2,4)

[24], 25], as well as
2P, 6 2P

H® — : HY = ——° | 34
P = P (34)
where in terms of the angular coefficients, the observables H:(F?”E’) are given byﬁ [25]
- dq?[Jss + Jos
H(3 b1n = fbm q ¢ 0 ] — 5 (35)
20/ 4 o 48212+ To)? = (fo da? L5 + J5])?
— [ dg?[Jo + J.
(HY ) pin = oy Ao+ ) (36)

\/ fb in dq JQS + JQS fb dq J3 + Jg])

The definitions for the integrated unprimed observables <P4(gf278) are given in App. [Al

The CP asymmetry Ps* is related (but not equal) to the low-recoil observable a((jgp)
[33], which is the CP-violating partner of Hy (5) At low recoil (in the absence of scalar or
tensor operators [25]) af¥) is also equal to the CP-violating partner of H ) which is related
(but not equal) to PST, defined in App. [Al Analogously, the asymmetry P$* is related
at low recoil to a'y [25] (CP-violating partner of H}4)). At low recoil and in the absence
of tensor operators this asymmetry is equal to the CP-violating partner of Hf(;’), related
to P{¥ (cf. Eq. (34)). Again this equivalence is not true at large recoil. Besides P5F,
we will consider this CP asymmetry related to Hf(;’) in the full ¢ region, which we shall
call Hy ()P The exact definitions for Hy B) and H:(F5)CP are given in App. [Al Finally, the
asymmetries Aqp and ARy are related to aE}PQ’ of Ref. [33]. We recall that Table [ provides
a summary of the equivalence of the observables and their experimental and theoretical
status.

In the following sections we will study these integrated observables in detail, giving
predictions within the SM and studying their sensitivity to hadronic uncertainties and

also to New Physics.

5 SM predictions for integrated observables

In this section we provide SM predictions for the set of integrated observables defined in
Section 4l We focus on the binning most commonly used by experimental collaborations
(see Refs. [3, 28 42, 43| 144 45]): [0.1,2], [2,4.3], [4.3,8.68] and [1,6] GeV? at large recoil,
[14.18,16] and [16,19] GeV? at low recoil, and a bin between the two narrow c¢ resonances,

2We drop a factor of 3, in H:(pg) with respect to Ref. [25]. The arguments are the same as the ones
given above for P o 3.
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Cilpy)  Colps)  Cs(up)  Calms)  Cs(ms) Colmn) CM(pp) CST(we) Colps)  Ciolun)

-0.2632 1.0111 -0.0055 -0.0806 0.0004 0.0009 -0.2923 -0.1663 4.0749 -4.3085

Table 3: NNLO Wilson coefficients at the scale p.

[10.09,12.89] GeVZ2. Some of these bins contain ¢* regions outside the strict range of
application of the corresponding theoretical frameworks. First, the region of very large
recoil ¢> ~ 0.1 — 1 GeV? contains contributions from light resonances which are not
accounted for in QCDF. A thorough analysis of this region has been performed in Ref. [32],
and some of its features are recalled in Section [§. However we will not include the effect
of these light resonances in our results, as their impact is small on integrated quantities
considered here. Second, the region ¢? ~ 6 — 8.68 GeV? can be affected by non-negligible
charm-loop effects (see Ref. [37]). Within the middle bin [10.09,12.89] GeV?, in between
the J/W and W(2s) peaks, the charm-loop contribution leads to a destructive interference,
leading to a suppression of the decay rate in this region. However, the predictions within
this region should be considered as crude estimates [37]. In this paper, this region will be
treated by interpolating central values and errors between the large and low recoil regions.

Our SM predictions are obtained in the usual way. The integrated observables are
defined in Eqgs. (22)-(B2) in terms of the coefficients J;(¢*), which are simple functions of
the transversity amplitudes (see for example Ref. [17]). The transversity amplitudes can
be written in terms of Wilson coefficients and B — K* form factors following Refs. [19] 35,
24]. Concerning the Wilson coefficients and the treatment of uncertainties, we proceed as
in Refs. [17, 23]. In particular, the SM Wilson coefficients are computed at the matching
scale g = 2Myy, and run down to the hadronic scale p, = 4.8 GeV following Refs. [40],
47, 148], 49, 50] 1. The evolution of couplings and quark masses proceeds analogously. All
relevant input parameters used in the numerical analysis, including the values of the SM
Wilson coefficients at the scale py, are collected in Tables Bl and [l

Concerning uncertainties related to A/my, corrections, we proceed as follows. In the
large recoil region we include a 10% multiplicative error in each amplitude, with an arbi-
trary strong phase, implemented as described in Refs. [16], [I7]. In the low recoil region,
we allow for a 20% correction to the ratios R; and Ry, as described in Section B2, so
that Ryio ~ 1 £ 20%. We note that this correction is suppressed by a factor ~ C7/Cq
with respect to the dominant part of the amplitude [see Eqs. (@) and (Bl)]. In the SM

3The slightly different values of Co(up) and Cio(up) compared to the usual values encountered in the
literature stems from the fact that we include higher-order electromagnetic corrections in the evaluation
of these coefficients following the formulae gathered in Ref [46]. In particular, Table 5 in that reference
shows that Co(up) and C1o(up) are affected by subleading but not negligible corrections in ., denoted
Céu) and C%Q). This yields a shift compared to analyses not including higher-order electromagnetic
corrections in the evaluation of their coefficients. (See also Ref. [51])
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wy, = 4.8 GeV po = 2My  [52]
mp = 5.27950 GeV 53] M = 0.89594 GeV  [53]
mp, = 5.3663 GeV 53] m,, = 0.105658367 GeV  [53)]
sin? Oy = 0.2313 53]

My = 80.399 4 0.023 GeV  [53] My = 91.1876 GeV  [53)
e (Mz) = 1/128.940 [52] as(Myz) = 0.1184 + 0.0007  [53)]
mP® =173.3 £ 1.1 GeV [54] mpS = 4.68 4 0.03 GeV  [55]
mM5(m,) =1.2740.09 GeV  [53] mM5(2 GeV) = 0.101 £ 0.029 GeV  [53]
Ak = 0.22543 + 0.0008 [56] Acgnr = 0.80540.020  [56]
p=0.144 £ 0.025 [56] 77=0.342+0.016 [56]
Ap =05 GeV [57] f5 =0.190 £ 0.004 GeV  [58]
freey) = 0.220 4 0.005 GeV 2] frce1 (2 GeV) = 0.163(8) GeV  [22]
ar,1(2 GeV) =0.03£0.03  [22] az,1(2 GeV) =0.08 £0.06 [22]
Ap(pn) = 0514012 GeV  [22] 5 = 2.307- 102 GeV  [53]

Table 4: Input parameters used in the analysis.

CEM/CSM ~ 0.1, so the total correction is a few percent, as noticed in Ref. [33]. However,
in some NP scenarios this suppression might not be so effective.

The results are collected in Tables Bl and 6] and in App. Bl and they exhibit some
expected behaviours. CP asymmetries are very small. P; and Pj, related to J3 and Jy
which involve suppressed helicity form factors in the low ¢? region [32] are null tests of the
Standard Model for the first bins [14} [18]. In addition, P, and Ps involve combinations of
form factors which become equal in the low-recoil limit, and are thus very close to 1 and
-1, respectively, for the last bins [24].

6 New Physics opportunities

Our main motivation has consisted in finding an optimal basis for the analysis of B —
K*0¢ data, with a balance between the theoretical control on hadronic pollution and the
experimental accessibility. The importance of finding clean observables for NP searches
has been emphasized in Ref. [23]. It has been shown that, while a NP contribution to an
angular coefficient .J; can be substantial, a non-clean observable sensitive to the coefficient
J; (such as J; itself, or S;) might not be able to detect such NP because of large theoretical
uncertainties, even if the SM prediction for this observable is accurate. On the contrary,
the corresponding clean observable P; might show a clear distinction between the SM and

21



Table 5. Standard Model Predictions for the CP-averaged optimized basis.

Bin (GeV?) (Pr) = (A% (P2) = $(ATY) (Ps) = —1(A8™)
[1,2] 0.007% 0050081 0.3995 05310008 —0.003%0:00570:054
[0.1,2] 0.007*8:0040044 0.172%5:005+5 018 —0.002+ 500175055
[2,4.3] —0.051%5-050+0043 0.23410 03540016 —0.004+50057 5055
[4.3,8.68] —0.11745:0050:055 —0.4075:0570:006 —0.001+5001 1 0:057
[10.09,12.89] —0.181+0.283+0:035 —0.481+0-004 002 0.003%5:003 45015
[14.18,16] —0.35270 0670 015 —0.44977 53070004 0.00475:507 76009
[16,19] —0.603¥533575:000 —0.3741515670:004 0.003%5 50150001
[1,6] —0.05510:003 0015 0.084%5 07675 010 —0.003%0 00270035
(P}) (Pl) (PY)
[1,2] —0.160%5 05170013 0.38740:065-0:01 —0.104¥553575:016
[0.1,2] —0.34270:075 70015 0.533%0 056-0-020 —0.0841 0053150056
[2,4.3] 0.56970:050 7 0-051 —0.3347G: 097007 —0.098%0:03¢ %0051
[4.3,8.68] 1.003+0:01570:030 —0.8720-0550:03 —0.027+5:03775:080
[10.09,12.89] 1.08240 13070017 —0.893* 031010017 0.001%5-003 0034
[14.18,16] 1.1614533570:007 —0.77970:353"0.009 0.00075:650-0:000
[16,19] 1.263%0 5180004 —0.6017536770 007 0.00075:500-0:000
[1,6] 0.55520 033 0015 —0.3491 5058 " 0.017 —0.08910:04370:03"
107 x (dBR/dg?) (Arp) (Fr)
[1,2] 0437703430095 —0.21240 10400018 0.60510 37510 024
[0.1,2] 1.446% 52870024 —0.136%5 01570016 0.323% 1750020
[2,4.3] 090475 531+0:685 —0.081+5:0855:000 0.754%0 15870018
[4.3,8.68] 2.6747 53750 1% 022001550016 0.63470:51570:055
[10.09,12.89] 2.344%30061 0083 0.371%5 18270011 0.482%0305+ 0013
[14.18,16] 1.2904 55320013 0.404*5 19745008 0.396%0 51170004
[16,19] 1.450% 533570015 0.360%0.3%5+0005 0.35740 9351000
[1,6] 2155757214570 153 —0.03570035" 0005 0.703%0 51570019
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Table 6. Standard Model Predictions for the CP-violating optimized basis.

Bin (GeV?) 10% x (PFT) 102 x (P§™) 10% x (P§™)
[1,2] —0.01070604 75155 —0.40375673 0 0s1 0044750060 077
[0.1,2] 0.001*5501 7015 —0.1330:653 0061 —0.028* 0063+ 5062
[2,4.3] —0.0615:060*5: 152 —1.01870150 10013 —0.047* 505745075
[4.3,8.68] —0.088% 00050074 —~0.650" 015770000 —0.008* 56070037
[10.09,12.89] —~0.053% 061570026 —0.208*5-653 0007 0.00175501 0013
[14.18,16] —0.0045:506 " 0:000 0.000%5:660 5000 0.001*5660 5000
[16,19] —0.00650050-000, 0.00075600" 0000 0.00175660" 0000
[1,6] —0.06075007 0119 —0.82870057" 007 —0.0360003 "0 057
102 x (P}°") 102 x (PL°") 102 x (P57
[1,2] 0.1447 553070153 —0.8917 551 0 158 —1.00745:213 0154
[0.1,2] —0.04%5:025 013 —0.582 09571 017 —0.8747 036510 158
[2,4.3] 0.631 050 011 —1.2775353 0 067 —0.80501357 0157
[4.3,8.68] 0.782% 063370043 0896700050040 ~0.255% 06571072

[10.09,12.89]

+0.162+-0.020
0'399—0.155—0.022

+0.145+-0.020
_0'339—0.167—0.019

+0.029+0.024
_0'051—0.016—0.026

[14.18,16] 0.013 5 5085606 0.0001+,850+0.000 0.0001, 30040000
[16,19] 0.013%6:5676:000 0.0007£5:99+0:900 0.0007+0:000+0.000
[1,6] 0.597HGRTONE  _11407SEOOL 060170201
102 x <ACP> 10% x <A%F}_;’> 102 x <FEP>
[1,2] 0.00575 3150 153 QA iy 0.387+ 142+0.048
[0.1,2] —0.29%5380¥ 010 0.105+0:045+0.052 0.208+0:141+0.035
[2,4.3] 0.424 %5 336+0 035 DEGIGbELE 0.479+0115+0.034
[4.3,8.68] 0.6737 05666013 0.350+92L8+0.025 0.402+0121+0.023

[10.09,12.89]
[14.18,16]
[16,19]

[1,6]

+0.150+-0.008
0'366—0.145—0.008

+0.005+-0.000
O'012—0.006—0.000

+0.005+-0.000
0'010—0.005—0.000

+0.1844-0.054
0'42270.24970.066

+0.139+0.008
0'160—0.107—0.009

+0.000+0.000
0'000—0.000—0.000

+0.000+-0.000
O'OOO—O.OOO—O.OOO

+0.261+40.038
0'34670.18370.035

+0.033+0.008
0'169—0.050—0.008

+0.002+0.000
0'004—0.003—0.000

+0.002+-0.000
0'004—0.002—0.000

+0.1234-0.035
0'44670.15570.040
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Figure 6: Binned Standard Model predictions for the observables <P1<02P§), corresponding
to the bins measured experimentally (see Tables [l and [6)). The red (dark gray) error bar
correspond to the A/my corrections, the yellow one (light gray) to the other sources of
uncertainties. If one of the two bands is missing, it means that the associated uncertainty
is negligible compared to the dominant one.
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Figure 8: The sensitivity to New Physics for two CP-averaged observables related to
the coefficient J;: P; (left), and S5 (right). SM predictions are shown in gray, and the
NP point (6Cr, dC%, 6Co, 0C19) = (0.3,—0.4,1,6) is shown in red. Our estimate of power
corrections is included in light gray (SM) and light red (NP). P; is much more sensitive
to New Physics than S5, due to its reduced hadronic uncertainties.

the NP scenario even once theoretical uncertainties are included.

This feature has been exemplified in Ref [23] studying the observables P; and S3 both
in the SM and within a NP benchmark point compatible with other constraints from rare
B decays. In Fig. [8 we update this discussion by showing binned predictions at large
recoil for (P;) and (S3) in the SM and in the NP scenario given by (6C7,0C, Cy, 6C1o) =
(0.3, -0.4,1,6) (where 6C; = Ci(p) — Co™(p)). Clearly, P, is much more sensitive to
New Physics than S3, due to its reduced hadronic uncertainties.

A similar conclusion can be reached in the case of CP-violating observables. For illus-
tration, we consider the case of CP-violating observables related to the angular coefficient
Jg. The observable Ag is not a clean observable, while P5" is the corresponding clean
observable in the large recoil region. At low recoil, the clean observable Hy'" is also
considered. In Fig. [@ we show binned predictions for (PST), (HZ'") and (Ag) in the
SM and in three NP scenarios: two scenarios with complex left-handed currents given by
(0C7,6Cy, 6C19) = (0.14-0.54, —1.4,1—1.54) and (6C7, 6Cqy, 0C10) = (1.5+0.37, —8+21,8—21),
and a scenario with a complex contribution to Cj,: 0Cj, = —1.5 + 2i. These scenarios
are consistent with all current constraints [59]. The SM prediction is very close to zero
for all these observables. But a departure from the SM point has a dramatic effect in the
hadronic uncertainties in the prediction of Ag. On the other hand, the clean observables
PS* and HY" | designed for low and high-¢ regions respectively, are much more robust.

These examples show how PSP (at large recoil) and HY" (at low recoil) present
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Figure 9: The case of New Physics in three observables related to the coefficient Jy: P57,
HP" and Ag. Red and blue binned curves (left plots) correspond to predictions for non-
standard complex left-handed currents: (6C7,dCq, 0C10) = (0.140.54, —1.4, 1 —1.5¢) (blue)
and (6Cr,0Cy, 0Cyp) = (1.5 + 0.3, =8 + 2¢, 8 — 27) (red). Green binned curves (right plots)
corresponds to 0C}, = —1.5 + 2i. The SM predictions (with errors) correspond to the
narrow grey bins around zero. HY" and P are much more sensitive to New Physics
than Ag, due to their reduced hadronic uncertainties.

unique opportunities to discover or constrain New Physics, and should be given priority
over the non-clean observable Ag. More generally, they illustrate the interest of choosing
clean observables to distinguish between the SM case and NP scenarios from a binned
angular analysis of the B — K*{{ decay.

7 Impact of the S-wave pollution

Another source of uncertainties come for the S-wave contribution on the angular distri-
bution B — KT~ [T]~, which will correspond to a pollution of the angular observables
extracted under the assumption that the process is only mediated through P-wave K*°
decaying into Kt7~.

In Ref. [29] the S-wave pollution to the decay B — K*(— Km)lTl~ coming from
the companion decay B — K{(— K)lTl~ was computed. The model used there as-
sumed that both P and S waves were correctly described by ¢?-dependent B — K* or
B — K{ form factors, multiplied by a Breit-Wigner function depending on the K7 in-
variant mass (possibly distorted by non-resonant effects such as the elusive K;(800) or
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K resonance [60])@ It was then claimed that transverse asymmetries, obtained from uni-
angular distributions, suffer unavoidably the S-wave contamination. Soon after and in
the same framework, it was shown in Ref. [26] that using folded distributions instead of
uni-angular distributions it should be possible to extract those asymmetries free from this
pollution. Indeed, due to the distinct angular dependence of the S-wave terms one can
disentangle the interesting signal of the P-wave from the S-wave polluting terms. However
an additional problem arises due to the normalization used for the distribution, that we
will discuss in the following.

The angular distribution that describes the four-body decay B — K*(— Km)lTl~
including the S-wave pollution from the companion decay B — K (— Km)lTl™ is [29, [30]

d‘T 9
dq? dcos O dcosb,dp 327

[Jls sin? 0 + Ji. cos® Ok + (Jogsin® Ox + Jo. cos? O ) cos 20,

+J5 sin” O sin? 0) cos 2¢ + Jy sin 20 sin 26, cos ¢ + J; sin 20 sin 6, cos ¢

+(Jss sin? O + Jg cos? Ok ) cos ) + J7 sin 20 sin 6 sin ¢ + Jg sin 20 sin 20, sin ¢
+Jg sin® O sin? 0, sin 24 X +Wg (37)
where new angular coefficients arise (including a Breit-Wigner function in their definition)

1 . . . s s
Ws = yp Ji, 4+ JcosOk + (Js, + J5, cos Ok ) cos 26, + Jy sin Ok sin 26, cos ¢
7r

+J5 sin O sin 6 cos ¢ + J- sin O sin B, sin ¢ + Jg sin O sin 26, sin ¢ (38)

as well as a factor included to take into account the width of the resonance:
X = [ dmi | BWie (i) (39)

One can consider for the normalization of the angular distribution not the P-wave
component alone (I'4.) but the sum of S and P wave amplitudes (including both the K*
and K components) defined by

P = T + T (40)

where we denote I, = dI',/d¢* (x = K*,S) with T4 the distribution of the K. Their
expression in terms of the angular coefficients are (see Refs. [29,26] for detailed definitions

4This model has the advantage of simplicity, as it factorises the dependence of the amplitudes on the
dilepton and the dihadron masses into two different pieces. However, it should be understood as a rough
description of off-shell effects, as it hinges on the assumptions that the B — K* or B — K form factors
are not significantly altered once the light strange meson is not on shell any more, and that the K (*O)K T
coupling is essentially independent of the dihadron mass m?%._ from threshold up to around 2 GeV.
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of the new coefficients .J;)
, 1 / 7c 2 7c
Do = 18+ 601, — Joo — 21)X, Ty =275, — 2 Jg, e

and the longitudinal polarization fraction associated to the I'y distribution is

Fg = F,S and 1—Fg= P,K (42)
full full

As pointed out in Ref. [26] (see Eq. (23)), the use of the I}, normalization for the angular
distribution induces a polluting factor (called C' in Ref. [26] or equivalently 1 — Fs here)
that multiplies the P-wave component distribution. For simplicity, in order to obtain
the bounds on the polluting terms entering Wgs we will work with the distribution in the
massless lepton limit (the distribution in the massive case is discussed in Ref. [26])

1 d'T B
I dg? deos O deos 0, dg B

9 [3 1
— | S Fpsin® 0k + Fp cos? 0k + (= Frsin® 0 — Fy, cos? 0x) cos 26,
327 |4 4

1 1
—|—§P1FT sin? @ sin® 0, cos 26 + \/ FrF, <§Pi sin 20 sin 26, cos ¢ + Ps sin 20 sin 6, cos (b)
1
+2P, Frsin® Oy cos 0, — \/ FrFy, (Pé sin 20 sin 0; sin ¢ — 5@’ sin 20 sin 26; sin gb)

Ly (43)

—P3Fr Sin2 9K Sin2 91 sin 2¢:| (1 — FS) + 1"/—
Full

The coefficients of the polluting term can be parametrized as

|44 3
X 5 Tor [Fs sin? 0, + Ag sin® 0, cos O + A sin O sin 26, cos ¢
full

+ A% sin O sin 0 cos ¢ + AL sin O sin §; sin ¢ + AL sin 0 sin 26, sin qﬂ (44)

where we have used the equalities in the massless limit J§, = —J5, and J§, = —J,.
We will now estimate the size of the S-wave polluting terms (J;) normalized to I'},;.
Identifying the coefficients in Eq.(@4) with Eq.(38]) we find:

8 Je 4
Ag = ——1b d AL, =--—"- 45
° 3 F;‘ull o 5 3 1—‘}ull ( )
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with ¢+ = 4,5,7,8. From the explicit expressions of the .J; (see Ref. [26] for definitions)
one finds for F.

8 Jiu _ |ALP+ AP,
Fg = §r/1 - = Y = /dmiABWKg(m%ﬁ)F (46)
Jull full

with Y a factor included to take into account the scalar component including the K

resonance. The corresponding lineshape is denoted BWk;, even though it is likely not to

be a simple Breit-Wigner shape, due to the possibility of a non-trivial scalar continuum.

The contribution from the S-wave is expected to be small compared to the P-wave one.
The other terms in Eq.(d4]) comes from the S- and P-wave interference and are

o 3B [Re [(AFAb 1 ARAR)BWicy (mie,) BW - ()] i,
full full
J4 3 /3 1 [/ AL L% IR A Rx 2 f 2 3\ 2
1“} . = Z 5 F} p Re _(AO A“ + AO A” )BWK{)“ (mKW)BWK* (mKﬂ.)- deﬂ
js 3 /3 1 [/ 41D L% IR A Rx 2 1 2 1\ 2
T = 2\ ar Re |(Ag A" — Ay AT )BWKS (Micr) BWier (Mier) | dmie,
full full - .

F;‘ull

s 3 [31
F;‘ull 4 2F}ull

j 3 3 1 [ / * * ]
7 = 5 5 /Irn _(AOLAﬁ - 14E)Rj4ﬁz )BWKS (m%(ﬂ)BWIT(* (m%ﬁr)_ dm%(w

I (A AL + AR AT BWics (i) BW . (mi,) | dim, (47)
A bound on these ratios is obtained once we define the S — P interference integral

- / ‘BWKS(m%W)BWIL(m%W) dmiy,. (48)

and use the bound from the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality

‘ / (Re, Im) [(AgLAJL* + AP AR B (miﬂ)BWIL(miﬂ)} dm?..

< 7 x (I AF[2 + | AT AL + | AR (49)

The definitions of Fg and F}, yield the following bound:

|As| < 2v3+/Fs(1 — Fs)Fy, (50)
®The amplitudes used here are proportional to those introduced in Ref. [29]: Mé fH \/g Ang
and M'0F = \/gA'L ® Notice that here Fi, = (|AF|* 4+ |AF|?)X/T., where X cancels between

numerator and denominator.
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Large recoil Low recoil Large Recoil Low Recoil

Coefficient oo Range oo Range Finite Range Finite Range
|Ag| 0.33 0.25 0.67 0.49
|AL| 0.05 0.10 0.11 0.19
| A3 0.11 0.11 0.22 0.23
|AZ| 0.11 0.19 0.22 0.38
| A% 0.05 0.06 0.11 0.11

Table 7: Illustrative values of the size of the bounds for the choices of Fg, Fr,, P, and F
described in the text.

where the factor (1 — Fg) arises due to the fact that Fj, is defined with respect to I".
rather than I',;,. Using the definition of P, in terms of |Ai’ﬁ|2 one finds for the other
terms in Eq.(d4) the following bounds

|As| < \/g\/Fg(l ~ Fo)(1— Fy) <1 —2P1) \/)ZW
|A3] < 2\/2\/15’3(1 — Fs)(1 - Fp) <1+2P1) \/)ZW
451 < 2\/%\/%(1 — Fs)(1 - Iy (1 ;Pl) \/)ZW

143 < @W - - (S5 2 (51)

In order to assign a numerical value to these bounds we have to evaluate the integrals

X, Y and Z that enter the factor F' = \/% Here we can consider two options: a first

option that we call “infinite range” where we take the integrals in the whole mg, range.
In this case, we get X =Y =1, 037 < Z < 0.45 and 0.37 < F* < 0.45. And a

second option where we consider a “finite range” for the integrals around myg+ 0.1 GeV

(corresponding to the constraints put on the invariant dihadron mass for the experimental
analysis), we use the parametrization given in [I8], and we vary the parameters of the K
Breit-Wigner (0 < g, < 0.2 and arg(g,) inside 7/2, 7 range) to obtain 0.113 < Z < 0.176.
Similarly for the other integrals one gets in this case 0.019 <Y < 0.045 and X = 0.848.
And the corresponding factor F("x**0-1) is now inside the range 0.89 < F(mx=+0-1) < (.90,
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We can provide two illustrative examples for the large- and low-recoil regions. We
take in the large-recoil region the following values Fg ~ 7% [61] (assuming that the scalar
contribution is similar to that in the decay B® — J/¢YKTn~), F;, ~ 0.7 and P, ~ 0, and
for the low recoil region, the same value of Fg, F;, ~ 0.38 and P; ~ —0.48, where the
values for F, and P; are the average of the central values of the SM predictions in the
last two bins. For the F' factor we take the maximal possible values. The corresponding
bounds are gathered in Table [ These estimates can be more precise once we have a
direct measurement of Fi.

8 Comparison with other works

In addition to general global fits to radiative B-decays [23], 59, [62] (see also Refs. [63]
64l [65], [66], (67, 68]), there has been a growing literature aiming at determining the best
set of observables with a reduced sensitivity to hadronic inputs, and the ability of these
observables to find New Physics.

Compared to Ref. [22], we obtain a fair agreement with the predictions of the S; and
A; within errors, even if we take a different approach for the treatment of form factors
and different input values for them. On top of this, there is also some difference on the
Wilson coefficient values for dileptonic operators where we included extra electromagnetic
corrections. In some cases like S5 or the tiny asymmetry Ags the agreement with the
central value is perfect. But as these S;, A; observables are not protected from hadronic
uncertainties in general, there are cases where the SM value is tiny (e.g., 1072 for S3) and
basically driven by NLO contributions, where the result is more sensitive to the use of full
form factors or of specific relationships derived from an effective theory approach, and to
the input values chosen.

The high-¢? region has been the focus of a series of papers [24] 33, 25], relying on
relationships between form factors from the heavy-quark expansion derived in Ref. [21] (as
discussed in Section[3)). In Refs. [24, 25], a set of 5 clean (CP-averaged) observables called
HJ@ was introduced, which is equivalent to the set introduced here for clean observables
at high-¢®>. The corresponding CP-violating observables were also discussed, as well as
the case of B — K/{/ transitions (with only 3 angular observables avalaible), and their
potential for New Physics. We confirm that CP-averaged observables (e.g., H}l) = F)
have a small sensitivity to hadronic uncertainties, but we stress that this needs not be
the case for CP-violating observables in the presence of New Physics. We agree with the
numerical results for the SM predictions of B — K*{¢, but we quote larger uncertainties
in particular for the branching ratio. This is due most probably to a different choice of
form factors (Ref. [38] (BZ) versus KMPW [37]). As discussed in Ref. [24] and discussed
again in Section [3] there are some difficulties to accomodate the extrapolation of BZ
form factors at high ¢ with the HQET relationships exploited to compute the angular
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coefficients. We have discussed the comparison with available lattice data and our choice
of using KMPW together with HQET relationships until accurate lattice data are available
for the low-recoil region.

The low-¢* has been discussed in Ref. [32] recently, with an interpretation of an-
gular observables in terms of helicity form factors [39]. The pattern of suppression of
some form factors with respect to others, indicated by QCD factorisation/SCET analy-
ses, was shown to hold even after the inclusion of radiative and power corrections as well
as non-factorisable effects and to yield a strong suppression of the angular coefficients
Js and Jy. For the phenomenological analyses, several inputs for the form factors were
considered, not only (rescaled) BZ and KMPW, but also QCD sum rules and truncated
Dyson-Schwinger equations. The comparison of the various models confirmed A/my, cor-
rections of a few percent to the QCD factorisation/SCET relationships, in the line of the
estimates used in this paper. But if some of the angular coefficients are dominated by
form factor uncertainties, sizeable contributions may also arise from charm-loop contribu-
tions. Compared to our own analysis, we have allowed for a larger range of uncertainties
concerning form factors, but no charm-loop contributions. This explains the agreement
concerning the central values for the low-¢? observables, but significantly larger errors in
Ref. [32] (especially for P, Pj, P, and Pf}). The very low-¢* region (below 1 GeV?) was
also analysed, using a phenomenological model to account for light resonances. The effect
of the latter was shown to be very small once binning effects were including, and has not
been considered in our own analysis.

The issue of long-distance charm loop effects was also considered in Ref. [37]. This
paper was aimed at calculating one particular effect, the soft-gluon emission from the
charm loop, which is only one of the several nonlocal hadronic effects for B — K*0¢
caused by four-quark, quark-penguin and Og operators. The modification induced to Cly
was encoded in a shift 6Cy where only the factorizable charm loop and nonfactorizable
soft gluon are taken into account, up to 20% in the low-¢* region (below 4 GeV?). It is
interesting to notice that this particular effect is difficult to assess and can be large, casting
some doubts on the possibility to exploit the bins between J/¢ and (25 for comparison
with experiment. We have not included the results of Refs. [37, [32] waiting for a more
comprehensive theory of charm-loop effects before including them in our analysis.

9 Conclusions

Measurements on the angular distribution of the decay B — K*(— Kn){*t{~ are being
performed intensively at flavour facilities. In the near future, these measurements will
either reveal hints of NP in flavour physics, or set the strongest constraints so far on
radiative and semileptonic |[AB| = |AS| = 1 operators. However, in order for these
measurements to be effective, the focus has to be put on theoretically “clean” observables.
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In this paper we have studied and collected all relevant clean angular observables in
both kinematic regions of interest (large and low recoils), giving a unified and compre-
hensive description of both regions, and a thorough reassessment of the form factor input.
We have also considered a full set of CP-violating observables, P". We reviewed the
various observables proposed in Table [l and we can identify an optimal basis containing
a maximal number of clean observables that constitutes a compromise between a clean
theoretical prediction and a simple experimental extraction. All SM predictions can be
found in Tables in Sec. Bl and Tables in App. Bl

The relevance in focusing on clean observables can be seen more clearly by studying the
NP sensitivity of different observables probing in principle the same angular coefficient,
but with a normalisation enhancing or suppressing the sensitivity to form factors. By
considering different NP scenarios (compatible with current bounds) we find that (P;) is
much more sensitive than (S3) to NP effects due to it reduced hadronic uncertainties. The
same is found for the CP asymmetries (P5") (at large recoil) and <H¢(p5)) (at low recoil),
which are much finer probes of NP than (Ay).

An important systematic effect that has to be fully understood is the S-wave com-
ponent due to B — Kj(— wK)ll events, which is not negligible even at mg, ~ mg-.
Disentangling the S- and P-wave contributions requires a more complete angular analysis,
which if not performed leads to intrinsic systematics in the extraction of the B — K*(—
Km){*¢~ angular observables. We have determined bounds on the size of the interference
terms in the angular distribution, which constitute an upper bound on these systematic
uncertainties.

By providing an appropriate basis with a limited sensitivity to hadronic contributions
and thus a better potential to identify New Physics contributions, and by giving SM
predictions for these observables, we hope that the results and predictions presented in
this paper will help the discussion of the next series of results on B — K*¢t¢~.
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A Definitions of additional observables

The integrated unprimed observables (Pigfg ) are given by

V2 § V2
—— | d¢*[Ju+ T4, Py pin = e
Nb_in bin 1 [ ! 4] < ! >b Nb_ bin

/ d¢*[Js — Js) ,  (53)
bin

<P4>bin - dq2 [J4 - j4] ) (52)

(Ps)bin = \/7 - /bm dg’[Js + J5] , (P )i = \/7 -

(Pilin = 51— me | ditre (R = - | ditn=r. e
_\2 _ ) _
<P8>bin = 5 dq2[J8 + JS] ) <PSCP>bin = T dqz[Js - Js] ) (55)

bin < bin bin < bin

+ —
where N[ and N are defined as

Nt = )= Unin Q022025 + o) + (s + Jo)]) (g a2 e + Jac]) (56)
= A Ui 0422025 + o) = (Js + )]} o 4621 e + Tad]) (57)
(3,5)cP

The CP-violating observables (Hy: ) are given by

fbin dq2 J6s - jﬁs]

<H(3)CP bm = — (58)

2\/4 i %[ Jos + Jas])? — (fbin dq?[Js + J3])?

— Jom da?[Jo — J.

<H:(FS)CP>bin _ fbm_ q*[Jo o] _ (59)

\/4(fbin dq?[Jas + Jas])? — <fbin dq?[Js + J3))?

We also collect here the definitions of other observables [22]:

o AP Ti + i - dg?[J; — J;

(Si)bin = Josy 401 ] (Ai)pin = s 4] | (60)

(dT/dq?)vin + (dT/dg?)pin (dT/dq?)vin + (dT/dg?)bin

We refer to Refs. [I5] [16, [I7] for the definitions of A (3:45) , taking into account that the
substitution J; — fbm dq?[J; + JZ] should be understood for all J;.

B Compendium of SM results

In this Appendix we collect the SM predictions for the observables discussed in the paper
in addition to Tables[Bland @, where the observables in the optimized CP-averaged and CP-
violating bases are collected. All these results are also presented graphically in Figures [G-
The binning is chosen to match the current experimental results. Predictions within
different bins can be obtained as explained in the text, and are also available upon request.
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The second series of errors quoted correspond to A/my, corrections, whereas the first
series stem from all uncertainties in the inputs, and in particular in form factors. They
have been obtained following the method presented in Refs. [15], [16], I7], as outlined in
Section
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Table 8. Standard Model Predictions for CP-averaged observables.

. . -
Bin (GeV?) (Pa) = (Hy) (Ps) = (Hy) (Ps)
[1,2] —0.16020055 " 0'015 0.38510:045+0.016 —0.10410:026+0.016
[0.1,2] —0.3447 06361500 0.531+ 3028 +0-017 —0.0847+0-021-+0.026
[2,4.3] 055515056 "6.020 SR e e v
[4.3,8.68] 0.94975:015 6006 092776036 6.005 —0.025%5:050 .06
0.007+0.001 0.058+-0.003 0.003+0.031
[10.09,12.89] 0.9967 0 0200 003 —0.98610 0030001 0.00170 00450 02
[14.18,16] 0.998™:062 " 0:001 —0.968+0:997+9-002 0.000+0-000-+0.000
[16,19] 0.997+5603 0 001 —0.95410:93+0-002 0.000+0:090+0.000
[1.6] 0.540% 50850013 —0.3597.990+0.018 —0.087+.028+0.030
) /
(Ps) = (H7") (FY)
[1,2] 0.059756157 6018 0.059" ¢ 03501
[01,2] 0.0375635 05 0.037+02e: 00
[2,4:3] 0.07245633 5,656 0.0703. 035+ 623
[43,8.68] 0.021 45 571658 Q0w

[10.09,12.89]

+0.010+4-0.031
_0‘016—0.005—0.033

+0.010+-0.028
_0‘015—0.005—0.030

(1418, 16] —0.0007300%600  —0.0153 509500
[16,19] —0013* RO 0008758
[1,6] 0.06545.635 5,636 TG0
() (Hy”)
[1,2] 079970536 0 016 —~0.00725503 0 038
[01,2] 034370000 —0.004X550 R 0R
[2,4:3] 0469%GHETO0H  —0.00875E0EROR
[43,8.68] —0.8200300 001 000115 SR 0

[10.09,12.89]
[14.18,16]
[16,19]

[1,6]

+0.057+-0.004
_0'977—0.004—0.002

+0.007+-0.004
_0‘959—0.000—0.004

+0.0044-0.003
_0'938—0.002—0.003

+0.1144-0.039
0'16870.15270.037

+0.001+0.030
0'006—0.002—0.030

+0.000+0.004
O'008—0.001 —0.004

+0.000+0.004
0'007—0.001 —0.004

+0.0024-0.040
_0-006—0.004—0.043




Table 9. Standard Model Predictions for CP-violating observables.

Bin (GeV?) 10% x (PgT) 102 x (PS™) 102 x (P§™)
[1.2] 0.144 5051015 —0.88810.013+0.128 —1.011+0-401+0-130
[0.1,2] —0.040%5:535 0147 —0.58015:0%5+0.143 —0.877+32 0137
2,43] DGR ~1.31125330 566 ~0.7857 513570 12
[4.3,8.68] 0740750355630 —0.95310 056 0025 —0.24275:658 008
[10.09,12.89] 0.367 037 0010 —0.37510:996+0.019 —0.047+0.020+0.02
[1418,16] 0.0L1ER 0056008 00004606560 00004606560
[16,19] 0.01075.6655:000 0.000% 8955099 0.000+3,000+2.000
[1.6] 058106550006, — 117359270076 —0.673%5:356 70115
102 x (PS7) 102 x (P°7)

[1,2] LA6720 63570150 LAT215 60 025

[0.1,2] 13547085570 103 i

[2,4.3] 1.100719-2550-129 1.071+9-278+0.117

L6838 0.28470:385 6.6 0267253957506

[1009,12.89] 0.03475 016053 0.031*§. 035022

[14.18, 16] =0.004 55655061 —0.003+5:002+0-001

[16,19] —0.0022550: 5061 ~0.002 59810000

[1,6] 0.9590:356 0100 0.9320:335 0101

102 x (H;3)CP> 102 x <H}5)CP>

[1,2] ~0.8060 32606 —0.0881,931+0.147

[0.1,2] —0.26670507+0-12, —0.05619:010+0-139

7,48 ~2.03970:955 503 eI

[4.3,8.68] —1.308 15221 +0.0.8 —0.01519.94+0.071

[10.09,12.89] —0.42210 R0 013 0.002%5:601%5:057

[14.18,16] 0.00075:6065:600 00025605 5:601

[16,19] 0.0005:585 45606 R

[1.6] SLESIONIONT 0071t
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Table 10. Standard Model Predictions for CP-averaged observables.

Bin (GeV2) (Sas) (Sae) (S3)
[1,2] 0.089°5.035 0005 —0.60555 17070031 000156670 609
[0.1,2] 0.13245:645 0004 —0.323%5155 0019 0.00245607 5011
[2,4.3] 0.057+5633" 0004 —0.754%5155 70015 —0.0065:605 005
[4.3,8.68] 0.0905:631 0606 —0.6341537510035 —0.021%5515" 001"
[10.09,12.89] 0.129°5631 0603 —0.48240 35370 00 —0.046 50600007
[14.18,16] 0.1506.955 " 6.001 —0.3966741 6,004 010645350604
[16,19] 0.1605673" 0 001 —0.3575.671"0.003 —0.193 50755003
[1.6] 0.0705055 5001 —0.703%5 135 0017 —0.0085606 000
(S4) (S5) (S6s)
[1,2] —0.03750030.003 0.179*5035 75007 0.283%0 19 0019
[0.1,2] —0.0715065 0601 0.2205633 5609 018110661 5021
[2,4.3] 0.1185:657 0603 —0.1395657" 0 608 0.10745 67, 0 011
[4.3,8.68] 0.239°5645" 0608 —0.416456321 015 —0.20345351 %510

[10.09,12.89]

+0.028+-0.003 +0.120+-0.009
0'269—0.053—0.004 _0'444—0.024—0.009

+0.218+0.014
_0'494—0.199—0.013

[14.18,16] 0.283+30566:063 —0.380+0-156+0.005 —0.539+0.255+0.007
[16,19] 030256350 001 —~0.28740 1550004 —~0.487 53250000
[1,6] 0.123+0: 9270004 —0.1545:033 0008 0.047+0037 5 011
{57) (Ss) (So9)
[1,2] 0.04875,015 6. 007 —0.01473:305+0.004 0.00179:001-+0.008
[0.1,2] 0.034 061370 001 ~0.008 50060003 0.001+5:65 0615
[2,4.3] 0.04145:0134 0015 —0.01545:067+ 0003 0.0015:566 6. 005
[4.3,8.68] 0.0137%5:505 6,055 —0.005+9:002+0-013 0.0007(:000-+-0.009

[10.09,12.89]
[14.18,16]
[16,19]

[1,6]

+0.0024-0.017 +0.001+0.007
_0'001—0.001—0.017 0'004—0.002—0.007

+0.0004-0.000 +0.002+0.001
0'000—0.000—0.000 0'004—0.002—0.001

O'OOOJrO.OOOJrO.OOO 0_002+0.001+0.001

—0.000—0.000 —0.001-0.000
+0.016+-0.013 +0.0044-0.006
0'04‘070.01270.013 _0'01470.00770.005

+0.001+0.007
—0.001 —0.000—-0.007

+0.001+0.001
_0'002—0.001 —0.001

+0.001+-0.001
_0'002—0.001 —0.001

+0.001+4-0.006
0.001 —0.000—-0.005
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Table 11. Standard Model Predictions for CP-violating observables.

Bin (GeV2) 102 x (Asy) 102 % (Asy) 102 % (Ag)
[1,2] —0.09520085 0 01 —0.38701% 0 04 —~0.0025:501 £0:026
[0.1,2] —0.108%007270:0153 —0.208%5151 70035 0.0005:0000:034
[2,4.3] —0.01625026 -0 —0.479%5175¥0.031 —0.00725:0060.017
[4.3,8.68] 0.0665:0350.007 —0.40225:157150.03 ~0.016 55005 C0°013
[10.09,12.89] 0.04975:03970.003 —~0.16975:0350.008 ~0.014%5:6365:006
[14.18,16] 0.0025601 0:000 —~0.00475:665 0000 —0.001%4:501 70000
[16,19] 0.002:5:601 0000 —0.004%5:6025:000 —~0.002£5:661%5:000
[1,6] —0.0085:026 70 605 —0.44675,133 70053 —0.008X5:006 C0-016
102 x (Ay) 102 x (A5) 102 x (Ags)
2] DRSS OMULEE oo
01,2 omsigtiens  omommuom  ouowgsion
2,43 BB omUSHOE  ossIi
43,809 W b i

[10.09,12.89]

+0.033+-0.005
0'099—0.040—0.006

+0.075+-0.010
_0'169—0.071—0.010

+0.143+0.012
_0'213—0.186—0.011

[14.18,16] 0.0035,903+ 000 0.000+%890+5:9%% 0.000+%890+5:9%%
[16,19] 000356055600 000050990000 0.00070:000-+0-000
[1,6] 013210 358+0 0% ~0.50510 425 0 03 0461402440007
10% x (A7) 10% x (Ag) 102 x (Ag)
[1,2] 046670 955+0-002 ~0.341 5522 0033 0016536570036
[0.1,2] 036059536055 —0.280* 55250033 001555050036
[2,4.3] ISl —0.223¥0463+5 052 0.011 530251
[4.3,8.68] 0.122+5 016055 —0.06419042+0.010 0.003+0002+0.013

[10.09,12.89]
[14.18,16]
[16,19]

[1,6]

+0.006+-0.013
0'025—0.015—0.012

+0.000+-0.000
O'000—0.000—0.000

+0.000+-0.000
O'OOO—O.OOO—O.OOO

+0.057+4-0.050
0'30670.13970.046

+0.01+0.006
_0'008—0.004—0.006

+0.000+0.000
0.001 —0.000—-0.000

+0.000+-0.000
O'OOO—O.OOO—O.OOO

+0.104+4-0.023
_0'206—0.050—0.024

+0.000+0.007
—0.001 —0.001-0.007

+0.000+0.000
—0.001 —0.000—-0.000

+0.000+-0.000
O'OOO—O.OOO—O.OOO

+0.008+-0.016
0'01070.00770.014




Table 12. Standard Model Predictions for CP-averaged observables.

Bin (GeV?) (A (A7) (AR))

[1,2] 0.190+5:04670 .01 2.05610:330 0 158 0.30145:63570:010
[0-1,2] 0.35155055 0019 1516701310004 0.4705003 0008
[2,4.3] YE g 0.59240115 0039 0.441%6:035+5:000
[4.3,8.68] 1067150755 0°063 0.8695:034- 004 0.2844 50570010
[10.09,12.89] 1.19510:33240-056 0.825+ 0524 0:026 0.104¥5-05570.005
[14.18,16] 144275 3534 0004 0.67145: 539 0013 0.13245036 70003
[16,19] 2.00471:933%0 059 0.476 155550008 0.138¥5055 0003
[1.6] 0.578"0:050 0,026 0.631+3:100+0.012 0.492:+0-007+0.002
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