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Abstract

We present a systematic study of AT — By¢*v, with B, = (A,n) and ¢ = (e, 1), examining
all the possible decay observables based on the homogeneous bag model (HBM) and lattice
QCD (LQCD). With the HBM, we find that the branching fractions and polarization asym-
metries of the daughter baryon A are B(AF — Aetve, Aptv,, nl,) = (3.78 £0.25,3.67 +
0.23,0.40 £ 0.04)% and ap (A} — Aetve, Apty,) = (—82.6,—82.3)%, respectively. From the
LQCD, we obtain that ax(A7 — Aetve, pty,) = (—87.4 £ 1.0, —87.2 £ 1.0)%. We also ex-
plore the time-reversal asymmetries due to new physics beyond the standard model. All our
results are consistent with the current experimental data, while some of them are accessible

to the experiments at BESIII and Belle II.
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I. INTRODUCTIONS

Very recently, the BESIII B] collaboration has reported the decay branching frac-

tion of A} — Aetv, to be
B(AF — Aetu,) = (3.56 £ 0.11 £ 0.07)%, (1)

which is the most precise measurement in the heavy baryon semileptonic decays up
to date, providing an excellent opportunity to examine the standard model (SM) and
various specific quark models. On the other hand, the polarization asErmmetry of the

daughter baryon A (ay) was measured nearly 20 years ago at CLEO [2], given by

an(AS = Aetr.) = (—0.86 & 0.03 £ 0.02)% . (2)

It is reasonable to expect that some angular observables including a, can be soon
measured at BESIII and Belle II. In the view of the recent experiments of AT at
BESIII BQ], the strange charmed baryons at Belle E], and the doubly charmed
baryons at LHCD [13], it is no doubt that the era of the precision measurements in the

charm baryons has begun.

On the theoretical side, the charmed baryons have also been considered with great
interests recently MH] See Ref. B] for a review. In particular, due to the clean
theoretical background, AT — BTy, with B, = (A,n) and ¢ = (e, u) are widely

], including the lattice QCD (LQCD) Jﬁ

studied in the literature Eij, light-front
Q], and SU(3) flavor (SU(3)r) symmetry [32,133]. However,

quark model (LFQM)
there are some tensions. For instance, the branching fractions of A} — Al*v, based
on the LFQM in Refs. @] and M, E]] deviate by a factor of 2. Clearly, a different

angle in analyzing A} — B,(Tv may shed light on the problem.

In this paper, we concentrate on the decays of Af — B, (*v with the bag model
(BM) and LQCD. We compute all the possible decay observables of AT — B,(Tv in
the SM and discuss some of the possible effects from new physics (NP). In particular,
we discuss the time-reversal (T) asymmetries. As these asymmetries are contaminated

little by the hadronic uncertainties, they provide a reliable way to probe NP.
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This work is organized as follows. In Sec. II, we give the baryon wave functions
and helicity amplitudes from the homogeneous BM (HBM). In Sec. I1I, we present the
angular distributions and extract the physical observables in AT — B, ¢*v. In Sec. IV,

we study the T asymmetries from NP. Finally, we conclude this study in Sec. V.

II. BARYON WAVE FUNCTIONS AND HELICITY AMPLITUDES

The amplitudes of A} — B,(Tv are given as

EVa o1 = (B (1 = )l 3)
where V., = 0.973 and V.4 = 0.221 are the Cabibbo-Kobayashi-Maskawa quark mixing
matrix elements [34], G is the Fermi constant, ¢ = (s, d) for B, = (A, n), and 7 and u
are the Dirac spinors of v and £, respectively. We expand the Minkowski metric g"”
by

9" =l (0) = Y A0 (), (4)

A=0,+
where € and ¢ are the polarization vector and four-momentum of the off-shell W bo-
son (W*), respectively, and the subscript in € denotes the helicity of W*. In the center

of frames of W* and A}, we have [35]
et = —(0,%1,i,0)", &b =(0,0,0,—1)", & =(-1,0,0,0)", (5)

and

3

1 1 -1
b= —(07 :F177:70)T7 6u = —(_‘5‘70707q0)T7 E'\M = q“7
+ \/5 0 \/? t \/q72

respectively. We note that in the calculations, we always choose the 3-momentum of

(6)

the outgoing fermion toward the Z direction.

By inserting Eq. () into Eq. (3], the three-body problem is reduced to a product
of the two-body ones, given by

Gry,
ﬂ (LtBt > LABA> (7)

A=0,£



along with

Ly = &5, 0evu(L = s5)u,  Bay, = ey (Byl37.(1 — V5)elAd) (8)

describing W* — (v and Af — B,W*, respectively.

As Ly, and B,, are Lorentz scalars, they can be calculated in different Lorentz
frames. We adopt the rest frames of W* and A} for Ly, and B,,,, respectively. In

the SM, the helicity amplitudes are given as

hi = 5’1%i%5_’)/u(1 — ’}/5)u:|: .

Hypy = exn (Virhe = A3 9)

with A, = Ay — Ay and

V;\ch = (B, J - p=2A,U= UO£|§7MC|A:a J: =X, T7=0)
= N, (dug, J? = Ay, T = v02|qsyucs|duc, J> = N\, 7 = 0),
A;);Q)\C = <BQa j : ﬁ = )\qa v = U02|67M75C|A2_’ JZ = )\C’ U= O>

= Ny(dug, Jj’ = Ay, U = 0oZ|q37uY5¢3|duc, JS =X, 7=0), (10)

where N, = (1,4/3/2) for ¢ = (s,d) are the spin-flavor overlappings, the subscript
of Dirac spinors stands for helicity, 53 and c3 act only on the third quarks, J? is the

angular momentum of the third quark, and v represents the velocity.

The adopted convention of the Dirac spinors can be found in Appendix of Ref. @]

The helicity amplitudes hy are calculated as

hy = =24/2(> = M?), h-=/bhy, (11)

where §; = 2M?/q? and M, corresponds to the charged lepton mass. Due to the left-
handed nature of the weak interaction, we have hy > h_ as ¢* has a positive helicity

in the massless limit.

On the other hand, V and A depend on the baryon wave functions and vary in
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quark models. The relevant baryon wave functions are given as

/\/_ oBigh (7 )@5(9?2)0%(9?3)‘1’%10((1“)(971,52,53)[d35]|0),
|A i / \/’ aB'YdT v )UZB(x2) ( )‘Ilzbf dus) (xlv 527 53)[d3'f”o> )

1= [ 21[ I (T Vb (Fo) L (F) UL gy (B1, T, B)PT[0), (12)

where €77 is the totally antisymmetric tensor, the Latin and Greek letters stand for
the spinor and color indices, and ¢'(Z) is the creation operator of a quark at Z and
t = 0. Without specifying the distributions of W, the wave functions in Eq. (I2]) are
general results of quark models in the instant form. In the MIT BM, the distributions

read as [30]

Vo s g (T1, T2, T3) :% (0041 (Z1)h,, (Fa) — @ (F1) 00,1 (T2)) By (T3), (13)

where N is the normalization constant, and gbgi(f) is a bag state centering at ¥ = 0

Z¢(f) . W;jo(pqr)Xi 7 (14)
iwy j1(per)T - OX1
with x+ = (1,0)" and x; = (0,1)7 representing .J, = +1/2, and jo; the spherical Bessel
functions, respectively. Here, the kinematic factors are defined as w = /EF£m,
with E[’;, pg and m, the kinematic energy, 3-momentum and mass of the quark. In
turn, p, has to obey the boundary condition

Pl

tan(po ) = = iR
q

(15)

with R the bag radius.

Although the MIT BM successfully explains most of the low-lying baryon masses,
it is problematic when it applies to decays. It is due to that the baryon wave functions
in Eq. (I3) are localized at ¥ = 0. According to the Heisenberg uncertainty principle,
it can not be a momentum eigenstate, which is a basic requirement in calculating decay

widths. To resolve the problem, we take the baryon wave functions as infinite linear
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superpositions of Eq. (I3)), given by
N,
abc - 5 =\ YVB a — — b — —
l11‘43((11112113)@71’ 1’2,273) _E ( q1T(x1 - IA) qzi(x2 - IA) (16)
=G (F1 = Ta) by, (T2 = Tn)) by (T5 — Ta)d’Ta,
which clearly distribute homogeneously over the space, and thus are named as the

HBM [37]. The overall normalization constants, depending on the quark components,

are calculated as

N = — /dm T D). (17)

usus i=1,2,3
with
v 1 St (= S\ 2B, T-F
Dy (Za) = 5 /dgxgbg (Z7) g (Z7) e 2" (18)
where 7+ = 7 4 72 /2, and the dependencies on v are for the later convenience. The

wave functions of the low-lying baryons are collected in Appendix A.

Conventionally, though not necessarily, matrix elements are evaluated at the Briet
frame, of which the initial and final baryons have opposite velocities —¢ and v, respec-

tively. They are related to Eq. (@) as
V//j\ch = A, yate A:;\q)\c = A, YA (19)

where A, is a Lorentz boost toward the —2 direction, defined as A®y = —yv with

v =+/1/(1 —v?). From the baryon wave functions given in Eq. (If), we obtain

VA = Ny N, / PP EAT ) (En) H Dy(Za),

I=du (20)
Are = N N, / PEaT5(@a) [ DiEa),
I=u,d
with
T (Ta) = / d*Toly, (T1) Sy0YuS-vPer, (T7) SPFFEITT,
Yo (fa) = / 7ol (7) SuronusS-vben, (F7) 2 EFEITE, (21)

where Sy, = a, #+ a_+%93 are the Lorentz boost matrix for Dirac spinors toward the
+2 direction, and as = /(y£1)/2. In Eq. 0), Y (5 describes the quark transition

of the (axial) current operator, and D] are the overlappings of the spectator quarks.
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The main uncertainties of the model calculations come from the quark energies. In

this work, we take the values [37]
M,/3 GeV < E,, < 0.368 GeV, (22)

with M), the proton mass. We use the capital M to represent hadron masses and the

lower case m for quark masses. The adopted bag radius and quark masses are |36, @]
R=49GeV"', mus=0, m,=(01940.09) GeV m.=1.655GeV. (23)

By collecting Eqs. ([I9), ([20) and %, one shall be able to evaluate Eq. (@), which

completes the evaluations. See Ref. [37] for calculation details.

Before we end this section, we note that the baryon transition matrix elements are

conventionally parameterized as follows:

(1= elad) = | (5 = iRl o+ () )

2 - 2w o 2\ 4
- (gl(q )V — ig2(q )]\Zcq +93(q )]\j) 75} Ue, (24)
where %, and u, are the Dirac spinors of B, and A, 0, = (7,7 — %7,)/2, and M,
and M, are the masses of B, and AT, respectively. The form factors in Eq. ([24]) can

be numerically extracted by matching Eqs. (@) and (24]) once V and A are computed.

The relations between the helicity amplitudes and form factors are

Hyiipy = 20 (fl + Af[fz) +/20Q+ (—91 + ]\]\44_92> ;
2 2
Hyg=— % (M+f1+;\]/[f2) iﬂ% (M—gl_ ]3492) ;
2 2
Hy1 = =/ % (M—fl + ;\J/[ f3) + % <M+91 - ]?4 93) ; (25)

with My = M, + M, and Q4 = M2 — ¢*.
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III. DECAY OBSERVABLES

In this section, we study physical observables by the means of the angular distri-

butions. For convenience, we take the following abbreviations:

ax=Hyy, be=Hop, te=Hyy,, |€]=[E+IE], 16A]=1€]-1€]. (26)

with € = a,b and t. Here, we do not explicitly write down the ¢?> dependencies of the

helicity amplitudes.

A. Observables in AT — A(— pr~ )Ty,

We start with the partial decay width, given as

or' 2 2 2
a—qQZC[(Hé@)(Ia|+|bl)+35e|t H

G2V'C2s 2—M22_,
(= Silule - MiP ), (27)

© 19273 M2¢?
where p; is the three-momentum of A in the rest frame of A7. The angular momentum
of a timelike W* in its rest frame is essentially zero, resulting in that ¢* and v, have

opposite helicities. As t1 attribute to the timelike W* solely, they are always followed
by &, as shown in Eq. (27)). Numerically, d, can be taken as zero.

The branching fractions along with those from the literature and experiments are
collected in Table. [, where Ref. ] employs the covariant quark model (CQM),
Ref. ] considers the relativistic quark model (RQM), Ref. ] calculates the form
factors by the LQCD, Refs. g adopt the LFQM, and Refs. , @] utilize the
SU(3)p symmetry. All the results in the literature show that B(A} — Ae*v,) is larger
than B(AS — Aptvy,). Therefore, an opposite behavior in the experimental measure-
ments shall be a clear evidence of NP. The branching fractions in the literature are all
in the same order as the experimental ones. The results of SU(3)r are well consis-
tent with those from the experiments. On the other hand, the branching fraction of

A — Aetrv, in Ref. [29] from the LFQM is twice smaller than the experimental one.
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By adopting a different set of parameter input, Refs. @, Q] show that the LFQM is
capable of explaining the experimental data, but the predictive power is questionable
in turn. A parameter-independent study of the LFQM is clearly required. One of the
great advantage of the BM is that the parameters are fitted from the mass spectra. In
particular, the uncertainties are considerably smaller than other quark models. Our
central values of the branching fractions are slightly larger than the ones from the

experiments but smaller than those of the LQCD.

To examine the decays further, we study the angular distributions of A7 — A(—
pr Wty The fivefold angular distributions are obtained by piling up the Wigner-d
matrices of d”/, given as

DG =TT B gt 3
T 0@68(2 b 3272 Xee e PAcAe

A)\ph)\l

‘ 2

2

Z (_I)JWHAqAWd%(HC))\C As—Awd%(QS)AS AdeW(QZ)AW : Agei(AS(bc—i_)\eW) ) (28)

As s Aw

where (3 = (cos 0., cos b, cosby, e, dp), p++ = (1 £ P,)/2 with P, the polarization

TABLE I. The branching fractions of A7 — A¢*v, in units of %, where the numbers in the

parentheses are the uncertainties counting backward in digits, i.e. 3.75(25) = 3.75 4+ 0.25.

Model B(A; — Aetwe) BIAF — Aptwy,)
HBM 3.78(25) 3.67(23)
Data [1, 3] 3.56(13) 3.49(53)
CQM [23] 2.78 2.69
RQM [24] 3.25 3.14
LQCD [25] 3.80(22) 3.69(22)
LFQM [29] 1.63 -
LFQM [30] |  3.55(104) 3.40(102)
LFQM [31] 4.04(75) 3.90(73)
SU(3)r [32] 3.6(4) 3.5(4)
SUB3)r [33]]  3.62(32) 3.45(30)




fraction of Af, Aegep = £1/2, |pe| = VQ+Q—/2M,, A% = (1 £+ «)/2 with « the up-
down asymmetry of A — pr™, and Jyy is the angular momentum of W*. The derivation
can be found in Appendix of Ref. [35], and the angles Q are defined in FIG. [ By
expanding Eq. ([28), we arrive at

D(4?, Q) x 1+ XoP; + Xycos 0, + P, <X4 cos . + X5 cos 0.Ps + X cos 0, cos Oy

+Re(X7e') sin 0, sin 0, + Re(Xse™?) sin 6, sin 0, cos 95> +a (Xg cos 05 + Xpg cos O Py

+ X1 cos O, cos O + Re(X12€™®) sin 0, cos 0, + Re(X3e'*) sin 6, cos 0, cos 9g>

+ Py <X14 sin 0, sin 0, Py + X5 cos 0. cos 0, Py + Xy cos 8. cos O, + X7 cos b, cosb, cosb,

+Re(Xge™"%) sin 0, sin 0, P, + Re(Xlgei(‘z’c”W)) sin 0. sin 0, Py 4+ Re(Xye™*) sin 0, sin 6,

+Re( Xy ei(¢c+2¢l)) sin 6, sin 0, + Re(Xy (') sin 6, sin 0, cos 0,

+Re(Xy3e™) sin 6, sin 0, cos O, 4+ Re(Xpye™) sin 0, sin 0, cos 6,

+Re(Xyset) sin 6, sin 0, cos O, cos 0, + Re(Xage’™) sin 0, sin 6, cos 0, cos 95> . (29)
where Py, = (3cost, — 1)/2, & = ¢. + ¢y, and the observables X5 are defined in
TABLE [ Note that within the SM, . are real, leading to Re(X) = X. To obtain
the distributions of the charge conjugate processes, one can take the transformation
of § - m — 6, and o — @ so that X; = X, in the absence of NP, where the overline

denotes the charge conjugation.

To test the results with the experiments, we define the ¢ averages of the decay

\
\
\ )
1 I’
1 /
\ + *‘ 7 L W
% w L A
\ /
\ / _
an /
K
/
/
/

__________________________________

FIG. 1. Definitions of angles, where the spin of A" points toward the direction of 6, = 0.
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observables in TABLE [[Il as

X(0) = 7 [ g (30)

M

The form factors calculated in the LQCD can be found in Refs. , ], where B are
also provided. In this work, we calculate the angular observables from both the HBM
and LQCD, listed in TABLE [I The central values and uncertainties of the LQCD
come from the nominal and higher order fits, respectively ﬂg, @] Large parts of the
uncertainties are canceled due to the correlations between X; and I'. It is worth to
mention that the HBM results agree well with the LQCD ones except for (X14.1520(¢)),
attributed by aja” .
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TABLE II. Definitions of X; and their average values in units of %.

HBM LQCD

i | Xi(AF — Alty)

(Ki(e))  (Xi(w)  (Xile))  (Xi(n))
2 (26, — 1)(|al* — $[b]?) —43.1(9) —37.1(7) —43.8(13) —37.6(11)
3 |—60; (Re (att?) + Re (a_t*)) + 3|bal? 35.2(10) 28.6(12) 40.2(12) 33.7(13)
4 |6+ D)(|laal* + [bal?) + 36.|tal? —35.7(13) —35.4(13) —33.7(15) —33.3(15)
5 (26, — 1)(Jaal® — 3[bal?) 70.8(3)  64.0(1)  73.9(9)  67.0(8)
6 |—60; [Re(ayty) —Re(a—t*)] — 3|bal? —35.2(10) —28.5(12) —40.2(12) —33.7(13)
7 % [200(t_b% — b_t%) + (a—bf + b_a?)] —91.1(7) —91.3(6) —91.5(8) —91.7(7)
8 | 520 — 1)(b-a’ —a_b1) —78.0(5) —73.9(6) —83.1(10) —79.0(9)
9 [(0¢ + 1)(laa|? — [bal?) + 30¢|ta|? —82.6(0) —82.3(0) —87.4(10) —87.2(10)
1026, — 1)(aa|* + 3(bal?) 47.4(10)  41.3(8) 47.1(12) 40.9(11)
11/66¢ (Re (a—t*) — Re (ayt)) — 3o —56.9(9) —50.2(11) —56.2(13) —49.8(14)
12|55 [200(b-t" — t40%) — (a4b% +b-a®)] | —49.0(1) —47.5(0) —38.8(25) —38.0(24)
13 % [200(aybl — b_a) + (b—a* — ayb})] 25.1(6)  23.8(5) 22.9(15) 21.8(14)
14((26¢ + 1)a,a* —5.8(1) —6.0(1) —3.009) —3.3(9)
15(26,(|al? + |6?) — (|a|® + 1/2]b|?) —81.0(3) —73.8(1) —81.3(4) —74.0(3)
16(6¢(|al® — [b]? + 3|t[?) + (|al® — |b]?) 24.2(12) 24.0(12) 25.0(17) 24.5(17)
17|—66, (Re(a4ty) + Re(a—t*)) — 3[bal? —35.2(10) —41.0(8) —40.3(12) —46.3(12)
18((2 — 48y)a_a%; —11.6(1) —11.7(1) —6.1(19) —6.7(16)
19](1 — 25,)b_b*, —14.5(1) —14.2(1) —12.5(6) —12.3(6)
20| —26,(atra* + 3t t*) — 2a4a” 11.6(1)  11.6(1)  6.1(19)  6.4(17)
21|(26, — 1)b_b%. 14.5(1)  14.2(1)  12.5(6)  12.3(6)
22|66, (ast* +tya*) 0.0(0)  0.4(0)  0.0(00)  0.5(2)
23| 55 [(b-a} — a_b}) — 20,(b-t] +1-b7)] 78.0(5)  77.8(5) 83.1(10) 83.1(10)
24 % [(b—a* — ayb%) — 26,(b_t* +t,.b%)] 25.1(6)  23.9(5) 22.9(15) 22.0(15)
25 % [200(a—bf +b_a%) — (a—bf +b_a})] | —49.0(1) —47.7(0) —38.8(25) —38.1(24)
26| 75 [20¢(b-a* —aib}) — (ap b} +b-a”)] | —49.0(1) —48.0(0) —38.8(25) —38.2(24)
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TABLE III. The form factors of A} — A at ¢? = 0.

f1(0) f2(0) 91(0) 92(0)
HBM  0.604(39) 0.209(5) 0.566(34) 0.012(2)

LQCD [25] 0.643(23) 0.308(36) 0.572(15) 0.001(45)

1.0¢
0.00

fi 0.5 f2

| J3
0.9 —0.02 '
0.8 0.4 —0.04
0.7/ 0.3 -0.06
-0.08
0.61 |
02 -0.10
0.0 02 04 06 08 10 1.2 0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 0.0 0.5 1.0 15
¢’ (GeV?) ¢’ (GeV?) ¢’ (GeV?)
1.0 0.04/ -0.1
0.9 9 92 —0.2! 93
0.03
0.8 -0.3f
0.71 0.02! —0.4]
0.6| | —0.5)
0.01/ —0.6
0.51
0.7
0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5
¢’ (GeV?) ¢’ (GeV?) ¢* (GeV?)

FIG. 2. The ¢ dependencies of the form factors in A7 — A from the HBM, where the

bands represent the uncertainties from the model calculations.

The reason of the deviations can be traced back to the form factors in the HBM,
plotted in FIG.[2 and TABLE [IIl By taking reasonable approximations of f; = g; and
g2 = 0, we have a, « fo from Eq. (25). Our approach based on the BM underesti-
mates fo by a factor of two third, leading to a smaller a,. This factor affects little on
the branching fractions, but plays important roles in some of the decay observables.
We believe that it is somewhat a universal factor in the BM. For instance, the mag-
netic dipole moments of the octet baryons, proportional to f5, are also systematically

underestimated by a factor of two third in the MIT BM [36].

To compare our results with the experiments, we calculate the form factors f &€

{91,9+, f1, f+} adopted by the experiments. The definitions of f can be found explic-
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TABLE 1V. Form factors compared with LQCD and experiments.

gl gL g+ f1 f+
ag a @ o a7 Tfy Ty Tgt

LQCD 0.68(2) —2.82(49) —3.61(31) —2.52(84) —3.58(55) 1.19(3) 1.92(7) 1

HBM 0.63(1) —0.91(60) —1.05(58) 0.16(66) —0.29(72) 1.03(1) 1.51(5) 1
Exp  0.54(4) 1.43(209) —8.15(158) 1.75(32) 3.62(65) 1.13(13)

itly in Ref. @], while their ¢? dependencies are governed by
al
f(?) = 0 5 [1 +af xz (q2)} , (31)
1—q?/ (mf:ole )
where m/ . is the pole mass, z = (/£ — ¢ — Vi — %)/ (\/t+ — ¢ + /I — o) with
to = (M.—M,)* and t, = (Mp+My)?. The adopted masses are (Mp, My, mﬁgl’ef*, miadt) =
(1.87,0.494,2.112,2.46) GeV.

The results of HBM, LQCD and BESIII are given in TABLE [Vl with 7y = al Jad*,
while the form factors from HBM and BESIII are drawn explicitly in FIG.[8l The HBM
results of a§*, ad*, af’ lie between the ones of LQCD and BESIII, whereas the signs
of af*7* are barely determined in the HBM. Notice that 74, = 1 holds automatically
from the definition of the form factors, which is also found explicitly in the experiments.
FIG. B shows that the main deviations between the results of HBM and BESIII occur
in f| at the high ¢? region.

Some of the decay observables X; have already been studied in the literature, bear-

ing different names. The polarization asymmetries are defined as

DA = 1/2) -~ T = —1/2)

— 32
T T, =1/2) 4 TN, = —1/2) (32)
which are extracted by the cascade decays of A in the experiments, given as
2 1 0
ap = — (/ —/ ) I o dcosOs = (Xo(0)) . (33)
@ \Jo -1
Likewise, the forward-backward asymmetries are
1 0 1
ay = (/ —/ ) I os,d cos by = 5(?(3(6)), (34)
0 —1

14



TABLE V. Results of ay (A} — AlTyy) in units of %.

an(AF = AeTrve) an(AF — ApTry)

HBM
LQCD [25]
Data [1]
RQM [24]
LFQM [30]
LFQM [31]
SU(3) [32)

—82.6(0)
—87.4(10)
—86(4)
—86
—97(3)
—87(9)
—86(4)

—82.3(0)
—87.2(10)
—98(2)
—87(9)

describing the distributions in W** — ¢*v, while the up down asymmetries are

2 1 0
O = — (/ —/ ) Fﬁosecdcos 0. = (X4(0)) .
Py \Jo _1

Note that we have adopted the shorthand notations of I', = oI /(I"*0$) .

We compare ay with those in the literature in TABLE [Vl In all the quark models,

1.6
1.4

1.2

—~
~
S
~
+ 0.8
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0
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exp exp
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=
3 1.5 /
~
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FIG. 3. The form factors obtained from HBM and the BESIII measurements.
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TABLE VI. The branching fractions of A7 — nf*v, in units of %.

B(Af — netve) BIAF — nutyy,)
HBM 0.40(4) 0.40(4)
RQM [24] 0.268 0.262
LQCD [26] |  0.410(29) 0.400(29)
LFQM [29] 0.201 —
LFQM [30] 0.36(15) 0.34(15)
SU(3)r [33]]  0.520(46) 0.506(45)

o depend little on the lepton flavors. Except for those in Ref. @], a are consistent
with the experimental values. In contrast to other approaches, the predicted values
of ap in the HBM have little uncertainties due to the correlations. However, they are
smaller than those in the LQCD. The future experiments on a, shall be able to clarify

the issue.

B. Observables in AT — nlty,

As the cascade decays of the neutron can not be observed in the experiments, there
are only eight possible decay observables in AT — ne®v | in which five of them require

Py, # 0 for the measurements, given as

D(q?, ﬁ) x 1+ XP, + X3cos6, + P, <X4 cos b, + X5 cosO.P, + Xg cos b, cos b,

+Re(X7e') sin 0, sin 0, + Re(Xse™?) sin 6, sin 0, cos 95> . (36)

The discussions are parallel to A7 — AlTr,. We list out the branching fractions
and decay observables in TABLE. [VIl and TABLE [VII] respectively. The branching
fractions in the HBM are compatible with those in the LQCD [26] and Ref. [30], but
twice larger than the results in Ref. [29] . On the other hand, the SU(3)p symmetry

predicts relatively large branching fractions comparing to the others.

The calculated values of (X;(¢)) show consistencies between the HBM and LQCD.
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Nevertheless, X,.g require A to be polarized for measurements, imposing difficulties
in the experiments. The form factors of A} — n are given in TABLE. [VIIIland FIG. 4
We see that once again the HBM underestimates fs by a factors of two third, whereas

the others are compatible with the LQCD.

IV. TIME REVERSAL ASYMMETRIES AND NEW PHYSICS

In general, contaminated by the hadron uncertainties, it is often difficult to draw a
sharp conclusion on whether NP is needed to explain the experimental data. Neverthe-
less, NP can generate clear signals of T asymmetries, which vanish in the SM and are
equivalent to the CP asymmetries based on the CPT theorem. A great advantage of T
violation is that a strong phase is not necessary. The simplest T violating observables

are studied in Ref. [35], and we highlight some the results here.

Two of the simplest T asymmetries in A — A(— pr~ )T, are defined as

2 M2
7 — (/ /)r dor =35 [ cmar,

w L))

TABLE VII. The integrated observables in units of %.

J| =

HBM LQCD

i X(AF = nlty)

(Ki(e)) (X)) (Xile))  (Xi(w))
2 (200 — 1)(|a> = 3[b?) —42.3(13) —36.5(10) —43.4(16) —37.2(15)
3 —66; (Re (ayty) + Re (a—t*)) + 3[bal? | 36.4(14) 30.0(17) 41.1(18) 34.4(18)
4 (¢ + 1)(laal? + [bal?) + 30¢[tal? —34.3(19) —34.1(18) —32.8(21) —32.5(21)
5 (200 — 1)(Jaa|* — 3bal?) 70.7(4)  64.0(2) 73.9(13) 66.9(12)
6 —66; [Re(att?) — Re(a—t*)] — 3|bal® |—36.4(14) —29.8(17) —41.1(18) —34.4(18)
7 % [200(t_b% —b_t%) + (a—bi +b_a})]| —91.7(9) —91.9(9) —92.1(7) —92.3(7)
8 5(28 — 1)(b-a’ —a_b}) —78.7(7) —74.7(8) —83.2(15) —79.0(14)
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TABLE VIII. The form factors of AT — n at ¢? = 0.

f1(0) f2(0) 91(0) 92(0)
HBM  0.570(56) 0.210(1) 0.526(50) 0.015(2)

LQCD [26] 0.672(39) 0.321(38) 0.602(31) —0.003(52)

2 M
- CIm(Xyp)dg? (37)
which are closely related to the azimuthal angles. The reason is that they correspond
to the triple product asymmetries of the three-momenta in the final states. Keeping in

mind £ are real in the SM, it is easy to see that nonvanishing 7; ; require NP beyond

the SM.

As an illustration, we explore NP with the effective Hamiltonian as

G
Hefy = Ve O3 = m)e + Crsn 1+ ) Dyl = e (38)

To the first order, we find that @]
32 V2

Te=——=Im(Cr) Yy, Ts=-——1Im(Cg)Js, (39)
8v/2 T
1 0.6 0.00
1.2 fi fa ’ fs
0.5 -0.02 -
1.0 ‘
04l -0.04
0.8 ~0.06
0.3
Py -0.08
0.2 ~0.10
0.0 0.5 1.0 15 0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 0.0 05 1.0 15
¢* (GeV?) ¢* (GeV?) ¢* (GeV?)
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9 @ -0.2] 93
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0.6/ o8
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¢* (GeV?) ¢* (GeV?) ¢ (GeV?)

FIG. 4. The ¢? dependencies of the form factors in A} — n from HBM, where the bands

represent the uncertainties from the model calculations.
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TABLE IX. The time-reversal asymmetries versus Im(Cg) from NP.

Im(Cgr) =0.1 Im(Cgr) =0.2

0t =et 0t =pt 0t =t 0t =t

T; 0.062(2) 0.060(2) 0.124(4) 0.120(4)
T, 0.033(3) 0.032(3) 0.066(1) 0.064(1)

with
1 M2
Ve = ﬁ/ 2 (a4bs —a_b) dg?,
My
1 e
ys - ﬁ / QC (a+b— - a'—b+) dq2 ) (40)
M

where C, g are the Wilson coefficients from NP, and £, in Eq. (0) are calculated within
the SM. In practice, C, can be absorbed by redefining V.., so their effects vanish in
the first order. We only considered NP with the left-handed neutrinos and leptons, as

the right-handed ones are suppressed by the lepton masses [35].

The values of Vs can be viewed as the sensitivity coefficients of NP. We take
Im(Cg) = (0.1,0.2) as examples in TABLE [Xl We see that 7, can be as large as
10%, but they require AT to be polarized for an experimental measurement. On the
other hand, though 7. can be probed with unpolarized A, their values are twice
smaller than 7,, making them hard to be observed. Finally, we emphasize that the
T asymmetry does not require a comparison with the charge conjugate as the strong

phase is irrelevant.

V. SUMMARY

We have given a systematical study on all the possible observables in A} semilep-
tonic decays, including the effects of NP. The model independent angular distribu-
tions with polarized A have been presented. We have found that the BM underes-

timate fo by a factor of two third, where the same underestimations were also found

19



in the magnetic dipole moments of the octet baryons. The branching fractions and
polarization asymmetries have been found to be B(A} — Aetv., Aptv,, nlty) =
(3.78+0.25,3.67+0.23,0.40£0.04) %,and o (A] — Aetve, Aptr,) = (—82.6, —82.3)%
from the HBM, and ay(Af — Aetv., Aptv,) = (=87.4+£1.0,-87.2 £ 1.0)% from the
LQCD, which can be tested in the near future at BESIII and Belle II. In particular,
B(Af — Aetve, Apty,) and apn(AS — AeTr,) are in good agreement with the current
experimental data é] All the angular observables in the SM have been computed
by both the HBM and LQCD. Most of the results from the two approaches have been
shown to be consistent. The effects of NP on the T asymmetries have been explored,

found to be O(10%) for Im(Cgr) = 0.2. We stress that nonzero values of T asymmetries

in the experiments will be a smoking gun of NP.

Appendix A: Baryon wave functions

For completeness, we display the wave functions of the low-lying baryons in the
HBM. The wave functions of the octet baryons associated with the isospin of [ = 1/2

are given as

nt) = | 21[ I (T Vb (T () UL gy (1, T, B)[d°][0)

)= [ 21[ Il (@ b (E2) L (20 UL ey (B T )0
A = [ el ) 2)5L ) Vg1, ) )0
570 = [ e e sl E)sL ) V(02 FPO).

=0 1 apry abc - = 3 =

200 = [ e el @)l () ¥ (1,72, D) . (AD

and the ones with I = 1 read as
1 (e} = — = abc = = = e
|Z+’$> = / —\/_E Bvula(l’l)uZﬁ(IQ)Siy(x3)\I]SI;(uuc)(zlﬁx27I3)[d3x]|0>’
|ZO /\/7 ocﬂ'YdT fl)ulg(x2) ( )\Il%lic(uuc)(fb52>f3)[d3f]|0>7

X701 = / 2—\/§€°‘5 Tl (T1) g (T2) L (T3) VG e (T1, T, T) [d°T)|0) . (A2)
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The spin-flavor-antisymmetric spatial distribution W4 is defined in Eq. (I6]), and the

symmetric one is given as

abc
\I’ST(qquqS)(l'b x25 I?’)

\/* (2 Zﬁ(:ﬂ')aﬁﬁﬂ(@') 23¢(95§/)
—¢Zl¢(f1')¢22¢( _”)QSZST(!E_&/) - ¢Zl¢(if_i,)%ﬂ(fé/)%ﬁ(fé/)) RN
\/’ ( 2¢q1¢($1) q2¢( _’/)¢23T($_§/)

O )Gy (5505 (55) 05y (87) 00 (4565, (7)) T

= = —
where 7 = T; — Ta.

(A3)

abe —
\I]S¢(Q1q2q3 (xl’ Z2, $3)

Similarly, the heavy baryons with a single heavy quark are given as
/ f M dl (71 ub(F) L (Fs) U ey (1, T, T5)[d*2])0)
- [ 7 Tl (1) 5] (o) () Y ey (1, T ) )0
/ T )8} ) () U g (B, B EN0) (Ad)
for the antitriplet baryons, and

D) / 75 o (B1)uhs (B2)el, (F) Uy (31, T, F) & T)0)
/ f Nl (T1)ul g (T2) L (T WL 1 (T2, T2, ) [d]]0)
R 35 F s (P2)cl (75) W (P, 0, T5) °T)0).

=0 /\[ P ul  (F1)s}5(T2)cl (2 T3) W& use) (11, T2, T3)[d*7]0)

=0, / % I (1) sho(To)cl (8) UL g (T, B, B5)[dF)0)
/ N st (#1)sho (To) el (Fo) WL o) (F1, T, B)[d°T]|0) , (AD)

for the sextet baryons. The bottom baryons are obtained directly by substituting

bottom quarks for the charmed quarks.

On the other hand, the low-lying spin 3/2 baryons are constructed by

|B J = / m aﬁ’yqlaa(l’l)q%ﬁ(‘x?)qi’)cw( 3)llj%bjz(q1q2q3)(f1’f27f3)[d3f]|0> )
(A6)
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where Sg is the number of the identical quark in the baryon, J, the angular momentum

in Z direction, and

\I]?Fbg(qwzqa)(xl’x%x?’ NB/¢q1T (quT( _»/) ;ﬁ( _’/)dgfﬁ’
abc - NB = c = =
\I]Tb%(qlqzq.‘s)(xl’x2’x3) \/’ (¢Q1¢( ) ZzT( /)(quT(x?)/)dsxA (A7>
+ ¢31T(x_i )¢g2i(x_é ) ZST( ) + ¢q1T(x1 )¢q2T( _»/> Zg¢(x_é/>)dsz .

The baryon wave functions with negative angular momenta can be obtained by flipping

the spin directions in both sides of Eq. (AT).
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