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Abstract

In this work, we use pQCD approach to calculate 20 B,y — D?,(2317)P(V') two body de-
cays by assuming D?,(2317) as a ¢s scalar meson, where P(V') denotes a pseudoscalar (vector)
meson. These B, decays can serve as an ideal platform to probe the valuable information
on the inner structure of the charmed-strange meson D},(2317), and to explore the dynam-
ics of strong interactions and signals of new physics. These considered decays can be divided
into two types: the CKM favored decays and the CKM suppressed decays. The former are
induced by b — ¢ transition, whose branching ratios are larger than 107°. The branching
fraction of the decay B? — D! (2317)p~ is the largest and reaches about 1.8 x 1073, while
the branching ratios for the decay BY — D;‘BL (2317)K*~ and other two pure annihilation de-
cays B® — DI (2317)K~, D’ (2317)K*~ are only at 107° order. Our predictions are con-
sistent well with the results given by the light cone sum rules approach. These decays are
most likely to be measured at the running LHCb and the forthcoming SuperKEKB. The lat-
ter are induced by b — w transition, among of which the channel B® — D*~(2317)p* has
the largest branching fraction, reaching up to 107° order. Again the pure annihilation decays
B~ — DI (2317)¢, B® — Dy (2317)K+(K*t), B~ — DIy (2317)K°(K*Y), have the smallest
branching ratios, which drop to as low as 10710 ~ 1078,
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I. INTRODUCTION

The charmed-strange meson D%,(2317) was first observed by BABAR Collaboration
in the inclusive DF7° invariant mass distribution [1, 2], then confirmed by CLEO |[3]
and Belle Collaboration [4], respectively. Usually, the DZ,(2317) meson is suggested
as a P-wave ¢s state with spin-parity J© = 0. However, there exit two divergences
between the data and the theoretical predictions: First, the measured mass for this
meson is at least 150MeV/c? lower than the theoretical calculations from a poten-
tial model [5, 6], lattice QCD [7] and so on. For example, the authors [§] obtained
M(D?%,(2317)) = (2480 £ 30)MeV by using the standard Borel-transformed QCD sum
rule which was higher than the BABAR result by about 160 MeV. While, Narsion [9]
used the QCD spectral sum rules to get M (D%,(2317)) = (2297 £+ 113) MeV and reached
the conclusion that D,(2317) is a ¢s state. Second, the absolute branching ratio of decay
D7 (2317)* — D*x® measured by BESIII Collaboration [10] showed that DZ,(2317)~
tends to have a significantly larger branching ratio to 7°D*~ than to yD?~, which differs
from the expectation of the conventional ¢s hypothesis. These puzzles inspired various ex-
otic explanations to its inner structure, such as DK molecule state [11-15], a tetraquark
state |[16-119], or a mixture of a ¢s state and a tetraquark state [20-22]. In order to
further reveal the internal structure of DZ,(2317), we intend to study the weak produc-
tion of this charmed-strange meson through the B(,) decays, which can serve as an ideal
platform to probe the valuable informations on the inner structure of the exotic scalar
mesons [23-27]. In the conventional two quark picture the branching ratios of the decays
By = D(2317)P(V'), where P (V) denotes the light pseudoscalar (vector) meson, are
expected to be of the same order of magnitude as those of B, — D,P(V) decays, since
the D?,(2317) meson decay constant should be close to that of the pseudoscalar meson Dj
as required by the chiral symmetry. On the contrary, in the unconventional picture the
corresponding decay amplitudes involve additional hard scattering with the participation
of four valence quarks. Then the branching ratios are at least suppressed by the coupling
constant and by inverse powers of heavy meson masses, such that they are much smaller
than those of By — D,P(V) decays by one order. So it is meaningful to study the
branching ratios of the decays By — D7,(2317)P (V') both in experiment and theory.

Bys) two body nonleptonic decays with D¥,(2317) meson involved in the final states have
been studied in the light cone sum rules (LCSR) approach [28], the relativistic quark model
(RQM) [29], and the nonrelativistic quark model (NRQM) [30]. Here we would like to use
pQCD approach to study By — D7(2317)P (V) decays. Studying these decays may shed
light on the nature of the D?,(2317) meson, explore the dynamics of strong interactions.
Further more, the study of these weak decays is important for further improvement in the
determination of the Cabibbo-Kobayshi-Maskawa (CKM) matrix elements, for testing the
prediction of the Standard Model and searching for possible deviations from theoretical
predictions, the so-called "new physics” signals.

The layout of this paper is as follows, we analyze the decay By — D3, (2317)P(V)
using the perturbative QCD approach in Section II. The numerical results and discussions
are given in Section III, where the theoretical uncertainties are also considered. The
conclusions are presented in the final part.



II. THE PERTURBATIVE CALCULATIONS

In the pQCD approach, the only non-perturbative inputs are the light cone distribution
amplitudes (LCDAs) and the meson decay constants. For the wave function of the heavy
B(s) meson, we take

1
Pp, (7,b) = W(ﬁ&s) +mp, )1598,,, (T, ). (1)

Here only the contribution of Lorentz structure ¢, (x,b) is taken into account, since the
contribution of the second Lorentz structure &B(S) is numerically small [31] and has been
neglected. For the distribution amplitude ¢p  (z,b) in Eq.(D), we adopt the following
model:

Mg =* 1

— 5 (wsb)’], (2)

_ 2 2
oB,., (x,0) = Np, (1 —z)” exp[— 2 5

where wy, is a free parameter, we take w, = 0.4 £ 0.04(0.5 £ 0.05) GeV for B(Bs) meson
in numerical calculations, and Np = 101.445(Np, = 63.671) is the normalization factor
for wp, = 0.4(0.5). These parameters has been fixed using the rich experimental data on
the By decay channels. In this model the significant feature is the intrinsic transverse
momentum dependence, which is essential for the B(,) meson. It can It can provide addi-
tional suppression in the large b region, where the soft dynamics dominates and Sudakov
suppression is weaker. Considering a small SU(3) breaking, the s quark momentum frac-
tion is a litter larger than that of the u(d) quark in the lighter B meson, because of the
heavier mass for the s quark. From the shape of the distribution amplitude shown in
Ref.[32], it is easy to see that the larger w, gives a larger momentum fraction to the s
quark.
The wave functions of the scalar meson D?, !, we use the form defined in Ref.[33]

(D3(2317)* (p2)le5(2)5,(0)|0) = ﬁ / dae* (P2 + moy Iy] o0z, (3)

It is noticed that the distribution amplitudes which associate with the nonlocal operators
¢(z)yus and &(z)s are different. The difference between them is order of A/mp: ~
(mD:O —me)/ mp . If we set mps ~ m., we can get these two distribution amplitudes
are very similar. For the leading power calculation, it is reasonable to parameterize them
in the same form as

¢p= (2) = fpr, 62(1 — z) [1 + a(1 — 22)] (4)

in the heavy quark limit. Here fD;o = 225 + 25 MeV is determined from the two-point
QCD sum rules, and the shape parameter a = —0.21 28] is fixed under the condition that
the distribution amplitude ¢p= (z) possesses the maximum at T = (mp:, — mc)/mps,
with m,. = 1.275 GeV. It is worthwhile to point out that the intrinsic b dependence of
this charmed meson’s wave functions has been neglected in our analysis.

! From now on, we will use D, to denote D7%,(2317) for simply in some places.
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FIG. 1: Diagrams contributing to the BY — D K~ decay.

Since the light cone distribution amplitudes of the pseudoscalar mesons 7, K, n") and
the vector mesons p, K*,w have been well constrained in the papers [34-40], and been
tested systematically in the work [32], we will use these LCDAs directly listed in that
paper [32], together with the corresponding decay constants.

For these processes considered, the weak effective Hamiltonian H ¢ can be written as
two types:

f@:%%%@@@@%wwmmel (5)

where the tree operators are given as:

O1 = (Cabg)v-a(Gstia)v—a, Oz = (Caba)v-a(Gstia)v-a, (6)

for the CKM favored channels, while the effective Hamiltonian for the CKM suppressed
decays is written as:

G
H. s = TZVubVCZ[CﬂM)Ol(N) + Co(p)Oa(p)],  Type 11 (7)
with
Oy = (tighg)v_a(Dsca)v—-a, Oz = (iaba)v—a(Dsca)y—a. (8)

Here D represents d(s) quark. The type I channel is induced by b — ¢ transition,
such as BY — D*fn=(K~),Dfp~(K*7),B° — D K—(K*~). While the type II de-
cay is induced by b — wu transition, such as B® — Diyat(K*), DXy pt(K*), B~ —
Dy m0(p° w, @), Dign™. For the CKM favored decays, we take the decay B? — DI K~
as an example, whose Feynman diagrams are given in Fig.1. The first line Feynman
diagrams are for the emission type ones, where Fig.1(a) and 1(b) are the factorization

diagrams, Fig.1(c) and 1(d) are the nonfactorization ones, their amplitudes can be written



as:

1 00
Fhops, = 87TCFMéfP/O dl"ldl"z/ b1db1badbs ¢ (1, b1)dpr,
X {[1 + x5 — 1z, (222 — 1] Ee(ta) Se(wa) (ta)he (1, 22(1 — 1 ), b1, bo)

+[(2 = 7rps )rpz, + (1 = 2rps )| Ee(ty)Si(21) he (22, 21 (1 — TD* ), b27b1>:|} 9)

Mg_)D:O = —327TCme/\/ 2N0/ dl’ldl'gdl'g ; b blbgdb:g(bB(Il,bl)

X¢pr (22)0p(3) [(rps, o — 23) Ben(te)he, (21, 22, 23, by, bs)
+ (1 + 20 — 23— 1pr,22) Een(ta)hl,(x1, 22, w3, b1, b3)] (10)
where P denotes a pseudoscalar meson, rpr, = Mps, /Mp,r. = m./Mpg and fp is the

decay constant of the pseudoscalar meson. The evolution factors evolving the scale ¢ and
the hard functions for the hard part of the amplitudes are listed as:

Ee(t) = as(t) exp[=Sp(t) — Spz, ()], (11)

Een(t) = as(t) exp[=Sp(t) — SP() 5oz, () ]51=52] (12)
he($1,$2,bl,bz) = Ko(\/mmel)[ (bl —bz)Ko(ﬁmel)]o(@me2)

H0(by — by) Ko(v/Tampbe) Io(v/Zamiby )], (13)

hgn(xlu T, T3, blu b3) = |:0(b1 - b3)K0( \% Az"”Bbl)[g(\/ A2me3)

KQ(Aijbg) fOI"A? Z 0
+(b1 <> b3)] %Hél)( ‘A§|me3) fOl"A? <0 |J c,d> (14)

with the variables

A? = ToT1, (15)
A? = xy(zy — 23(1 — r%zo)), (16)
A?l = xo(x; — (1 —23)(1 — T2D;o))' (17)

The hard scales t and the expression of Sudakov factor in each amplitude can be found
in Appendix. As we know that the double logarithms a,ln?z produced by the radiative
corrections are not small expansion parameters when the end point region is important,
in order to improve the perturbative expansion, the threshold resummation of these log-
arithms to all order is needed, which leads to a quark jet function

2142¢1(3/2 + ¢) .

Si(z) =

with ¢ = 0.5. It is effective to smear the end point singularity with a momentum fraction
x — 0. This factor will also appear in the factorizable annihilation amplitudes.
As to the amplitudes for the second line Feynman diagrams can be obtained by the



Feynman rules and are given as:

1 oo
Mﬁgﬁ = 327rCfmle/\/ 2N0/ dl’ldl’gdl'g/ bldblbgdb3¢3(l’1,bl)QSD;O(ZL'Q)

X { [TD* rp((z2 — o3 + 3)Ph(x3) — (22 + 23 — 1)¢p(x3))

+220p(23)] Ean(te) by, (21, T2, 73, b1, b3)

+[(1- 953)¢P(933) + rpzrp((22 — 23 + 1)@ (23) + (22 + 23 — 1)dp(3))]
XEan(tf)hgn(l’l,l'g,l’g,bl, bg)}, (19)

1 o0
./_"51;;? = —SWCfmeélB/ dl’gdl’g / bgdb2b3db3 ¢D§0 (LL’Q) { [47’p7’D;0(1 — l’g)(ﬁ%(l’;;)
0 0

+’l“p(’f’c + 2’/“[)* Ig)(¢p (1'3) + ¢T($3)) + (1 + QTCT’D;O — $3)¢p(l’3)] Eaf(tg)
X Sp(x3)haf (e, x3(1 — T’D J)s b2, bs) — [220p(23) + 2rprp: (1 + 22) ¢ (23)]

X By () 122 hag (23, 22(1 = 7. ), by, o) } (20)
Here Fﬁ%( 39) are the (non)factorizable annihilation type amplitudes, where the evo-

lution factors E evolving the scale t and the hard functions of the hard part of factorization
amplitudes are listed as:

Ean(t) = ay(t) exp[=5p(t) — SD o (1) = Sp () lby=bs), (21)
Eap(t) = as(t) exp[=Sp, (t) — Sp(t)]; (22)
E (

hin(xi=172,3> bl, bg) = 1 |:9(b1 bg)Hol)(\/l'Ql'g(l — ’l“D»F )mel)Jo(\/l’gl'g(l — ’f’D )meg)

Ko(Lympby) forL? >0
+(by <> b3)] (%Hél)( |L2[mishy) forL? < 0) j=e.fs
hap(22, 3, ba, by) = (ig)2Hél)(Mme2)
[0(by — bs) HY (\/zsmpbs ) Jo(v/Tzmubs) + (ba > bs)], (24)

where the definition of L? are written as:

2

(23)

Lg = Tg - (1 - xZ) |:Zl§'3(1 - 7“%):0) + T%:o o Zl'fl:| ’ (25)

L?c = X9 [931 —(1—z3)(1 — 7“123:0)] : (26)

The functions Hél), Jo, Ko, Iy in the upper hard kernels he, bl , hI, . h,s are the (modified)

e en’? an’

Bessel functions, which can be obtained from the Fourier transformations of the quark
and gluon propagators.



Similarly, we can also give the amplitudes for the CKM suppressed decay channels,

D*

1 0
Fpip = SWCFMéij;O/O d$6’1d363/0 b1dbibsdbs ¢ (1, b1)

<[(1+ 3)pp(ws) — rp(2w3 — 1)($p(xs) + dp(w3))]
XEe(ta)St(l'g)(ta)he(l'l, 1’3(1 — ’l“%)), bl, bg)
+[27’p¢%(.§(]3)]E€(tb)St(l’l)he(Ig, 1’1(1 — 7’2D), bg, bl)], (27)

D *

1
MBiP = 327TCfm%/\/ 2N0/ dl’ldl’gdl'g bldblbgdbg ¢B($17b1>¢D;‘0(x2)
0

0

X {[z2¢p(x5) + rprs(dp(23) — Ph(23))] Een(te)hi, (21, 23, 23, b1, bs)

— [(1 = 25 + x3)pp(23) — rpws(dp(ws) + Pp(23))]

X Een(tps, )h (xl,xg,xg,bl,bg)} (28)
where these two amplitudes are factorizable and nonfactorizable emission contributions,
respectively. The amplitudes F };S D%y Mgs D, are the color allowed amplitudes, while

./TBDi) P Mg:_ﬂ p are the color suppressed ones. The annihilation type amplitudes are listed
as:

1 00
MEP = 327rCfm‘g/\/E/ dxidradrs / bidbibydby (21, b1) P, (72)
0 0
X { [rps,rp((22 + 23 + 2)¢p(w3) — (22 — 73)dp(3))
—$3¢p($3)] Etm (te>h’¢em(x17 T, T3, b17 b3)
+ [=rpy,rp((w2 + 23) 05 (w3) + (22 — 23)Pp(3)) + 220p(23)]
X Egn(ty)hL, (21, T2, 23,01, b3) } (29)

1 o0
FP = 8nC;fpmy / dzodxs / bydbabsdbs by, (2)
0 0

{[27’[);07“13(1 + 22)¢p(23) — 220p(23)] Bag(tg)Si(w3)has (w3, wa(1 — ]y ), b3, b2)
+ [(w3 = rpy, (2re = 7oy, )P (23) + 1p(re — 2rpy (1 + 23))¢p(3)
~7p(re = 2rpy (1 — 23))9p(23)] Eag(tn)Se(w2)has (w2, 23(1 — 1 ), b, 53)} (30)

The definitions for the evolution factors, the hard functions and the jet function S;(x) in

Eqgs.21)~(30) can be found in Eqs.(@),(I0) and Eqgs.(I9),20) with the different parame-
ters in the hard function h&% h%/S which are listed as:

A= A? = zyay(l —rd ), (31)
A% = A? = (1) — z9)23(1 — 7%:0)’ (32)
A2 — AR = 2 - 7‘%;0 + (1 + xg)r%;o — (1 =2y —ay)x3(1 — T%éo)’ (33)
L2 — L% = v — (1 —29) [1 —z3(1 — 7“12320) - :527’,23%0 -z, (34)
L} — L7 = x [SL’l —z3(1 — 7"123:0) — xﬂ%;)] . (35)
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For the decays B,y — D3V, their amplitudes can be obtained from the ones of decays
By — D3, P with following substitutions:

op = Ov, O — &Y, b — O, rp = =1y, fp — [y (36)

Combining these amplitudes, one can ease to write out the total decay amplitude of each
considered channel:

A(BY = D) = SEVaVialFp, oz, + M5, ., C1), (37)
A(B] = DifK™) = %%bVJS(FgﬁDgoal + MgﬁD;OCI + MG + Frivas), (38)
AB = DY) = SEVaVuMERCa + Flfpan) (39)

A(B® > Diyrt) = %vubv;wi?iﬂal - MER_C), (40)

A(B~ = D) = %mm@%u@m - M), (41)
AB = D3y ) = SEVaVi(M,Cot Flyan) (42)
A(B~ = Dy KY) = %v (MGt FE ay). (43)
AB™ = Dinns) = TEVAVE(FR,, 0+ M52, C) (44)
AB™ = Dign) = SEVVE (M12,Cy 4 Fieay). (45)

V2

where 7,; = %(uﬂ + dd) and 1. The physical states 7 and 7’ can be related to these
two flavor states 7, and 7, through the following mixing mechanism:

|77>> <COS¢ —sin¢) (l%))

_ (<« , 46
() = (e ) (s 1o
with the mixing angle ¢ = 39.3° £ 1.0° [41]. The formulae for the B,y — D}V can be
obtained through the following substitutions in Eqs.(37)-(@5),

at = pf, 1= w, K— K* ng— o (47)

III. THE NUMERICAL RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS

We use the following input parameters in the numerical calculations |28, |42]:

fz = 190MeV, fg, = 230MeV, Mp = 5.28GeV, My, = 5.37GeV, (48)
75 = 1.638 x 10725, 730 = 1.519 x 10725, 7, = 1.512 x 10725, (49)
My = 80.42GeV, Mp- = 2.317T7GeV, fp: = (225 + 25)MeV. (50)
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TABLE I: Branching ratios (x10~%) of the CKM favored (Type I) decays obtained in the pQCD
approach (This work), where the errors for these entries correspond to the uncertainties in the
wp = 0.4 £0.04(0.5 £+ 0.05) for B(Bs) meson, the hard scale ¢ varying from 0.75¢ to 1.25¢, and
the CKM matrix elements. In Ref.[28], the branching ratios are calculated in the factorization
assumption (FA) with the form factors obtained in the light cone sum rules (LCSR). We also
list the results given by the relativistic quark model (RQM) [29] and the nonrelativistic quark
model (NRQM)[30], respectively.

Modes This work LCSR [28] | RQM[29] | NRQM[30]
By = D(2817) w549 550 053] 52157 | 9 10
BY — D, (2317)Y K~ (0517000001000 0.4703 0.7 0.9
BY — D, (2317)p~ | 177185 032 | 1378 22 27
BY — D2y (2317) T K*~ [1.014140:06+0051 .8+04 1.2 16
B® = D3, (2317) 7 K~ |0.185000 001 00| - - -
B° - Dp(2317) " K=~ |0.25 000 005 00|~ - -

For the CKM matrix elements, we adopt the Wolfenstein parametrization with values from
Particle Data Group (PDG) [42] A = 0.81140.026, A = 0.2250640.00050, p = 0.124709:2
and 7 = 0.356 = 0.011 .

In the By -rest frame, the decay rates of By — D};(2317)P (V) can be written as

BR(B(s) — D(2317)P(V)) = —2—(1 — 1} ) A, (51)
where A is the total decay amplitude of each considered decay, which has been listed in
Egs.(37)-@5). The branching ratios for the CKM favored (Type I) decays are given in
Table [[, where one can find that our predictions are consistent well with those calculated
in the light cone sum rules approach within errors. While our predictions are smaller
than the results given by the relativistic quark model (RQM) [29] and the nonrelativistic
quark model (NRQM)[30], respectively. Especially, for the pure annihilation decay B —
D K*~, whose branching fraction reaches up to 107 predicted by NRQM approach, it
seems too large to be acceptable.

The Belle Collaboration has measured the product of the branching fractions Br(B° —
D*,(2317)* K~) x Br(D%(2317)* — DF7°) 2, which is given as (5.375 + 0.7 + 1.4) x
1075[43]. After rescaling the branching ratio of the decay DT — ¢r, PDG reported
Br(B° — D*,(2317)* K~) x Br(D%,(2317)* — D}n°) = (4.2715340.4) x 107 [42]. Then
the Belle Collaboration improved the measurement for the decay B° — DZ(2317)T K~
and renewed the branching ratio as (3.340.640.7) x 107°[44], where the authors concluded

that the branching ratio for this pure annihilation decay is of the same order of magnitude
as Br(BY — D K™), which is measured as (2.7 £ 0.5) x 107° [42]. Although the decay

2 Recently, the absolute branching fraction of D*,(2317)* — DF7® has been measured by the BESIII
Collaboration as 1.0070%9 + 0.14 [10].



BY — D*,(2317)" K~ has not been measured accurately by experiment, we believe that
our prediction is reasonable.
It is helpful to define the following ratios based on the factorization assumption:

Br(B® — D¥n™) Viafr |2
R - BrB = D; ~ ~12.4 52
Y Br(BY = DFK) T | Visfx 7 >2)
Br(B® — D p) Viafs |°
R, = BB = Dop) |\ Vealo |7 0y 53
27 Br(B S DK ) |V fre ) (53)

which are consistent with the results given by our predictions.
In the following, we list the branching ratios for the CKM suppressed decays B,y —
D?,(2317) P as following

6 86+2.60+0.29+0.45

—6
179—0.20—0.43) X 1077,

x 107, 55
Br(B™ — D!y(2317)77%) = (3.72F1:29+0.23+0.25y 176, 5

( ) (54
( ) (
( ) (
Br(B~ — D}(2317) ) = (6.30155 510 0:20) X 107, (5
( ) (
( ) (
( ) (

Br(B? — D(2317)"K") =
)

Br(B® — D%, (2317) " n* 6.91 303040050

—1.95-0.44—-0.30

~N O
~— — — S ~— ~—

Br(B~ — D(2817)70) = (417THERS) x 1077, 58
Br(B® — D*,(2317)"K*) = (5.9979:56+033+0.39y » 109, 59

+0.17+40.15+4-0.06
O‘82—0.15—0.09—0.05

Br(B~ — D!,(2317)"K") = x 107, 60
where the first uncertainty comes from the wy, = 0.4 + 0.04(0.5 £ 0.05) for B(B;) meson,
the second error is from the hard scale-dependent uncertainty, which we vary from 0.75¢
to 1.25¢, and the third one is from the CKM matrix elements. For these CKM suppressed
decays, the factorizable emission diagrams (where D%,(2317)~ meson is emitted from the
weak vertex) are the color favored ones with the Wilson coefficients a; = Cy + C4/3, while
the nonfactorizable emission diagrams are highly suppressed by the Wilson coefficient
(/3. This means that the dominant amplitudes are nearly proportional to the product
of D?,(2317) meson decay constant and a B to light meson form factor. Unfortunately,
the decay constant of the scalar meson for vector current is small, which is defined as

(0]57,c|D%(P)) = fp2, Py This vector current decay constant fp: can be related with
the scale-dependent scalar one fp+ by equation of motion

foz,s (61)

where mc(s) is the current quark c(s) mass and szo defined as (|5c| D% (P)) = mps, fD;‘o'
fDio = (225£25) MeV has been determined from the two-point QCD sum rules. If taking
me = 1.275GeV, m, = 0.096GeV, mp: = 2.3177 GeV [42], one can find that fp- = 0.11
GeV. So we can speculate that the branching ratio of the decay B® — D7 7" should be
much larger than that of B® — D?,(2317) n*. This is indeed the case: If we replace the
decay constant, the mass and the wave functions of the scalar meson D}; with those of
the pseudoscalar meson D in the calculation program, we find that the branching ratio
Br(B° — Dynt) = (27.6152%) x 107°, which is consistent with the current experimental
value (21.6 £ 2.6) x 107° [42] within errors. Since the form factors of B — V are a litter
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TABLE II: The amplitudes from the nonfactorizable and factorizable annihilation Feynman
diagrams, which denote as NFAA and FAA, respectively. For each amplitude, the value has
been given, together with the corresponding Wilson coefficient (WC).

Modes NFAA FAA Total
WC value WC value
B~ — DIy K9(x109) ¢ —3.99 — i2.75 ot C1/3 1.72 — i0.57 |—2.13 —43.31
B~ — DIy K*0(x10°) —1.02 — 44.60 1.38 +40.87 |—0.50 — i3.72
1_?0 — Dy KT(x10%) Cy 8.50 — i8.22 Cy 4 Co/3 —0.50 — 40.35| 8.00 — i8.57
BY — DIy K*T(x10°) —8.80 — i13.54 0.07 —i0.11 |—0.26 —411.5
?0 — DI K~ (x10%) Cy 4.46 — i4.44 4 Cy/3 —0.32 —40.16| 4.14 — i4.60
BY — D K*=(x10%) 4.83 — i5.47 —0.18 —i0.06| 4.65 — i5.53

large, one can expect that these tree operator dominant decays B — D7,V have a larger
branching ratios than those of B — D7, P decays. While this conclusion is not satisfied
to the pure annihilation type decays.

For the decays B® — Dy 7", B~ — D’y n°, their branching ratios are sensitive to the
form factor B — 7. If using the Gegenbauer coeﬂiments al =0.44,a] = 0.25, we will get
a reasonable form factor F577(0) = 0.22, which is larger than F B‘”(O) = 0.18 obtained
by using the updated Gegenbauer coefficients a] = 0.115, a] = —0.015. Corresponding to
the smaller form factor, the branching ratios of the decays B® — DXy« B~ — Dijn"
will have a noticeable decrement and become Br(B° — D*;7%) = 3.78 x 107%, Br(B~ —
Diyn%) = 2.05 x 1075, Tt is similar for the decays B~ — D’;n""). While for the CKM
favored decay B? — Dif7~, the branching ratio is not sensitive to the Gegenbauer
coefficients for m meson wave functions. The difference of the branch ratios by using these
two group Gegenbauer coefficients is only about 4% .

Similarly, the branching ratios of the decays By — D7)(2317)~V are calculated as:

7. 97+2 .564-0.494+0.52

BT(BS — D}(2317)"K™") = 2.14—0.64—0.51) X 107°, 62

Br(B° — D%,(2317)"p") = x 1077, 63
Br(B~ — D%,(2317)"p%) = (8.7073:33103:1323) x 1079, 64

( ) (
(1 61+0 .6440.164-0. 11) (
( ) (
Br(B~ — D}(2317) w) = (54477357058 050) x 107°, (65
(1. ) (
( ) (
( ) (

0.46—0.10—-0.10

(@)
~— — — — ~— ~— ~—

Br(B~ — D(2317)7¢) = (L7T45550705 011) x 107, 6
Br(B® — D*,(2317)" K** x 107, 67

) 6. 38+1 .254-0.184-0.41
1.02—0.48—-0.41
Br(B~ — D,(2317)" K*) = x 107, 68

+0.19+0.10+4-0.04
0.73 —0.21-0.08-0.05

where the errors are the same as ones given in Egs.(54)-(©0).

The pure annihilation decays have the smallest branching ratios both for the CKM
allowed and the CKM suppressed ones. In Table [, we list the contributions from the
nonfactorizable annihilation amplitudes (NFAA) and the factorizable annihilation am-
plitudes (FAA), where the Wilson coefficients have been included. One can find that
the nonfactorizable contributions are more important than the factorizable ones. Even
the FAA with the large Wilson Coefficient (a; = Cy 4+ C1/3) also has smaller value
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because of the destructive interference between the pair of factorizable annihilation Feyn-
man diagrams in each channel, such as Fig.1(g) and Fig.1(h). For example, in the decay
B~ — Dy K° both of the two factorization annihilation amplitudes have large imaginary
parts in magnitude but with opposite signs: One is 3.71 x 107, the other is —4.28 x 1072,
so the imaginary part of the total FAA becomes —5.7 x 1075 given in Table [l

IV. CONCLUSION

In summary, we investigate the branching ratios of the decays By — D%, (2317)P(V)
within pQCD approach by assuming D%,(2317) as a ¢s scalar meson. For the CKM favored
decays, their branching fractions are larger than 107°, even for the pure annihilation type
channels. Our predictions are consistent well with the results given by the light cone
sum rules approach. So we consider that these decays can be measured at the running
LHCDb and the forthcoming SuperKEKB. We may shed light on the nature of the meson
D?,(2317) by combining with the future data and the theoretical predictions: If they
are consistent with each other, one can conclude that this charmed-strange meson is
composed (mainly) of és. Otherwise, some other component or the DK threshold effect in
meson-mseon scattering may be important to the dynamic mechanism for the D*;(2317)
production. As for the CKM suppressed decays, their branching ratios are usually at
107% order. While the branching fraction for the decay B® — D?,(2317)"p* reaches
up to 1.61 x 107°. As to the pure annihilation type decays B~ — DZ,(2317)~¢, B® —
D (2317)" KT (K**) and B~ — D*,(2317)" K°(K*?), their branching fractions drop to
as low as 1071 ~ 1073, Here the decay B~ — DZ,(2317) ¢ has the larger branching
ratio because of the large CKM matrix element V,,. The branching ratios of the decays
B® — D7#)(2317)" K*(K**) are larger than those of B~ — DZ,(2317)~ K°(K*?) because
of owning the larger nonfactorizable annihilation amplitudes. For these pure annihilation
type decays, the magnitudes of the nonfactorizable amplitudes are generally larger than
those of factorization amplitudes. It is because there exists the destructive interference
between the pair of factorization amplitudes in each decay mode. If this type of pure
annihilation decay is observed by the future experiments with larger branching fractions
than our predictions, it may indicate that some new physics contributes to these decays.
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Appendix A

to = max(y/zamp,1/b1,1/by), (A1)
ty = max(y/r1mp, 1/by,1/by), (A2)
! = max(y/x3(1 —T%:O)mg,l/bl,l/bg), (A3)
ty, = max(y/z1(1 —r}. Jmp, 1/b1,1/bs), (A4)
tea = max(y/riwemp, (/A2 lmp, 1/b1,1/by), (A5)
thg = max(\/xlatg(l—r%:o)m]g, |AZ,lmp, 1/b1,1/b3), (AG6)
tey = max(y/ra(l =) (1= b Jms, (/1L |, 1/b1, 1/bs), (A7)
toy = max(\/xgxg)(l—r%:o)mB, | 2|, mp,1/b1,1/bs), (A8)
ty = max(y/(1— 25)(1 = rd, Jms, 1/by, 1/by). (A9)
th = t, = max(y /(1 —T%:O)mB,]./bg,]./bg), (A10)

ty, = max(y/zs(1 =1} Jmp, 1/bs,1/bs), (A11)

where the definitions of Ac 7 L( are listed in Eqgs.(I6]),([IT),25),20),[32)-(35). And the
S;(t)(j = B, Dp+,, P) functions 1n Sudakov form factors in Eq.(II]), Eq.(I12]), Eq.(21I]) and

Eq.([22) are given as

t _

mpg d,u _
S t) = s(x —,b —|—2/ e g y Al12
B(t) = s( G 1) n u%( (7)) (A12)

t _

mpg d,u _
Sp+ (t :S,’L’—,b —|—2/ — Qg y Al13
7, () = s( /5 3) " u%( (7)) (A13)

t _
mpg mpg d,u _

p(t) = s(x NG 2) +5((1 —22)—= ok 2) s T Yo(as (7)) (A14)
where the quark anomalous dimension v, = —a,/m, and the expression of the s(Q,b) in

one-loop running coupling coupling constant is used

_ A @ A A Q _
A2 AQ)  e2ve—l g
T )| ) (A15)
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with the variables are defined by ¢ = In[Q/(v/2A)],¢ = In[1/(bA)] and the coefficients
A2 and B, are

33 — 2nf 4
e’ R {5 R

12 ’ 3’
67 w2 10

8 1
A® = 5 — ? — ﬁnf + 551 ln(§€w)7 (A17)

B = (A16)

here n; is the number of the quark flavors and vz the Euler constant.
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