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ABSTRACT: We study the effects of anomalous thresholds on the non-local form factors
describing the hadronization of the light-quark contribution to B — (P,V)~* transitions.
Starting from a comprehensive discussion of anomalous thresholds in the triangle loop
function for different mass configurations, we detail how the dispersion relation for 7w
intermediate states is affected by contour deformations mandated by the anomalous branch
points. Phenomenological estimates of the size of the anomalous contributions to the form
factors are provided with couplings determined from measured branching fractions and
Dalitz plot distributions. Our key finding is that anomalous effects are suppressed on the
p(770) resonance, while off-peak the effects can become as large as O(10%) of the full (light-
quark-loop induced) non-local form factors. We comment on future generalizations towards
higher intermediate states and the charm loop, outlining how the dispersive framework
established in this work could help improve the non-local form factors needed as input for
a robust interpretation of B — (P, V)£t~ decays.
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1 Introduction

Flavor-changing neutral-current decays of B-mesons constitute an appealing set of observ-
ables to search for physics beyond the Standard Model (BSM), given that in the SM only
contributions suppressed by loop factors and CKM matrix elements are possible. Especially
manifestations of the b — sl transition have attracted significant attention as rare pro-
cesses in which potential BSM contributions might be discovered, in view of the appearance
of anomalies suggesting the violation of lepton flavor universality [1-10]. While these hints



have disappeared in the meantime [11], angular observables and decay rates for b — suu
still show sizable deviations from their SM predictions [12-18|, see Ref. [19] for the most
recent P! measurement by CMS, preserving the preference for BSM contributions in global
fits at a high level of significance [20-22].

A key point in assessing the significance of these tensions concerns control over the
hadronic matrix elements, usually separated into local and non-local form factors. While
the local ones have been studied in detail using the operator product expansion, light-
cone sum rules, and quark-hadron duality, non-local effects, such as originating from charm
loops, have received particular attention in recent years, given that they could potentially
mimic BSM contributions [23-26]. In order to address this concern, a dispersive approach
for the corresponding B — (P, V)~* form factors, with pseudoscalars P = K, 7,... and
vectors V. = K*, ¢, p,w, ... has been developed [18, 27-29], to incorporate the constraints
from analyticity and unitarity, including experimental information on the residues of the
J /v and ¥(28) poles.! While the use of dispersive techniques has become more common,
see, e.g., Refs. [31-34], a common objection concerns the possible distortion of the analytic
structure by anomalous thresholds [21, 35]. However, up to now no actual calculations have
been performed to try and estimate the size of the impact on B — (P, V) ~* form factors.
The aim of this work is to make the first step in this direction.

To this end, we first present a comprehensive analysis of anomalous thresholds in the
triangle loop function Cp, including all the different analytic continuations required for
the various possible mass configurations. While, in principle, it is well understood how to
account for the anomalous cuts in its dispersive representation [36-39|, we are not aware of
a systematic presentation of all the different cases, a number of which become relevant for
the B — (P,V)~* application due to a host of possible intermediate states and external
particles. These results are presented in Sec. 2.

In Sec. 3, we turn to the dispersive framework for the conceptually simplest case, that is,
the hadronization of the light-quark loop in terms of w7 intermediate states. In particular,
we perform the decomposition of the non-local matrix elements into Bardeen—Tung—Tarrach
(BTT) [40, 41] structures, whose scalar functions are suitable for a dispersive representation,
and derive the unitarity relations as well as their solutions using Muskhelishvili-Omneés
(MO) techniques [42, 43|, including the additional contributions required by anomalous
cuts. We present a first phenomenological analysis in Sec. 4, using measured decay rates and
Dalitz plot distributions to determine the free parameters in the solution of the dispersion
relation, as an estimate of how large the anomalous contributions could potentially become
in this case. In Sec. 5, we outline future generalizations regarding higher intermediate
states, isoscalar, and B, decays, as well as the charm loop, before closing with a summary
and outlook in Sec. 6.

!See Ref. [30] for a recent estimate of charm rescattering effects in B® — K°¢* ¢~ using heavy-hadron
chiral perturbation theory (ChPT).



Figure 1: Scalar diagrams corresponding to (a) Eq. (2.6), (b) Eq. (2.2), and (c¢) Eq. (2.7).

2 Anomalous thresholds in the triangle loop function?®

2.1 Landau equations and classification of singularities

The singularities of a given Feynman diagram can be determined by means of the Landau

equations [49]

Z +ajk; =0, for each loop, and either a; = 0 or k7 = m? for each 4, (2.1)
J

where k; denotes the momentum associated with propagator j. Leading Landau singu-
larities are the ones for which all internal particles of the graph are on-shell and thus all
Feynman parameters «; # 0, while subleading singularities have at least one «; = 0.

Before turning to the triangle loop function, we establish the nature of the singularities
of the simpler cases in this language, see Fig. 1. Using the conventions from Ref. [50] and
setting t = p?, the leading Landau singularities of the bubble diagram

1 / . 1
) d q 9 . D) X
im? (g2 —mi +i€)((q — p)* — m3 + ie)

Bo(t) = Bo(p*,mi, m3) = (2.2)

take the form

{ 0 = a1ky + asgks } N {Qm%al—i—(m%—{—m%—t)o@ :0} (2 3)

0=k?—m? =k —m3 (m2 +m3 —t)ay + 2m3as =0

and thus
)‘(t’ m%’ m%) = (m% + m% - t)2 - 4m%m% =0, (24)

with solutions at t = (my £ m2)2. Using a; + ag = 1, the corresponding parameters are

mi+mga’ mi+msz’
mi
mi—ma’

-+ (2.5)
al = mo—my’ a2

{al = —Tho g = —1 for t = (mq +ma)?,

for t = (my — ma)?.

Accordingly, at the threshold ¢y, = (M3 —|—’I’I’L2)2 both a1 and as have positive real solutions
and, thus, lie inside the integration range. The two-particle threshold ¢y, is a square-root
branch point that appears on every Riemann sheet of By(t) and gives rise to the right-
hand unitarity cut. In contrast, for the pseudothreshold at tp,s = (m; — ma)? exactly

2For an extended version of this section, see Ref. [44]. The presentation is based upon Refs. [45-48].



one out of a; and as must be negative, which means that the corresponding singularity
cannot appear on the principal Riemann sheet. However, on every other sheet that can be
reached after crossing the unitarity cut it appears as another square-root branch point with
a corresponding left-hand cut.

The subleading Landau singularities stem from setting either oy or ai to zero and, thus,
correspond to the leading singularities of the single-particle one-loop diagram in Fig. la
represented by

1 1
AomP) == [ d*¢q—+— 2.6
O(m ) i7T2/ qq2—m2+ie’ ( )
which is independent of t. They appear if either m? = 0 or m2 = 0, and behave as

m? log (m?) or m3log (m3), respectively, for either m? close to zero.
Anomalous thresholds first arise as the leading Landau singularity for the triangle

diagram in Fig. lc, corresponding to the triangle function

1 1
Co(t) = Co(pt, 3, p3. mi, m3, m3) = — /d4q—,
(2 2 : 2 2 . 2 2 .
D = (¢" —mi +i€)((q + p1)* —m3 + i€)((q — p3)” — mj + ie), (2.7)

where t = p2. The subleading Landau singularities can be read off from the previous
discussion, i.e., the two-particle threshold ti,, = (m2 + m3)? gives rise to the unitarity cut,
and there are also singularities for p? = (m1 4+ mg)? or p3 = (m; + m3)?, which need to
be taken into account when performing an analytic continuation in either of these masses.
The pseudothresholds at tps = (ma — m3)?, p3 = (m1 — m2)?, and p3 = (my — m3)? again
do not appear on the principal Riemann sheet. Lastly, there are the three singularities
m? =0, m3 =0, and m3 = 0 inherited from Ag(t). The singularities at tip, = (mg +m3)?,
p? = (m1 + ms)?, and p3 = (my + m3)? are again square-root branch points, leading to
right-hand cuts in the respective variable. The correct branch for p? > (mj + mg)? or
p% > (mq + mg3)? is obtained by introducing an infinitesimal imaginary part p? — p? + 0
or p2 — p3 + 40, respectively [51, 52].
To find the leading Landau singularities of Cy(t), one needs to solve

arky + agks + azkz =0 (2.8)
0=k?—m2=k3-—m3=k —m3|[’ '
which, defining y;; = (k; - k;)/(m;m;), requires
— 2 2 2
0 =1+ 2y12y13Y23 — Y12 — Y13 — Ya3- (2.9)
Solving this condition for yo3, one finds that the triangle singularities can appear at
_ omitmi o mitmi  pips  (mf—m3)(mi —m3)
t+ = p1 o2 D3 D) 2 2
my 2my 2my 2my
1

in the form of logarithmic branch points.
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Figure 2: Dual diagram of the triangle diagram in Fig. 1c.

The main task is to determine whether either of these singularities ¢4 can appear on
the principal sheet. Starting with the assumption that all y;; and therefore also all p? are
real, this implies that p? < (m1 + m2)? and p3 < (mq + m3)?, ie., y13,y23 > —1, due to
the branch cuts in these variables. A singularity appearing on the principal sheet requires
a solution with all a; > 0. Such a solution requires that at least two out of y12, y13, and
Y23 be negative, so that all three of them fulfill |y;;| < 1. Physically, this means that all
the particles are stable as (m1 —ma2)? < p? < (m1 +ma)?, (m1 —m3)? < p3 < (m1 +m3)?,
and (mg —m3)? <t < (mg + mg)%

Under these circumstances, it is useful to consider the dual graph in Fig. 2. Due to
energy-momentum conservation both the three external momenta p; and the respective
three momenta at each vertex can form closed triangles. As Y «a;k; = 0 the k; are linearly
dependent, which means that all triangles of the dual graph lie in the same plane. |y;;| <1
implies that the p? > 0 and mf > 0 can be interpreted as the squares of the side lengths
of the respective edges and y;; = cosf;; as the angles between the k;. All a; > 0 is
equivalent to the middle point lying inside the outer triangle, i.e., 815 4+ 013 + 023 = 27 and
all 0 < 0;; < m. This means

Y23 = €08 fag = cos(2m — fa3) = cos(f12 + 013) (2.11)

= cos f19 cos 013 — sin B19 sin 13 = Y1213 — \/(1 — y%Q)(l — y%?)),
and 615 + 613 > 7, which is equivalent to
Y12 + Y13 = cos O12 + cos B13 < cos b2 + cos(m — B12) = 0. (2.12)

These two equations imply that only ¢ from Eq. (2.10) can be a singularity on the principal
sheet and this is the case precisely if

map} + maop3 > (Mo + m3)(mi + mams). (2.13)

2.2 Anomalous thresholds

To see how t; moves from the second Riemann sheet to the principal one, we assign an
infinitesimal imaginary part to the mass p? — p? + 40 and then increase its value until
the inequality in Eq. (2.13) is fulfilled. For y93 this corresponds to the replacement y15 —



p% M?(*i M?(i MQJ: M2i

P s
m? M2, M%, — Mi., M% M M,
Case A B C A B C

ty [GeV?] —57.8 0.48—4.197 18.6 —859 0.73—4.81i 26.4
t- [GeV?] —1.0 048+4.19i 1.0 —0.93 0.73+4.81i 0.95

Table 1: Triangle singularities for different mass configurations, where all have p? = Méi
and m3 = mj3 = M?2., using particle masses from Ref. [53].

Y12 — 0/2mimso. As the crossing happens when y12 = —y13, so that yo3 = —1, we can
expand in d to obtain the crossing point

4y = —1 — 52 ! LO@E) = 148

1
4m3mi(1 — y3,) 2 'm32) + 0(54)7 (2.14)

2
A(pla mla m2
or
2m2m3

te =t — 07 ———e
O AL mi,m3)

+ O(6%) > tir, (2.15)
where in the last step we used that the stability condition implies A(p?, m?, m3) < 0. Thus,
when increasing p?, the singularity at ¢y approaches ty,, from below on the second sheet,
then circles around tyy,, clockwise moving through the unitarity cut onto the principal sheet
at t., and then moves to the left-hand side of ti,, again.

Since the singularity at ¢ is a logarithmic branch point, its corresponding branch cut
extends towards ¢t_. As the latter is still on the second sheet, the branch cut goes from ¢
to tynr on the principal sheet and from t,, to _ on the second sheet. This introduces an
additional discontinuity starting even below the unitarity cut, which needs to be taken into
account when performing a dispersive analysis. For this reason, the triangle singularity ¢
is often referred to as anomalous threshold in the literature.

As a next step, we need to perform the analytic continuation beyond |y;;| < 1, to
be able to treat the general case with an arbitrary mass configuration (without loss of
generality, we take p% > pg) We start with m%, m%, and mg fixed at their physical values,
but analytically continue in p? and pg to values such that |y;;| < 1. After doing so, we
are back at the special case discussed above, where we understand exactly whether the
triangle singularity is on the principal sheet or not. Now we can reverse the argument and
analytically continue back to the physical values, first in p? and then in p%. By keeping
track of the positions of t4 during this process, we can therefore examine every possible
mass configuration by starting from the special case.

To illustrate this procedure, let us consider some special cases listed in Table 1, with
the general case summarized in App. A. All three cases A, B, and C' have in common
that y19 < —1. We therefore continue p% > (my + m2)2 towards its physical value, while
keeping the small imaginary part p? + 140 as discussed above. In this case the discriminant of
the square-root in Eq. (2.13) becomes negative, which means that the square-root becomes
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Figure 3: (a) The solid line indicates the path traced by ¢4 in the complex plane upon
increasing p3 for the mass configurations listed in Table 1. The positions of ¢, for cases
A, B, and C are marked by the hollow circles. (b) The solid (dashed) line indicates the
path traced by t; (t—) in the complex plane on the second sheet upon further decreasing
p% starting at case C from Table 1. The dashed and solid lines meet at the point where the
path in (a) crossed the unitarity cut, indicated by a cross in both figures, see main text for
details.

imaginary and there are two branches from which to choose. However, the small imaginary
part 9 singles out the correct branch and we find

omi+mi  omitmi  pipd  (mi—m3)(mi —m3)

ty = —
+=h Qm% P3 Qm% Qm% Qm%
1 1 1
F g X (o mAN (0, i ) (210
1

to be the correct analytic continuation of the locations of the triangle singularity, where
)\%(az,bQ,cz) = /a2 — (b+c)2\/a? — (b—c)?2. In particular, the sign in the second line
changes compared to Eq. (2.10).

Now that we have the analytic continuation of 1 at hand, let us trace the position of ¢,
in the complex plane upon changing first p? and then pg. As soon as p? grows bigger than
(m1 4+ m2)?, the singularity ¢, moves into the lower complex half-plane (Im#, < 0) of the
principal Riemann sheet. At first glance this should be alarming as its counterpart ¢t_ on
the upper complex half-plane (Im¢_ > 0) is still located on the second sheet and therefore it
seems like the Schwarz reflection principle is violated. However, by analytically continuing
p% across the branch point p% = (m1 + m2)? and choosing one of the branches p% + 49, we
unavoidably introduced an imaginary part to Cp(t) on the entirety of the real axis. Thus,
the Schwarz reflection principle does not apply anymore and there is no contradiction.?

This situation now corresponds to case B, i.e., y12 < —1, |y13]| < 1, and therefore ¢ lies
in the lower half-plane of the physical sheet (see Fig. 3a). In the next step we can continue

in p?,, towards its physical value. For case A we have y13 < —1, i.e., p% > (mq +mg3)?, which

3Had we chosen a negative imaginary part p? — i instead, then ¢ty would have moved into the upper
half-plane instead, which would lead to a conflict with the causality condition that all amplitudes be analytic
in the upper-half plane of the physical sheet. This is part of the reason why p? + i is the correct choice.
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Figure 4: Example of a resonance-like peak in the triangle function Cy(t + i€), caused
by the triangle singularity at t_ = 4.2 — # on the second sheet, located closely above the
two-particle threshold ¢, = 4. The other triangle singularity sits at ¢, = 7 + i on the

second sheet and does not cause such a peak. The mass configuration is given in the figure.

means we introduce another imaginary part p?,’ — p?,’ + 4. This leads to t; moving back
onto the real axis to ¢, = Ret, — id with Ret; < (mg — m3)? (see Fig. 3a). For case C
we instead have y13 > 1, ie., p% < (m1 — m3)?. For these particular mass configurations
in Table 1 we further have m; > mg, which means that ¢, moves onto the unitarity cut
from below and back onto the second sheet towards ¢4 = Ret, + i with ¢y, < Rety <t
(see Fig. 3a). At the same time ¢_ also moves onto the cut with ¢— = Ret_ + i and
tinr < Ret_ < Rety < tp. Although both of them lie on the unitarity cut, they are not
on the physical boundary ¢t = Ret + i with Ret > tin, which is instead connected to the
lower half plane ¢t = Ret — ic of the second sheet.

However, when pg is further reduced beyond the point at which Eq. (2.13) is not longer
fulfilled, the second triangle singularity ¢ moves anticlockwise around ¢y, on the second
sheet and onto the physical boundary ¢ = Ret_ — i with Ret_ > ty,, (see Fig. 3b). The
crossing point t. in this case is located at
2m2m3

2ot O(6*) < tenr, (2.17)

te = tiw — 6° 55—
A(p%a mla m2

which can be computed similarly to Eq. (2.15) before. The example in Fig. 4 illustrates
that as soon as this crossing of ¢{_ onto the physical boundary has happened it causes a
resonance-like peak.

We show in App. A that this phenomenon can occur in general whenever y12 + 413 > 0,
with either y1o < —1 and y13 > 1, or y12 > 1 and y13 < —1. As discussed recently in
Refs. [48, 54|, these conditions are in accordance with the Coleman—Norton theorem [55],
stating that the leading Landau singularity of a graph lies in the physical region if and only
if all vertices of the graph describe energy- and momentum-conserving classical processes

of real particles on their positive-energy mass-shell moving forward in time. The resulting
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Figure 5: Left: Reduced triangle graph with a; = 0 corresponding to the two-particle
threshold. Right: Cut triangle graph yielding the discontinuity across the unitarity cut.

resonance-like peak can of course imitate a seemingly new hadronic state in the measured
data. One such example appears to be the a1(1420) resonance, which can be measured in
the decay channel a;(1420) — fo(980)7 [56-58]. Recent evidence supports the hypothesis
that it is not actually a hadronic state but instead caused by a triangle singularity with
p? = MJ%O(%O), p3 = M2, mi =mj =Mz, and m3 = M3, [59-61].* A table with more
(suspected) examples is provided in Ref. [48].

We also see in App. A for the general case that ¢_ can never move onto the physical sheet
and that ¢4 can only do so if y12 + y13 < 0. If either both y12,y13 < —1 or |y12|, |y13] < 1,
then ¢, sits on the real axis below threshold t; < ty,,. If either y19 < —1 and |y13] < 1,
or |y12| < 1 and y13 < —1, then t; is located in the lower complex half-plane. Else, if
ly12], ly13] > 1 with y19y13 < —1, then ¢ as well as t_ are located on the unitarity cut, but

not on the physical boundary.

2.3 Dispersion relation for the scalar triangle function

Based on the discussion in the previous section, we are now in the position to derive
dispersion relations for Cy(t) in the various possible mass configurations. We study this
loop function in some detail, both as a test case in which numerical results can be easily
cross-checked via standard packages such as LoopTools [64] and because the conclusions
will generalize to more complicated amplitudes with triangle topology.

Let us first derive the unitarity relation for the triangle function Cy(t) as defined in
Eq. (2.7), using the short-hand notation

2 2
t1 = tine = (ma +m3)?, to =lps = <\/P% - \/P%) , t3 = <\/P% + \/P%) . (2.18)

If we start in the kinematic region in which all particles are stable, i.e., (m; — mg)? <
p? < (my +ma2)? and (my —m3)? < p < (m1 + mg3)?, and where the triangle singularity
does not yet occur on the physical sheet, i.e., msp? + map3 < (mg + mg3)(m3 + mams), see
Eq. (2.13), then the only singularity on the physical sheet is the two-particle threshold t;
giving rise to the right-hand unitarity cut. We can compute the discontinuity across this

“The nature of the a;(1420) is currently under study at Belle in the reaction 7 — 3mv. [62, 63], to help
clarify whether it constitutes a genuine resonance or indeed the manifestation of a triangle singularity.



Figure 6: The black solid lines show the paths traced by s (¢) and s_(t) upon increasing
t starting from ¢ = ¢;. The mass configuration is such that all particles are stable. (a) The
triangle singularity ¢, is still located on the second sheet. (b) The triangle singularity ¢
has moved onto the physical sheet. The additional paths of sy (t & i) for t4 < t < t; are
shown with the red solid lines.

cut via Cutkosky rules [65], and thereby set up a dispersion relation for Cy(t). Afterwards,
we will then analytically continue in p? and pg back to the actual physical value of the
masses.

From Cutkosky rules, the discontinuity becomes
. , 1
disc Co(t) = 4@/ d*q prpentl(C +p1)? —m3) 0(—q° — pY) 6((g — p3)® — m3) 0(¢° — p3)

1

! 1 [t 1

= 2m9(t—t1)Az(t,m§,m2)—/ dz ———, (2.19)
1 s(t,z) —ms

2t

2

where we introduced the Mandelstam variables s = (p; — ko) = (p3 — k3)?, t = p3 =

(p1 4 p3)? = (k2 + k3)?, and u = (p1 — k3)? = (p3 — k2)?, related by

1 1
stt2) | _piApi+mi+mi—t  (pf—pd)(mi—m3)  Aa(t,pt,pi)Ai(t,m3,m3)
= F =z .
u(t, z) 2 2t 2t
(2.20)
The remaining integral
I 1 1 P, 1 Y(t t
— dz ———— = / dz b(2) =— log () + r( ), (2.21)
2t J_4 s(t,z) —m? 1 =Y (t) + k(t)z k() T Y(t) — k(t)
with
Y(t) =12 = t(pf + p3 +m3 +m3 — 2mi) + (pf — p3)(m3 — m§),
1 1
R(t) = A2 (t,pT, p3AZ (t,m3, m3), (2.22)

and the zeroth Legendre polynomial Py(z) = 1, is the S-wave projection of the s-channel
Born amplitude (s —m?)~! up to the prefactor of 1/¢. In the evaluation of the integral we

,10,
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Figure 7: Left: positions of iy, and ¢4 in the complex t-plane before the analytic contin-
uation in p?. The integration path is indicated by the thick solid line. Middle: integration
path gets distorted when ¢ moves through the unitarity cut as indicated by the thin solid
line with arrows. The additional path arising from that is highlighted in red. Right: de-
formed integration path around the anomalous branch cut, indicated by the zig-zag line,
after the analytic continuation.

used that [r(¢)]? = [Y(¢)]? is solved exactly by the triangle singularities ¢+ from Eq. (2.16),
reflecting the fact that ¢y are logarithmic branch points of Cy(t). In the case in which all
particles are stable the above integral is well-defined and does not have any singularities,
as can be seen by rewriting it as the following contour integral

1 [t 1 1 1
— dz = / ds ——— (2.23)
Cy

2t J_ T s(t,z) —m2 k() s —m?’

with a straight path between si(t) = s(¢,£1) as the integration contour C;. In this case,
s+ (t) trace the path shown in Fig. 6a. Due to the condition (2.13), the singularity s = m?
of the integrand never lies inside the integration region, so that the integral is free of

singularities for all ¢ > ;. The discontinuity of Cy(t) therefore takes the form

2wt —t) | Y(t)+ ()

disc Cy(t) = )
0 )\%(t,p%,p%) Y (t) — k(t)

(2.24)

which has a high-energy behavior O(t‘l) and does not possess any zeros or singularities
along the unitarity cut, except for the expected square-root singularity at threshold. We
can therefore set up an unsubtracted dispersion relation

Colt) = — /too ay s Golt) (2.25)

2 Jy,, t—t— e

When analytically continuing in the masses p? and p3 in the next step, it is critical
to not only analytically continue the integrand, but also observe how the aforementioned
singularities move through the complex plane and how this might affect the integration
contour. First of all, as soon as Eq. (2.13) is fulfilled, the triangle singularity ¢4 moves
through the unitarity cut—and therefore the integration range of the dispersion integral.
We therefore have to deform the integration contour as shown in Fig. 7, picking up an
additional, so-called anomalous integral around the logarithmic branch cut.

To compute both the analytic continuation of the discontinuity disc Cy(t) in Eq. (2.24)
and the discontinuity across the anomalous logarithmic branch cut, we consider Fig. 6b

and study what happens to si(t) as soon as Eq. (2.13) is fulfilled. The singularity s = m?

— 11 —
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Figure 8: (a) Deformed integration contour C; of the integral in Eq. (2.23) for t; < t < to.
Due to Cauchy’s theorem it can be reduced to the original straight-line contour C; and a
residue at s = m?2. (b) Difference between the integration contour C, of the integral in
Eq. (2.23) for t = Ret F ie with t; < ¢t < t;. Due to Cauchy’s theorem this difference

reduces to a residue at s = m7.

of the integrand has moved through the integration region for all t; < t < tg, where tg is
defined as the positive root of Y (¢) = 0,

to

2, .2 2 2 2 2 4 2 2 4 m2 2\ 2
Py + p5 +m5+m3 — 2m py +Dp3+ms + —2m
_P17™P3 22 3 1+\/< 1T P3 22 3 1 — (p? — p3)(m3 — m3).

(2.26)
Therefore, we need to deform the integration contour C; of the integral in Eq. (2.23) around
this singularity for all t; < t < ¢ in order to analytically continue disc Cy(t) correctly. The
deformed integration path C; is shown in Fig. 8a. Due to Cauchy’s theorem the integral
along the deformed contour reduces to a residue at s = m? and the integral along the
original contour C;, in such a way that we obtain for the discontinuity

1
A2 (t,m3, m3 1
disc Co(t) = 2mif(t — t1) lt ’/:ZZ)’m?’) /C ds — 5
- 1

i 2,02
1 1
= 2mif(t — tl)m <—27Tz'Res L mz] O(tg — 1) —|—/ ds 2>
- Ce

’
t

) (—27T7j«9(t0 —t)—log 1};22%

= 2mif(t — t1)

Introducing

ke(t) = \/i)\(t,m%,mg))\(t,p%,p%), (2.28)
this can be rewritten as

—271 Y(t)+m+(t)
o ; t > ts,
disc Cy(t) = 0(t — t1) VA:p3.p3) & V(&) —r4 (2) 3

4w K (t B
NP0 arctan Y + mO(to t)] .t <ts.

(2.29)

Similarly, from the difference between the integration paths shown in Fig. 8b we can see
that the anomalous discontinuity across the logarithmic branch cut amounts to
42 4%
discan Co(t) = — T _— T (2.30)

A2 (t,p? +i6,p2)  /—ALDTPE)
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Im s

Figure 9: The black solid lines show the paths traced by s; (¢) and s_(¢) upon increasing
t starting from ¢t = t; for case C' of the mass configurations in Table 1. The black dot

indicates the position of the singularity at s = m?.

In the presence of the anomalous threshold ¢4 on the physical sheet the dispersive repre-
sentation of Cy(t) therefore modifies to

[e8) : / 1 :
Colt) = - / a B Cold) | L / gy Otz disCen Colfe) (2.31)
t tJo

2w e | U —t—ie  2mi Ox ty,—t—1ie ’

where t, = xtiny + (1 — x)t4 and where disc Cp(t) and discan Co(t) are given in Egs. (2.29)
and (2.30).

Next, we perform the analytic continuation of this dispersive representation towards
the mass configurations in Table 1, starting with p? > (my + ms)? via the usual p? + id
prescription. In doing so, we lift the Schwarz reflection principle, and ¢4 picks up an
imaginary part, moving into the lower complex half-plane. As the anomalous discontinuity
in the form of disca, Co(t) = —4m2/ )\%(t, p?,p3) is analytic in the lower half-plane, we can
analytically continue the anomalous integral simply by plugging in the new value of ¢, into
the integration path t,. However, the normal discontinuity changes because of the modified
positions of ty and %9, leading to

—omi Y (t)+r4(¢) . i 2 .2
disc Cy(t) = 0(t — t1) NI [log Y(t)_"‘i(t) +2mid (b t)} » Altpips) >0,

. —A4mi k(1) _ 9 9
o)) [arctan 840] + mO(to t)] , At, p3,p?) <0,

(2.32)

for both case A and B in Table 1. In particular, at the pseudothreshold a singularity that
behaves as disc Cy(t) ~ (ta — t)~/2 has appeared due to the fact that the logarithm moves
onto another sheet as soon as ¢ < #y. In order to numerically integrate the dispersion relation
properly, one therefore has to treat this new pseudothreshold singularity as described in
App. B. For the integration path of the anomalous integral in Eq. (2.31) we replace the
integration path by

_ bttty toe — R

2 2
in case A to avoid the branch points of the integrand.

ta (2.33)

,13,



For case C' the analytic continuation is complicated by the fact that both ¢, and ¢_
move onto the unitarity cut in the limit § — 0. This means that we do not need the
anomalous integral anymore, but in turn we obtain two additional logarithmic singularities
at t4 for the integrand. For the analytic continuation we again look at the paths traced by
the endpoints s4(t) of the integration contour in Eq. (2.23). By starting at a large value
of m? and then decreasing it to its physical value we see in Fig. 9 that we again have to
deform the integration paths. This leads to the new integrand

\/A&Q;?pg) [IOg iggfﬁiﬁg +milf(t—ty) +0(t — L)]] , t <ty
(¢

disc Cy(t) = 0(t—t1) % [arctan HY'(t)) + mh(to — t)] , to <t <ts,
—2mi Y () +r4 () t> ts.

D) B Y(O—ri (D)

(2.34)

The singularity at to is again treated numerically as described in App. B. In contrast, the

logarithmic singularities are so mild that they can be dealt with by simply increasing the
number of sampling points in their vicinity.

All of these analytic continuations can be cross-checked by comparing the numerical
results of the dispersion relation with the triangle function from LoopTools [64] and they
coincide up to a very high precision.® In this section, we concentrated on the cases that will
prove relevant for the B — (P, V) ~* form factors, but there are other mass configurations
with even different analytic continuations than the ones presented above. The analytic
continuation for all of these general mass configurations can be found in App. A.

2.4 General triangle topologies

In a more general case of a triangle diagram whose intermediate state is in a higher partial
wave [, the unitarity relation can be of the form

a +l z
disc A(t) = 2mif(t — (mag + m3)?) ,i((tt))l /_1 dz % (2.35)
. - a +l z) — z
disc A(t) = 2mif(t — (mag + m3)?) n(t()i)—l /_1 dz Pl_;/(,(t)) —i—J/:lELtl),(z ), (2.36)

where a(t) is some analytic prefactor that vanishes like (¢ — tthr)@l“)/ 2 for t — tyy and
Pi(2) denotes the Legendre polynomials.® Therefore, we will need to evaluate the integral

I Pi(2) 2 Y (t)

b(t) = — d =— 2.37

0 =7 [, v xm ~ @ () 237

for any [ € N, with the Legendre function of the second kind Q;(z). Here, the integral
representation

1Lt Bz
= - d 2.38
Q) =3 [ = (239

®LoopTools has known numerical issues in certain kinematic regions, which can be prevented by replacing
Co(pip;p; mi m%7 mg) — _[CO(_pi _p%7 —p§7 _mi _m§7 _mg)]*~
6As a special case we recover disc Co(t) from disc A(t) for I = 0 and a(t) = \/2(t, m3, m3).
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was used, which holds as long as Y (t)/k(t) ¢ [—1,+1]. The prefactors have been chosen in

such a way that by(t) behaves like by(t) ~ Y (£)~¢+D + O([k(t)]?) for k(t) — 0 and is thus

free of kinematic singularities and zeros. This implies that both discontinuities disc A(t)

and disc A(t) are free of kinematic singularities as well, but have a kinematic zero behaving

like ~ (¢t — tthr)@l“)/ 2 at threshold t,,, introducing the usual square-root cusp.
Moreover, since all Q;(x) can be expressed as

r+1
r—1

Qi) = SA()log 5 + Wi (a), (2.39)

where W;_1(z) is a polynomial of degree [ — 1 in x, they include the exact same logarithm
as the discontinuity of the triangle function in Eq. (2.24), so the analytic continuation of
the dispersion relation of A(t) will follow exactly the same procedure as with the triangle
function Cy(t). In this case, the pseudothreshold singularity occurring when the logarithm
goes to another sheet is of the form disc A(t) ~ (tps — )2+ 1/2. Therefore, we again need
the procedure described in App. B to treat this singularity numerically.

3 Light-quark loop

The main objects of interest in this work are the non-local B — (P, V) ~* transition form
factors. Following the conventions from Ref. [28], we decompose the B — (P, V){T(~
amplitude in the following way

_ K(*)(l{?) INp— s f _GFaem ‘/tj;‘/;tb
A[B(q+/<r)—>{W(p)(k)}ﬁ(ql)@ (%)} =~ ar {V&;th} (3.1)

LH
X |:(CgL!‘L/ + ClOLli)]:u — q—;/(Ql'mbC%/—"T,u + 167‘(’27'[“) s

with LY, = @g(g{)v"ve(q5) and LY = ae(g{)v"vsve(qs). Here, Cq, Cy, and Cig are Wilson
coefficients of the corresponding semileptonic operators O7, Og, and O1y from the Weak
Effective Theory [66, 67|, Vj; the standard CKM matrix elements, G the Fermi constant,
and qem = €2/(4m). The local vector and tensor form factors F,, and Fr, are defined as

Fro PV (k,q) = <(P7 V)(k) ‘ { } Vubr

=9

B(q+/€)>,

Fr, 0y q) = <(P7 V)(k) ‘ {d} 0w q”br| B(q + /<:)>, (3.2)

and the non-local form factors H, by

Vg =i [ ate e (v |r{imw. 3 coto}| Ban), 63

1,q=1Uu,C

with ji™ = > q Q47v.q and the local operators

}%quﬁ“bL- (3.4)

[SHIRVA

s — a
O] = { d} YT qrgy* Ty, 0k = {
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The upper/lower entries in Eqgs. (3.2) and (3.4) refer to b — s/b — d transitions, respec-
tively, and we have not displayed other operators suppressed by small Wilson coefficients
or subleading CKM matrix elements. While ultimately the prime phenomenological inter-
est concerns the charm loop, we will focus on the u-quark in this work, in which case the
hadronization at low energies is dominated by 77 intermediate states, with a clear energy
gap to inelastic corrections.

3.1 BTT decomposition and helicity amplitudes

As a first step, we need to decompose the non-local form factors H, further into invariant
Lorentz structures. For this decomposition we follow the BTT procedure [40, 41|, so that
the scalar coefficient functions are automatically free of kinematic singularities and zeros,
thus suitable to set up dispersion relations.

For the pseudoscalar meson case we only have one Lorentz structure

Tu = q2ku - (q : k)Q,ua (3'5)

as there is only one helicity component. However, for the vector meson case there are three
helicity components and, correspondingly, three independent Lorentz structures [38, 68, 69|

Tla,u = eauﬁ'ykﬁq’ya
TQaM = (q : k)gau - Qak;u
T3a,u = k2q29au + (q : k)kaqM - kQQaQ,u - q2kak3,u- (3'6)

With that the decomposition of H,, into these invariant structures looks like
3
HE_)P = M%TMHPa HE_)V = M%n;}?é)\ Z TiauHh (3'7)
i=1

where 7y, is the vector meson’s polarization vector. Choosing the following linear combi-
nations (compare to the helicity basis found, e.g., in Ref. [28])

I, =1L, Ij=(¢-k)M+¢k* 3, o=+ (q- k)1, (3.8)

we arrive at the proper helicity components ITy with A\ =1, | labeling the transversal
polarizations and A = 0 the longitudinal one. This can be seen by contracting the sum
Zg’zl Tioull; with polarization vectors for the vector meson and the virtual photon and
factoring out kinematic zeros, see, e.g., Ref. [70]. Most important among these zeros is a
factor of ¢? in front of the longitudinal form factor ITy(¢), which ensures that the longitudinal
component vanishes when the photon becomes real.

3.2 Dispersion relation for 7 intermediate states

In the next step, we consider 77 intermediate states and use the BT'T decomposition from
Eq. (3.7) to find the corresponding unitarity relations for the scalar form factors Ilp
(shorthand for ITp or IIy). Introducing the pion vector form factor FY (¢?) via

(7 (q) 7 (g2) | 3u(0) | 0) = i(q1 — q2)"FY (), ¢ = (g + @)% (3.9)
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*(qp) (g5)

Figure 10: 777~ cut in the B — (P,V){T¢~ amplitude. The arrows of B and (P,V)
indicate the momentum flow. Both ¢* have their momenta flowing outward. The filled
black circle represents the B — (P, V)" m~ amplitude M, the empty circle stands for the
pion vector form factor FY (¢?).

and the B — (P,V)ntn~ decay amplitude M[B(p) = (P, V)(k) 7" (q1) 7 (g2)] we can
use Cutkosky rules to obtain the following unitarity relation corresponding to Fig. 10 for
the B — (P, V) ¢t¢~ amplitude from Eq. (3.1),

Lﬂ
disc,r A = Ne? q—;/ discrr Hy

G Ly oak
T
x (2md) 6(62 — M2) (2m4) 6 ((q — €)* — M2), (3.10)

(20— q)u M[B(p) = (P,V)(k) =+ () 7~ (q = O] [FY (¢°)]*

where we introduced the normalization constant

—4 M2 *
N = & V;:th ’ (3.11)
\/5 V;dvtb

and used the fact that only the non-local form factor H, contains the wm cut. For the
B — (P,V)xtx~ amplitude M[B(p) = (P,V)(k) 7 (q1) 7 (g2)] = Mp_(py)nn(s:t,u)
we further introduce the Mandelstam variables

s=(p—q) t=¢=(@+q)? u=@pP-q@)} (3.12)
which fulfill s+t +4+u = M]23 + M(QP v) T 2M?2, as well as the scattering angle

S—u

S — (3.13)
x (DN H ey (1)

2zt = cosl; =
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Here we also introduced the short-hand notation Ag(py)(t) = A(t, M3, M(ZRV)) and o, (t) =
o(t,M2) = /1 —4M2/t. Then Eq. (3.10) reduces to a unitarity relation for H,,
- i[F, X (t)] ) 4 2 2 2 2

N discrr Hyu(t) = e /d 0(20—q)u Mp_y(pvyrr (s, t,u) 6(07 = M2) 6((q—€)*—M}).
(3.14)

To further simplify this into unitarity relations for the individual scalar form factors we

need to treat the pseudoscalar and vector meson case separately. Since we always consider

this cut, we drop the w7 subscript in the discontinuity in the following.

3.2.1 Pseudoscalar meson case

In the case of a pseudoscalar meson the amplitude is given by a scalar function
MBHPWW(Sat,u) = ]:P(t, Zt)a |M|2 = |‘7:P|2' (315)

Following Ref. [71] we can write down its partial-wave expansion as

+1

Folt,n) =Y @+ 1) Pilz) fb(t),  fh(t) = %/1 dz Pi(z) Folt,z).  (3.16)
=0 -

Plugging this expansion into the unitarity relation (3.14), we obtain

or(t) [Fy ()]

N discIlp(t) = 2i—7 5
Agp(t) A7

/d%t Fp(t,z) 602 — M2)6((q — £)* — M2)

= 2i0(t — 4M?) ox(t) [Fx (8] /Jrldztztfp(t,zt)

)\1/2( ¢ty 167 S,
= 2i0(t — 4M?) 8:;52)( . @) [EY ()] (3.17)
BP

In order to keep this P-wave free of kinematic zeros, see Sec. 3.3, we rescale it according to
gp(t) = —————m— (1), (3.18)

so that the unitarity relation reduces to (cf. Ref. [72])
N dise I p(t) = 2i0(t — 4AM2) o2 (t) gp(t) [FY (1)]" (3.19)

3.2.2 Vector meson case

The vector meson case is slightly more complicated due to the three different helicity com-
ponents. Thus, the amplitude needs to be decomposed into Lorentz structures,

MBvan(s,t,1) = €apreMAG B Fi(t2) + A D (K qa — (g2 - B)ka) Fi(t, ), (3.20)
+
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where g+ = ¢1 & ¢2. Again, by contracting with the polarization vectors for each helic-
ity and factoring out kinematic zeros, we see that we have to choose the following linear

combinations as our helicity basis,

20, (t)z
1/2

)‘B/V(t)

Fir=Fh, F=F, Fo=F- (q-k)F-. (3:21)

Squaring the amplitude in Eq. (3.20) and summing over the polarizations of V,
kokP

xa [ _ af
Walyy = =9 + —5, (3.22)
2 2
we obtain
M2 AM?
M2 = TVABv(t)Ifo(t, z)° + T”Bv( (1 = 27)|FL(t,2) ]
+ My (t — AM2) (1 — 27)|Fy(t, 20)|*. (3.23)

Following again Ref. [71], the partial-wave projections read

(e o]

+1
Faltz) = 1+ ) P S50, 0 =5 [ e i) Fo ), (3.24)
=0 1 B
L(t,2) Z Fi(z) L) =5 [ dalPoaten) = Pl Fu )
1 +1
F (¢, 2t) Z (=) £ (1) fi) = 5/1 dzt [Pi-1(zt) — Prya(z)] Fy (s 2e),

where P/(z;) are the derivatives of the Legendre polynomials.
Performing the tensor decomposition and projecting onto the corresponding Lorentz
structures yields the following three unitarity relations for the scalar form factors

N disc Tl (t) = 2@0(t—4M2) ( ) Lo [EY )], (3.25)
, . M? Uﬂ(t) 2to(t) 4(q - k)t (t) x
N discIly(t) = —2i6(t — 4M) ‘167r [A};@(t) o(t) + T l) fi@)| [EX @)
-k)o Zto? %
N discIy(t) = 2i0(t — 472) 22 [2(11'73 =gy + T 0| [
BV
Similarly to the pseudoscalar case we rescale the P-waves as
1/2
T R R {UNECED

to keep them free of kinematic zeros and absorb some prefactors. Switching to the helicity
basis as defined in Eq. (3.8) disentangles the unitarity relations according to (cf. Ref. 73]
for A =1)

NdiscII | (t) = 2i0(t — AMZ) t o (t) g1 (t) [Fy (1)],
N discIlg(t) = 2i6(t — 4AM2) o2 (t) go(t) [FY (1)] " (3.27)
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Figure 11: Triangle topology in the non-local B — (P, V) ~* form factors #, arising from
u- or c-quark loops. Left: b — (s,d)~y* via a u- or c-quark loop arising from the effective
operators OF and Of depicted by the dark square. Middle: the same process including the
spectator quark d. Right: hadronized version of the process. The crossed circle stands for
the weak effective vertex, the black circle for the strong vertex, and the gray circle is the
pion vector form factor.

In general, finding a basis in which the unitarity relations become diagonal is an important
step in the solution of the dispersion relations, see, e.g., Refs. [39, 74]. Notice that the
unitarity relation for the longitudinal form factor is of the same form as the one for the
pseudoscalar form factor in Eq. (3.19).

3.3 Muskhelishvili-Omnés representation

In this section, we describe the B — (P,V)nnm P-wave amplitudes with left-hand cuts
induced by the s- and u-channel Born exchange of another pseudoscalar or vector meson.
In all cases studied below only one of both channels contributes, but for the sake of generality
we keep the sum of both in the derivations and just set one of the two couplings to zero in
the end. On the quark level these diagrams come from u-quark loops, which arise from the
effective operators O} and OY defined in Eq. (3.4). The quark loops hadronize as depicted
in Fig. 11, leading to triangle topologies in the non-local B — (P,V)~* form factors H,,.
For c-quark loops, this would be completely analogous with the 77 intermediate states
replaced by DD.

In the pseudoscalar case B — Prwm we only consider a vector meson exchange as a
strong PP’ vertex is forbidden by parity.” In the vector case B — Vrr both pseudoscalar
and vector meson exchanges are possible. In particular, we consider K* exchange for
B = Knm, K and K* exchange for B — K*nm, p exchange for B — wnm, and 7 and w
exchange for B — prm.

3.3.1 Left-hand cuts from P exchange

Let us begin with the cases in which a pseudoscalar meson P’ is exchanged. Due to parity
conservation at the strong vertex such a diagram will only contribute to the vector case

"In contrast, a PS’m vertex and, thus, a scalar meson S’ exchange would be allowed and may even yield
sizable contributions. For example, the s-channel K¢ (1430)° exchange in BT — KT7nTn~ constitutes a
significant effect [75-77]. However, we disregard that possibility for now due to the complicated lineshape
of the K3 (1430)° [78] and its large mass.
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B — Vrm. The two vertices can be expressed in terms of the amplitudes

M[B(p) = P'(q1)7(q2)] = 9BPx;
MV (k) = P'(q1)7(q2)] = 195(01 — @2)agv P, (3.28)

where another term proportional to (¢1 +¢2)a = ko would vanish when contracted with the
polarization vector ny;,. Combining this into

M[B(p) — V(l{))ﬂ'"‘(ql)ﬂ'_((p)] — QT/P'FUT/?,\ |:(q+ _ q_) 9Bp/o+ n (q+ I q_)a IBP n— :| 7

s — M]%, U — M]%,
(3.29)
where ¢+ = ¢1 £ g2, yields
9v pix 9Bp'nt 9BP/7—
Fi(s,t,u) =0, Fi(s,tyu) = + , 3.30
L(s.t1) ) = B [ b ot | (a0

upon comparison with Eq. (3.20). To calculate the P-wave projections of these Born terms
we use Eqgs. (3.24), (3.26), and (2.37) to obtain

_ GypagBPs ME(ME —t — MB) + Api (M — t — M)

Born
90" (1) 167 [y (1) 2 MZ
Yyp(t)
X (2 Tl LVP’(t)>a
Born _ _gT/P’ﬂAgBP/ﬂ' _ [YVP/(t)]2 — [ﬂv(t)]Q
g™ (t) = 167 [r ()] <YVP’(t) 2050 @) Lvp(t) |, (3.31)

where Aprr = M3, — M2, Agpprn = gppia+ — 9ppra—, Yvp(t) =t — M3 — M2 + 2Apiy,

kv () = Ay (H)ox (1), and

YVP’(t) + Hv(t)
Lyp(t) =1lo .

3.3.2 Left-hand cuts from V exchange

(3.32)

Next, we consider the vector meson V' exchange, which contributes to both the pseudoscalar
case B — Pmm and the vector case B — Vaw. The relevant amplitudes take the form

M [B(P) - V’(Q1)7T(Q2)] = v n (P + G2)agBvias
M[P(k) = V'(q1)7(q2)] = 05 n (k + 42)agpvin,
MV (k) = V'(q1)m(g2)] = 103 v €aprsa] 39V, (3.33)

where the epsilon tensor is needed to ensure parity conservation at the strong V'V'r vertex,
which has odd intrinsic parity. Using the polarization sum from Eq. (3.22) we can combine
these into

Fp(s, t,u) = M[B(p) = P(k)r* (q1)7 (q2)]

=9pvin M2
V/

X

9BvV'z+ 9BV 7—
) 3.34
S — M‘Q// + u — M‘%’/ ( )
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where constant non-pole terms have been dropped in the last step as they do not generate
any left-hand cut contribution and can be absorbed into subtraction constants. Similarly,

we find

— * * g 't 9BV r—
M[B(p) = V(k)m (@)7 (a2)] = 295 yrx 15 Eapsr D' a) 43 [ BV 2 BV.r__ | (3.35)
s — MV’ U — MV’

which yields

1ot o S
Filovto) = 257y | 225 - B0l | py o (3.36)
v’ v’

Using Egs. (3.16), (3.18), (3.24), (3.26), and (2.37) we find the P-wave projections

_ 9pyiaDgByn 2MYt + MEME — (ME + MP)(MZ + M3)) + AL,

Born
gp™" (t) . [Hp(t)]z M2,
< (20 2001 p).
Born(p\ _ _ 9vviaAgBY/x / [Yyy (t)}2 - [Fév(t)]Q ,
gt = 1671'[/{‘/(25)]2 (Y 1)+ 2Ky (t) Lyv @ (3:37)

where Ay = M{—MZ, Agpvie = gpvint —9pvia— Y(pv)p/(t) = t=Mg—MP, ) +2Aprr,
1/2
Kpvy(t) = )\B/(P,V) (t)ox(t), and

(3.38)

3.3.3 Unitarization

In the two previous sections we derived the P-wave B — (P, V) 7w Born amplitudes ggf’;\m(t)
(shorthand for gB°™(¢) or gB°™ () as in IIp\ above) describing the s- or u-channel exchange
of another pseudoscalar or vector meson. From the discussion in Sec. 2.4 we know that they
are free of kinematic singularities or zeros and exhibit the same logarithmic singularities
t+ as the scalar triangle function. However, these Born amplitudes do not yet fulfill the
unitarity relation

disc gp(t) = 2igpa(t) =D sin §(t) O(t — 4M2), (3.39)

where §(t) = 1(t) is the 7w (I = 1, L = 1) scattering phase shift,® and thus violate
Watson’s theorem [82]. To unitarize the amplitudes we therefore need to add an additional
contribution gp \(t) with the correct right-hand cut that unitarizes the P-wave gp\(t) =

Born

gpa"(t) + gpa(t). For gpa(t) this leads to the unitarity relation

dise gipa(t) = 2d[Gra(t) + gBX™(D)] e 00 sin 5(t) 6(t — 4M2), (3.40)

8In the numerical analysis, we used the UFD Madrid phase [79] as well as more recent determinations [80,
81], but for the current purpose the details of the phase shift do not matter.
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Figure 12: Diagrammatic representation of the unitarized B — (P,V) 7w P-wave am-
plitudes given by the sum gp\(t) = ggo)fn( ) + g}\,f[’ (t) + gomnes( ). The MO contribution

g¥Q(t) contains a triangle topology.

which constitutes an inhomogeneous MO problem [42, 43]. Asymptotically, all Born am-
plitudes gBom( ) from Egs. (3.31) and (3.37) behave as gBorn(t) = O(t71). Therefore, the
solution is given by the once-subtracted MO representation,

t [ ar ¢ (t) sin 8 (¢
apy+ — / gp3" (1) sin (1) , (3.41)
4

Iea(t) = £0) v ¥ R0

where ap) is a subtraction constant that remains to be determined and Q(t) is the Omneés

function [43]
Q(t) = exp [% /4; dt’%l : (3.42)

In addition to the standard MO representation (3.41), the appearance of the triangle
singularities ¢4+ in the discontinuities of gp (%),

gpalt) 9P (t)sind(t)
disc g(t) = 22 0] , (3.43)

potentially leads to anomalous contributions, see Sec. 2.4. Therefore, the unitarized P-

waves
gpa(t) = g™ () + g% (8) + gBR" (1) (3.44)

are the sum of the Born amplitudes, the scaled Omnés functions gomnes(t) =ap) (t), and
the MO contributions

MO t d , ( /) 11 ( /) dx Cang ( 1') 7 ( 1') ( ZB)

mz |Q(t’)|(t’—t) E 1y (9x Q(t)(tm—t) ’

including the anomalous discontinuities

. gpa(t)  discan g (t)sind(t)  discan g7 (t) o () 1 (2)
discan Qi) 21 12(2)] = Q(t) ’ (3.46)
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with

_i_g}k?v'wAgBV’w

discan g5 () = (3.47)
4 [Iip(t)] 2
y 2M2,t+ MEMZ — (M3 + M2) (M2 + MZ) + AL, Ypyi (1)
M, kp(t)
* 2 2
di Born £ = ,gVV,WAgBV/,T [va/(t)] — [Iiv(t)]
iscan g7 (t) =i 5 2 (D ,
8[%&\/(15)] Ry
* 2 2
di Born £ = ,gVP,WAng/W [YVP/(t)] — [Iiv(f)]
iscan g (1) = ¢ > Zert)
8[%&\/(15)] Ry
di Born 1) = — 'gik/P’wAgBP'W M\Q/(M\Q/ —l- Mé) + AP'F(M% —t- M\Q/) YVP/(t)
isCan g5 " (1) = —1 5 e el
S[Kv(t)] \ liv(

Diagrammatically, the unitarized P-waves can be represented as in Fig. 12. In practice, for
the analytic continuation of the anomalous integrand into the complex plane we used the

partial wave
1

=Ty ¢®® sin §(t) (3.48)

ti(t) =

to make the replacement [37, 83, 84|

sind(t)  ox(t) (1)
oo~ 0@ (3.49)

in which form all constituents have a well-defined analytic continuation. While in principle
such a full analytic continuation could be constructed using Roy equations [79, 85-87], for
the present application it is sufficient to describe the w7 isovector P-wave amplitude #1(¢)
in terms of the unitarized next-to-leading-order ChPT result, see, e.g., Ref. [88].

4 Phenomenological estimates

For the numerical evaluation of unitarized B — (P,V)nm P-wave amplitudes we need to
determine both the coupling constants g and the subtraction constants ap ) from exper-
imental input. In particular, we are interested in P = K,7w and in V = K* p, and we
use masses, decay widths, branching ratios, and polarization fractions from Ref. [53], see
App. C, where we also collect the resulting couplings. To obtain these phenomenologi-
cal estimates, the included left-hand cuts that give rise to anomalous contributions are as
follows:?

1. P = K, m: left-hand cuts from vector mesons V' = K*, p, respectively, leading to case
C in Table 1, i.e., an anomalous branch point on the unitarity cut.

9Since the remaining cases already prove representative of the possible configurations that can occur,
we do not consider the neutral final states P = 7° and V = p°, as for those both s- and u-channel Born
diagrams contribute, leading to more complicated combinatorics.
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2. V. = K* p: left-hand cuts from pseudoscalars P/ = K, 7 and vectors V' = K*, w,
respectively. The former/latter correspond to case A/case B in Table 1, ie., an
anomalous branch point on the negative real axis/in the lower complex half-plane.

In general, one thus needs to know the relative signs of the couplings that enter the two
left-hand cuts in the vector case, which matter as soon as interferences of different helicity
amplitudes are considered. In this work, however, we study the size of anomalous contribu-
tions in each helicity amplitude, and since pseudoscalar (vector) left-hand cuts only appear
for A =0, || (A =L1), no interference effects arise. This remains true for the determination of
subtraction constants, since we only need the decay rate, in which all helicity components

are squared separately.

4.1 Determination of subtraction constants

The unitarized B — (P, V) nm P-waves in Eq. (3.44) each contain a subtraction constant
that needs to be determined. It yields a term directly proportional to an Omnés function
and therefore includes the t-channel p-resonance contribution B — p(— 7m) (P, V) to the
process in question. Accordingly, the subtraction constant can be inferred by demanding
that the amplitude reproduce the branching ratio Br[B — p (P, V)] as described in the
following.

The differential decay rate for these processes can be written as

o2 (N p) (O
1 3 ’M($7t7u)’2 dtds = B(va)

dU'[B = (P,V)rn] = ———
(B = (B, V) m] (27)332M3, (27)36403

’M(t, Zt)’2 dt dZt s

(4.1)
where we introduced the short-hand notation M = M[B — (P, V) nn| and the squared
amplitudes are given in Egs. (3.15) and (3.23). If we only consider the P-wave part M(t, z)p

of the amplitude, the P-wave differential decay rates are therefore given by

3le3 (N2 ()]

2 — 2
dI' [B — Prrlp = PyyEl lgp()]7dt = ¢p(t) |gp(t)]”dt,
dl'[B — Vanlp =dI'[B — Vrrlop + dl [B — Var] L p + dL [B — Var]) p,
3M2|03 (N2 (¢
dl'[B — Vrrlop = e )3 sy (1) l90(1)[* dt = o (t) g0 ()] dt,
TMp
3t[o3 (A2 (¢
dl'[B — VrrLp = | 2( ) lgv( )| gL ()|*dt = ¢ () |9 (£)]* dt,
TMp
6tlo2 (DA gy (1)
dI'[B — Vrr)y p = waV gy (0)* At = ¢y (t) gy (1)[* dt, (4.2)
B

where the partial-wave decompositions from Egs. (3.16), (3.24), (3.18), and (3.26) were
used.
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(P,V) apy Positive solution Negative solution

K+ ap 735 x 1071 GeV™2 (=7.72 x 10711 GeV2?)
K° ap  6.76 x 10711 GeV™2 (=712 x 10711 GeV~?)
ap  9.70 x 10711 GeV™? —10.25 x 1071 GeV 2

ap 9.74x10710Gev—!l —10.26 x 10710 GeV !
Kt a;, 203x1071GeV™? —234x 101 GeV 3
ap 250 x 10710 GevTt —3.09 x 10710 GeV ™!

ap 3.84x10719GeV! —4.31 x 10710 GeV!
K*0 a;  3.70x1071GeV™? —3.98 x 1071 GeV 3
ap  483x10710GevT! —535x 10710 GeV !

ap 291 x1079GeVl  —2.96 x 1079 GeV !
a;  219x1071GeV™? —251 x 1071 Gev 3
ap  287x10710GeVTt —322x 10710 GeV~!

Table 2: Subtraction constants ap) for some phenomenologically interesting cases de-
termined via Eq. (4.6). For KT and K° the negative solution can be eliminated using
information on relative phases from Dalitz plot analyses |75, 76].

Assuming that in the vicinity of the p-band the P-wave part M(t, z)p of the amplitude
is dominated by the p-resonance, we can determine the subtraction constants by demanding

M24+A
') =1 (B - pP) :Nﬁl/ 7 g LB = Prrlp

M2-A de ’
M+A  (T[B — Prnlap
T = f,T[B — pV] = N ! dt TR (4.3)
M2-A
where we integrate over the p-band of width A = 2M,I", normalized by the factor
M2+A
MPQP—A dt ¢P,)\(t)|Q(t)|2
NP7>\ = (MB_MPV)2 2? (44)
sz dtepa(8)[Q(1)]

to make up for the fact that we integrated only over the p-band instead of the entire phase
space. Moreover, fr, = fo, f1, and f are the polarization fractions for B — pV. For
the cases where only fr is known experimentally, we split up the fr = 1 — fi, component
evenly between the two transversely polarized amplitudes, f1 = f| = fr/2. This is justified
by a hierarchy prediction for the helicity components established via QCD factorization in
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(P,V) B— (P,V)mm References B — (P,V)p Born (full) Narrow resonance

K 4.97(18) [90-93] 0.34(11) 0.47 0.50(3)

K*  5.5(5) [94] 0.39(13) 2.6 —~

K+ 5.10(29) [75, 76] 0.37(5) 0.66 0.67(3)

K*  7.5(1.0) [95] 0.46(11) 3.9 ~

T 1.52(14) [96] 0.83(12) 0.75 0.83(12)
(

pt - - 2.40(19) 2.0 -

Table 3: Branching fractions for B — (P, V)@, all in units of 1075, The second column
gives the experimental results for the full 77 channel where available and the fourth column
the P-wave contributions from the p region, see also Table 10, both compared to the
branching fractions we obtain from the Born diagrams alone (prior to unitarization) in the
last two columns for the full amplitude and a narrow-width approximation, respectively.

Ref. [89] giving the following scalings for QCD and electromagnetic corrections

Qem My

Aqcep

Aqep  [Aqep )
Ag: A AL =1 :( >, Aj AL AL =1 D Qem.  (4.5)

my mp

According to these scalings the linear combinations A = (A +.A_)/v2 and A, = (A, —

A_)/V/2, ie., the two transversal polarizations, should be of roughly the same size. The
experimental input quantities are again collected in App. C.

To determine the subtraction constants, we insert the decomposition of the unitarized
partial waves gp x(t) from Eq. (3.44) into Eq. (4.3) to obtain

(p) MngA Born MO 2 2
Npal'py = A dt ¢p(t) UQP,)\ () +gpx 0)]" + |apaQ(t)]
2

+ 2Re {QPA(!JJ%,OAm(t) +gps (1) [2t)] *H

= ab I\ + apalph + IP), (4.6)

under the assumption that the ap ) are real. This equation determines ap ) up to a two-fold
ambiguity. For the case of B — Knm (both charged and neutral) we can choose the positive
root as in the Dalitz plot analyses of these decays in Refs. [75, 76] the relative phase between
the B — K*m and the B — K p contribution was compatible with zero. In the other cases,
we do not have such Dalitz plot data and therefore need to consider both solutions. The
resulting subtraction constants ap ) for the cases of interest are listed in Table 2.

4.2 Saturation of B — (P, V) nr

In the preceding section we determined the subtraction constants ap ) by demanding that
our dispersive representation reproduce the measured values of the B — (P, V') p branching
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fractions, see Table 10. In addition, it is instructive to compare to the full =7 final state,
as summarized in Table 3. First, we observe that the part of the spectrum that combines
to the (t-channel) 777~ ~ p in general only gives a subdominant contribution to the entire
branching fraction, suppressed by about an order of magnitude (the exception being the
Bt — 37 decay). This indicates that other partial waves and/or decay mechanisms play an
important role, and it is for that reason that data for B — (P, V) p directly prove valuable
to determine the free parameters in the dispersion relation.

Table 3 also compares the measured branching fractions to the ones obtained by inte-
grating the Born-term amplitudes over the entire phase space, according to

1 tmax Smax
B s

min min

with integration boundaries
tmin = 4M7%, tmax = (MB - MP,V)Q,

1 1/2
Smin/max = 5 [Mé + 2M72 + MIQD7V == Uﬂ(t))‘B/(P,V) (t):| ) (48)
and the squared amplitudes from Egs. (3.15), (3.23), (3.30), (3.34), and (3.36). To avoid sin-
gularities in the integration region, we introduce a width to the V' = K*, p, w, propagators
(the P = K, 7 poles lie outside the integration region)

1 1

3 7 2 '
s — Mg, s — My, + iMy Ty

(4.9)

The resulting pseudoscalar branching fractions are similar in size to Br[B — Pp]|, but for the
vector final states much bigger results are obtained, saturating about half of Br[B — V.
The last two columns in Table 3 also demonstrate how the Born-term results can be made

plausible from a narrow-width approximation

2
Br[B’ - K'nt 77|, ~ Br[B® = K* n |Br[K*" — K'71] ~ gBr[BO — K*Tn7],

2
Br[BT — K*nta]|,,. ~Br[BY - K*nF|Br[K* — Kn ] ~ gBr[B+ — K077,
Br[BT — 7T+7T+7T7]|Born ~ Br[BT — p%7|Br[p® = ntn ] ~ Br[BT — p%7F],  (4.10)

at least for those cases in which the on-shell decay can happen within the phase space.

These considerations illustrate that the amplitude for B — (P, V) nm is a complicated
object, and some care is required to extract the features relevant for the dispersive analysis
of B — (P, V)~* form factors. For the 77 intermediate states, this is most easily achieved
by relying on the measured B — (P, V') p branching fractions.

4.3 Form factor dispersion relations

Having established the unitarized B — (P, V) nm P-waves and determined all parameters
from experimental data as far as possible, we turn to setting up dispersion relations for the
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Figure 13: Diagrammatic representation of the B — (P, V)~* form factor unitarity rela-
tions with 77 intermediate states and the unitarized B — (P, V') 7w amplitudes containing
the three terms gp(t) = g}%f’;n(t) + g}\é{g\)(t) + gg’rj\més(t). Ounly the Born term (marked in
red) leads to an anomalous contribution.

B — (P, V) ~* form factors. In the helicity basis we can rewrite the unitarity relations (3.19)

and (3.27) in the common form
N discIlpy(t) = 2i0(t — 4AM2) vpA(t)gpa(t) [2)]7, (4.11)

where we introduced vp(t) = vo(t) = 03(t), vo(t) = v)(t) = tod(t), and identified F) (t)
with the Omnes factor for simplicity. Plugging in the unitarized P-waves from Eq. (3.44)
into these form factor unitarity relations, we can see that Ip(t),Io(t) = O(t~2) and
IL (¢), I () = O(t™'), so that no further subtractions are needed in the final dispersion
relation

II t) = — d
NLpa(t) T Jam2 ! (x—1)
1 /1 Ot discan gg";n(tgg) vpa(ts) Qts)
+ — dr — :
™ Jo oz (tz — 1)

= N TR (t) + NTIE™ (). (4.12)

1 /°° gpa(z)vpa(z) [Q2)]

In the normal part IT"°™(¢) the pseudothreshold singularity may appear, to be treated

as described in App. B. Due to the form of the P-waves we again have three diagrams

contributing to the form factors, see Fig. 13. For the anomalous integrand we made use
Born

of the fact that only the first of these three terms (arising from gp%™(t)) yields a triangle
topology and, therefore, the anomalous discontinuity amounts to'’

N discan IIp\(t) = 2ivpa(t) discan g%,o)fn(t) Q(t), (4.13)

where the expressions for disc,, gB™(¢) are given in Eq. (3.47).

1ONotice that compared to the normal discontinuity the complex conjugation of the Omnés function Q(t)
is not present anymore in the anomalous discontinuity. This is due to the fact that one needs to analytically
continue the integrand into the lower complex half-plane and in the process of doing so needs to make use
of [Q(t + ic)]" = Q(t — 4e) along the unitarity cut.
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Figure 14: B — 77 ¢¢ form factors. Left: real part of the total form factor II(t) and its
anomalous part IT#"°™(¢), middle: imaginary part, right: absolute values.
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Figure 15: BT — K1/¢ form factors. Left: real part of the total form factor I1(¢) and its
anomalous part I1#"°™(¢), middle: imaginary part, right: absolute values.

4.4 Anomalous contributions to form factors

Using the input parameters summarized in App. C, we can now numerically implement the
form factor dispersion relations from Eq. (4.12) for the cases of interest listed in Table 1.
The results are shown in Figs. 14-19. All channels have in common that the p peak at
t ~ 0.6 GeV? constitutes the dominant feature, and all results display the expected square-
root cusp at ty,r =~ 0.08 GeV2. Likewise, the anomalous parts 3™ (t) display a logarithmic
singularity at tip;.

The three pseudoscalar cases B — Py*, P = (n+, K+, K°), represent a mass configura-
tion for which the triangle singularity ¢4 lies on the unitarity cut and, thus, the anomalous
part also has an additional logarithmic singularity at ¢. Initially, the anomalous contribu-
tion was absorbed into the discontinuity of the normal dispersion integral in these cases, see
App. A, in such a way that there was no anomalous part for these form factors. However,
in order to estimate the impact of the triangle singularity in these cases, we now split off
the anomalous integral as in Eq. (4.12) and calculate it separately.

In order to quantify the size of the contribution of the anomalous part ps (t) to the
total form factor IIp \(t) we further look at the anomalous fraction {H?}jgm(t) / H%‘?;m(t){ for
each of the cases in Figs. 20-23. Due to the sign ambiguity of the subtraction constants ap x
in most of the cases, see the discussion in Sec. 4.1, we computed the anomalous fractions
for both of these solutions and included them in the figure for comparison. Qualitatively
they exhibit the same behavior, but quantitatively they can differ more substantially as the
interference between the three contributions in Fig. 13 changes.

As expected, two common features shared by all results concern a suppression in the
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Figure 16: BT — p™¢¢ form factors. First row: IIp(t), second row: I, (¢), third row:
I (¢). First column: real part of the total form factor II;(t) and its anomalous part

[12mom(¢), second column: imaginary part, third column: absolute value.

vicinity of the p peak and a sharp spike near ti,, due to the logarithmic divergence of
both the normal and the anomalous integral. The latter phenomenon also appears at ¢
for the cases for which ¢ty lies on the real axis. These divergences cancel in the sum of
normal and anomalous contributions, so that, at higher resolution, the anomalous fractions
[TIZS™ () /LA™ ()] in Fig. 20 tend to 100% at 4. Away from the thresholds tin, and
t;+ the anomalous fractions eventually flatten and tend towards a constant value. While
this value is of the order of a few percent for most of the cases, it can become as large as
(10-20) % for the longitudinal B* — K**4* and B® — K*0~* form factors and even 50 %
for the BT — wt+* form factor. In the cases in which ¢, lies on the negative real axis, the
anomalous fraction is further amplified between the two thresholds ty,, and t, along the
negative real axis.

The rather large discrepancy in the order of magnitude of the anomalous fraction be-
tween BT — 7T~* on the one hand, and BT — K*~* and B® — K%* on the other hand
can be explained phenomenologically as follows. The anomalous integrand in Eq. (4.12)
contains a factor of [Al/Q(t,M%,M(QRV))]_g, which grows big in the vicinity of the pseu-
dothreshold tps = (Mp — M(PJ/))Q. For B9 — K+09~4* this does not have a large impact,
as the anomalous integration path only runs up to t; ~ 18.6GeV? and t, ~ 18.4GeV?,
respectively, which is still quite distant from ¢,s ~ 22.9 GeV?, whereas for Bt — 7t~* a
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Figure 17: BT — K*'{ form factors. First row: IIy(¢), second row: I, (¢), third
row: IIjj(). First column: real part of the total form factor II;(¢) and its anomalous part
I12r°™(¢), second column: imaginary part, third column: absolute value.
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Figure 18: B? — K°/¢ form factors. Left: real part of the total form factor II() and its
anomalous part I1#"°™(¢), middle: imaginary part, right: absolute values.

large amplification is to be expected as t, ~ 26.38 GeV? and tps = 26.42 GeV? are in close
proximity.

From kinematic arguments one could similarly expect that the anomalous contributions
for the A = 0, || form factors for B* — p*t+* should be bigger than the ones for Bt —
K*t~y* and B — K*04* since the anomalous integration path reaches far more into
the negative-¢? region, with ¢, ~ —859GeV? compared to t; ~ —57.8GeV? and t, ~
—60.0 GeV?2, respectively. However, this expected hierarchy is compensated by comparably
smaller coupling constants determining the strength of the left-hand singularity in B* —

,32,



x1074

x10~4 x10~*
o 5 —— Abs Mo(t)
2 e . 10 x Abs Mg"™(t)
d Lo
o 1 3 U]
¢ 8- <3
s ° = 2,
<, — = c
2 E-4 2
) —— ReMg(t) —— Im T(t) 1
10 x Re N3"™(t) -5 10 x Im M3nm(t)
0
-1 0 1 2 3 -1 0 1 2 3 -1 0 1 2 3
tin Gev? tin Gev? tin Gev?
-5
105 x10
2.0 —— AbsM.(t)
- 05 o 10 x Abs M3m™(¢)
> E 15
2 00 =
= < 1.0
= 2
— cC
e 205
< o — Rel,(t) = — mn. <
o 10 x Re M3°™(t) 0 10 x Im M3 (t) 0.0
-1 0 1 2 3 -1 0 1 2 3 -1 0 1 2 3
tin Gev? tin Gev?
-4
x107 x10
1.0 2.5 —— Abs My (t)
10 X Abs I’]T‘""‘(t)
3 05 E 2.0
o
c 00 £15
=05 =10
€ )
-1.0 — ReMy(H -20 — Im 0.5
15 10 x Re Mj™™(t) —25 10 x Im M§™(t) 0.0
-1 0 1 2 3 -1 0 1 2 3 -1 0 1 2 3
tin Gev? tin Gev? tin Gev?

Figure 19: BY — K*0¢¢ form factors. First row: IIy(t), second row: II, (¢), third row:
Iy (¢). First column: real part of the total form factor II;(t) and its anomalous part
I12ro™(¢), second column: imaginary part, third column: absolute value.
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Figure 20: Anomalous fraction |II§"™/II°"™| for B — P{(. Left: P = 7", middle:
P = K+, right: P = K. Blue: solution for positive subtraction constant, orange: solution
for negative subtraction constant. For K and K° the negative solution can be excluded,

see Sec. 4.1.

pTv*. In this context, we also remark on the origin of scales as large as several hundred
GeV? in the position of t,. Expanding Eq. (2.16) for Mg — oo and M, — 0, one has

M2 M?2 M2 M2
by~ —% ~ —860GeV?,  t_ o~ —% ~ —0.9GeV?, (4.14)
& p

so that, in the chiral limit, ¢, indeed tends to minus infinity. Finally, for the A =1
component we generally observe the smallest effects, depending on channel and relative
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signs the anomalous contribution is typically limited to a few percent.

5 Generalizations

The dispersive formalism developed in this work can be extended in a number of ways. First,

we assumed that the widths of the vector mesons that give rise to the critical left-hand cuts

can be neglected, while for a refined implementation one should consider a weighting with

spectral functions [97-100]. Second, we have restricted the analysis to mm intermediate

states, but at higher energies also other isovector contributions such as 47 ~ 7w will play

a role, as will isoscalar channels. Moreover, the study could be extended to By decays,
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Pg, M?(*:t M?(i Mp2:t Mzi
m% M?(i M?(*i M?(i M?(*i M,z;t Mpzi
Case B B B B B B

ty [GeV?] 4.1 —43.6i 11.1—21.3¢i 353 —26.7¢ 204 —13.1i 23— 1547 27.7—4.9i
t_ [GeV?] 4.1+443.6i 11.1+21.3i 353+26.7i 20.4+13.1i 2341540 27.7+ 4.9

% MZ.. M2 M2, M2,

m? M?{i Mf(*i M?{i M?{*i Mgi ng:
Case A B - C A C

ty [Gev?] —-57.5  0.93 — 3.99i - 18.7 —1786 26.4

t_ [GeV?]  —032  0.93+3.99i — 1.53 —0.26 1.48

Table 4: Triangle singularities for p? = M]_%,i and m3 = Mﬁo, m% = M?2 (upper panel) and
m3 = M2 mi = Mﬁo (lower panel), using particle masses from Ref. [53]. Isospin-breaking
contributions are omitted.

changing the phenomenology due to the additional strangeness. Most importantly, the
question arises to what extent these considerations for the u-quark loop can be generalized
to charm. In this section, we comment on several aspects of such future applications.

5.1 Higher intermediate states, isoscalar decays, and strangeness

In the isovector channel, inelastic contributions start, in principle, at the 47 threshold, but
phenomenologically no significant inelasticities are observed below the ww threshold, as can
be demonstrated using the Eidelman-Fukaszuk bound [101, 102].11 The role of such 47 ~
7w inelasticities is of phenomenological interest in the context of the electromagnetic form
factor of the pion [80, 81, 103—106], while for the application to B — (P, V') ~v* form factors
the w — 7%9* transition form factor and its analytic continuation would be required [73].
Possible left-hand singularities for the charged decay are summarized in Table 4, in analogy
to Table 1. For the lower panel, with mass configuration ms = M,,, m3 = M0, the situation
is qualitatively similar to the w7 intermediate states, as situations in which the external
particle can decay into two particles in the loop still arise, while in the opposite case such
decays are kinematically forbidden and the anomalous branch point always appears in the
lower complex half-plane. We observe, however, that the imaginary part can again diverge
in the chiral limit, for p3 = Mp2 (and setting M, = M,), the anomalous branch points for

Mp — oo, M, — 0 become
M

1
ty = M3 (5 F z#) (5.1)
s

"sospin-breaking 37 contributions start before, strongly localized at the w resonance, but for simplicity

we restrict the discussion to the isospin limit, especially, since there are isospin-conserving 37 contributions
as well, see below.
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P3 M M; M. Mz

¢
m% MIQ(O MIQ(*O MIQ(*O Mﬁo Mp20 Mp20
Case A B B A B B

ty [Gev?] —435 0.7-1547 135-83i —826 1.6-17.97 14.5—11.2i
t_ [GeV?] —17.7 0.7+154i 135+83i —12.9 16+17.9i 14.5+411.2i

Table 5: Triangle singularities for p? = Még and m3 = m? = M?(O, using particle masses
from Ref. [53]. The results for the KK~ channel, where applicable, are very similar.

The phenomenological consequences of such anomalous branch points deep in the complex
plane remain to be explored. Most of the required couplings could again be estimated from
B decays, e.g., Br[BT — K*w] = 6.5(4) x 107 [107-109], while in some cases only limits
are available, e.g., Br[BT — K*tw] < 7.4 x 107% [110]. Moreover, for vector left-hand
singularities now also amplitudes involving three vector particles arise, which take a more
complicated structure than Eqgs. (3.28) and (3.33).

In the isoscalar channel, the ¢? spectrum is dominated by the narrow w and ¢ reso-
nances, and to go beyond a narrow-resonance description of the B — (P, V) ~* form factors
a more detailed understanding of the v* — 37 matrix element is required [111-116]. To
apply a similar strategy as for the isovector channel, one could try to approximate the result
in terms of a mp effective two-body intermediate state [117], in which case the phenomenol-
ogy should become similar to mw, while a full treatment of the three-particle intermediate
state becomes significantly more complicated.

Finally, for By decays the additional strangeness changes the kinematic configurations
to some extent, see Table 5. Compared to Table 1, the anomalous branch points in case B of
the vector-meson final states move further into the complex plane, while case A still exhibits
a branch point far on the negative real axis. The main change occurs for the pseudoscalar
final states, since the vector mesons that describe the left-hand cut can no longer decay
into the two pseudoscalars, the anomalous branch point moves from the unitarity cut into

the lower complex half-plane.

5.2 Charm loop

The kinematic configurations for a representative case of the charm loop are summarized
in Table 6. The anomalous branch points are calculated for DD intermediate states,
because then for the B channel all relevant left-hand singularities are allowed by charge
conservation. One observes that in almost all cases the anomalous branch point lies in the
lower complex half-plane, a consequence of the mass hierarchy in which the intermediate-
state D-mesons are too heavy to decay. The only exception is defined by the case of an
external 7%, since in this case the decay D* — D can occur, leading to an anomalous
branch point on the unitarity cut. Barring this special case, however, the hadronization
of the charm loop always leads to situations in which the contour is deformed into the
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p% M?(*i M?(i MQ;t M2;t

™

2 2 2 2 2 2 2
ml MDSi MD:i MD:i MDi MD*i MD*i

Case B B B B B C
ty [GeV?] 24.3-8.2i 229-6.87 24.1-35i 26.0—8.0i 244—68i 262
t_ [GeV?] 24.3+8.2i 229+46.8i 24.1+3.5i 26.0+80i 244+6.8i 25.5

Table 6: Triangle singularities for p? = Méi and m2 = m% = M?,, using particle masses

D
from Ref. [53]. In view of the small mass difference among the D-mesons, the kinematic
situation for the neutral channel as well as other intermediate states, e.g., DY D™, D*D,

D*D*, DDy, etc. is very similar (where applicable).

lower complex half-plane, and only by a moderate amount. Our empirical findings for
the mm intermediate states suggest that in this situation the impact of the anomalous
contributions should be smaller than in scenario A. On the other hand, we observed that
also the strength of the left-hand singularities plays an important role, so that explicit
calculations are necessary to draw robust conclusions.

To perform such studies for the charm loop, one needs, as first ingredient, a good
understanding of D-meson electromagnetic and transition form factors [118], including their
analytic continuation. Moreover, the analysis is complicated by the proximity of a number of
DD states, whose phenomenology and interference patterns will therefore be important [33,
119]. Finally, to determine parameters, one can no longer rely on the dominance of a single
resonance—the p(770) in the example studied in this work—but a deeper understanding
of the respective amplitudes such as B — DDK* will be required, for which experimental
input would be extremely welcome. In this regard, an advantage compared to the nm
intermediate states arises from the mass of D-mesons, as the Dalitz plots are substantially
smaller, and thus potentially less complicated than the ones for three light decay products.

6 Summary and outlook

In this work we presented a first study of the possible impact of anomalous thresholds on
B — (P,V)~* form factors. To this end, we started from a comprehensive discussion of
anomalous thresholds in the triangle loop function, whose analytic properties coincide with
the ones of the unitarity diagrams relevant for the B — (P,V)~* form factors. In par-
ticular, we compiled a complete list of mass configurations—several of which are realized
for different intermediate states and left-hand cuts—and derived the corresponding ana-
lytic continuations and anomalous discontinuities. As a first main result, this investigation
leads to the prescriptions for the general analytic continuation given in App. A, and the
application to B-decay form factors in Table 1.

Next, we studied the Bardeen-Tung—Tarrach decomposition of the B — (P, V) ~+* ma-
trix elements, to find the scalar functions for which dispersion relations can be written in
the absence of kinematic singularities and zeros. Concentrating on mm intermediate states
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as the dominant low-energy hadronization of the u-quark loop, we derived the unitarity
relations and their solution using Muskhelishvili-Omnés techniques, in terms of the electro-
magnetic form factor of the pion and partial-wave amplitudes that describe the respective
left-hand cuts in the B — (P, V) 7w amplitude. We found that for a realistic phenomenol-
ogy subtractions need to be introduced, reflecting the direct B — (P, V) p decay. The
final dispersion relation for the form factors is given in Eq. (4.12), including the unitarized
P-wave amplitudes from Eq. (3.44).

To evaluate these general solutions phenomenologically, we determined parameters as
follows: the modulus of most couplings can be extracted from measured branching fractions
for B — (P,\V')n, B — (P,V)p, V! — (P,V)7, and P’ — Vr decays (or crossed
versions thereof), with P = P’ = K,w, V. = K*,p, V' = K* p,w. For other couplings not
directly accessible in this way SU(3) relations apply, and the saturation of the amplitude
by the p resonance can be tested using B — (P, V)nrm branching fractions. Moreover,
helicity components can be disentangled from measured polarization fractions and QCD
factorization predictions, leaving in most cases just the sign of the subtraction constant
ambiguous. In principle, such relative phases can be determined from Dalitz plot analyses,
available at present for P = KT, K, while in the other cases we displayed results for both
possible assignments.

Our key findings for the relative size of anomalous contributions are illustrated in
Figs. 20-23, compared to the respective normal contributions (the full non-local form fac-
tor being given by the sum of both). In all cases, we saw that the effect is suppressed at
the p(770) resonance, simply due to the resonance enhancement of the normal contribution
in this case. Off-peak, however, the effects can become more sizable, depending on kine-
matic configuration and coupling strength. For the P = K, 7 final states, the anomalous
branch point lies on the unitarity cut, and while the relative size of normal and anomalous
contributions grows to 100% at the anomalous branch point, see Fig. 20, this separation
can be avoided altogether by a suitable adjustment of the analytic continuation of the
normal discontinuity. For the vector final states, we observed cases in which anomalous
contributions become as large as O(10%), mainly for kinematic configurations in which the
anomalous branch point lies on the negative real axis, see Figs. 21-23. In cases of anomalous
branch points that deform the contour into the lower complex half-plane, typically smaller
effects were obtained, with the exact size depending on the strength and relative sign of the
respective left-hand singularities.

Similar estimates should be possible in the future for higher intermediate states (such
as mw), isoscalar intermediate states (including w and ¢), and By decays, to improve the
phenomenology of the non-local contributions, by combining our dispersive representation
with input from QCD factorization, light-cone sum rules, and lattice QCD. In particular,
it would be important to delineate how the anomalous thresholds manifest themselves in
a partonic calculation, e.g., to ensure that a matching in the space-like domain, where
anomalous contributions can be enhanced compared to the resonance region, is not affected
at the relevant level of precision. Moreover, our strategy to estimate the impact of anoma-
lous thresholds could be extended towards the hadronization of the charm loop. While
the qualitative features should be similar, we emphasize that the close proximity of differ-
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ent thresholds, DD, DD*, D*D*, DyDy, etc., renders the phenomenological analysis more
challenging. This includes both experimental and theoretical assignments, e.g., related to

1. the measurement of branching fractions such as B — DDK?* required to determine

coupling constants,

2. the phenomenology and analytic continuation of D-meson electromagnetic and tran-

sition form factors,
3. the interference patterns among the various DD states.

On the other hand, as the discussion in Sec. 5 shows, the anomalous contributions for the
charm loop (almost) all belong to the class in which the anomalous branch point lies in the
lower complex half-plane, in which case we observed, empirically, the smallest effects for the
w7 intermediate states in the hadronization of the u-quark loop. In conclusion, we believe
that with the methods developed in this paper, it should be possible to improve estimates
of the non-local form factors in the interpretation of B — (P, V)¢~ decays, and thereby
consolidate potential hints for physics beyond the SM.
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A Analytic continuation of the triangle function in the general case

To systematically scan through all possible mass configurations and perform the analytic
continuation of the scalar triangle function Cy(t) (2.7) for all these cases, we first need to
identify all qualitatively different configurations of the physical regions in the Mandelstam
plane. Using the Mandelstam variables introduced in Eq. (2.20), the boundaries of the
physical region are the solutions to

G(t,s,m%,p%,p%,mQ) - 07 (Al)
where G is the four-particle function

G(l", Y,z,u,v, w) = $2y + y2x + 22u + u’z + 2w + w3 + zzw + zUU + Y2U + yuw

—zy(z+utv+w)—zulz+y+v+w) —vwlx+y+z+u). (A2)

Following the discussion in Ref. [120], we find the following nine different configurations

defined by
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I) t < t2,

L.a) A <0 and sg(t3) >0,
Ib) A <0 and sy(t3) <0,
Ic) A>0,

IT) to <t3 <t
II.a) A <0 and s4(t3) > 0,
II.b) A <0 and s4(t3) <0,
ILc) A >0,
1) 5 < t1,
[Il.a) A <0 and s+ (t1) > 0,

III.b) A <0 and s4(t1) <0,
ILc) A >0,

where we used the short-hand notation

A = (pi = m3)(p5 — m3),

h=(mtmeP 6= (R- ) = () @A)

and where sy (t) = s(t,z = +1) with

_ m3(p} — m3) + ma(p§ — m3)
S:l:(tl) — ma + ms )
sita) = pi(m3 — p3) — /p3(m3 — p})
VP —/p3
22 .2 3,2 .2
v pilmz —p3) + /p3(m5 —p
Si(tg) — 1( 3 3) 3( 2 1). (A4)

Vi +v/p3

For t € [t1,00) these lead to the following paths of sy (¢) in the complex s-plane shown in
Fig. 24, where the p? — p? + 0 and p% — p% + 46 prescription was used, leading to an
infinitesimal displacement to either side away from the real axis.

Having identified the possible kinematic configurations of sy (t), we can perform the
analytic continuation of

1 s4(t) 1
disc Cy(t) = 2mif(t — 1) ——— / ds — (A.5)

)‘%(tap%apg) S*(t) §— m%7

similarly to Sec. 2.3 by starting with a sufficiently large value for m? and then decreasing

it to its physical value.'? In this process we encounter the 38 different configurations in

2The condition m} < s (t1) is equivalent to the condition from Eq. (2.13).
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Figure 24: Paths of s1(t) in the complex s-plane where ¢ € [t1,00) for all nine kinematic
configurations. The empty circles mark s (t1), the squares sy (t2), the filled circles sy (t3),
and the crossed circles s_(00).

Table 7, where we set

s = max { (/o1 = ma) " (/= ma) '},
Sg—max{([+m2> (\/7+m3>2}. (A.6)

These lead to the analytic continuations A, B, Cy, Cs, Cs, and D, to be defined in the
following. For A and B the anomalous threshold ¢, lies on the physical sheet, so that
we need to include an anomalous integral. For Cp, Cs, and C3 both t, and ¢_ lie along
the unitarity cut, in such a way that the anomalous contribution can be absorbed into the
normal dispersion integral. In the special cases of I.a.2, I.b.2, I.c.2, IT1.a.2, and IIL.b.2 (see
Table 7), all of which have the analytic continuation Co while still fulfilling m? > s (t1),
the anomalous threshold ¢_ lies on the physical boundary, leading to a resonance-like peak.
For D both anomalous thresholds lie on the second sheet, so no anomalous contribution is
needed. In all cases the position of the anomalous threshold is given by Eq. (2.16) and for
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Configuration m? € (...) Analytic continuation ~ Configuration m? € (...)  Analytic continuation
La.l (s2,00) D ILa.l (s£(t1),00) D
La2 [s+(t1), s2] Cy IL.a.2 [s2,8+(t1)] A
La.3 (sx(t2),sx(t1)) Co ILa.3 (s0,s2) B
TLad [s1,5+(t2)] (o IL.a.4 (sx(t3),s0] Cs
La.b (s0, $1) B ILa.b (0,s+(t3)] C2
La.6 [s+(t3), s0] Cs ILb.1 (sx(t1),00) D
La7 (0, s+ (t3)) Cy IL.b.2 [s2,sx(t1)] A
1b.1 (s2,00) D 11.b.3 (s0,52) B
1b.2 [s+(t1), s9] Cy 11.b.4 (0, so] C3
Ib.3 (sx(t2),s+(t1)) Cq IL.c.1 (s(t1),00) D
Ib.4 [s1, 54 (t2)] o Il.c.2 [s2,84(t1)] A
ILb.5 (s0, 1) B IL.c.3 (s0,s2) B
Lb.6 (0, so] Cs IL.c.4 (0, so] A
Iel (s2,00) D ITl.a.1 (s0,00) D
Ic2 [s+(t1), s2] Cy IIl.a.2 [s+(t1),80] Ca
Lc.3 (sx(t2),s+(t1)) Co Il.a.3 (s0,s+(t1)) C4
Ic4 [s1,5+(t2)] Cy IIL.b.1 (s0,00) D
Ieb (s0, 1) B I11.b.2 (0, so] Cs
I.c.6 (0, so] A Il.c.1 (0, 00) D

Table 7: Mass configurations and their corresponding analytic continuations.

both A and B the anomalous discontinuity is

4 2
discan Co(t) = T

The analytic continuation of disc Cy(t) is provided by

disc Cy(t) = 0(t — t1) \/A(t7p1,p3

T4

—47i

—A(t,p?,p3)

in case A and B, by

\/>‘ (t.p1.p3) )

disc Co(t) = 0(t — t1)
4w tan =t Ot — ¢
ooy | Avetan Sy + (o — 1),

S —
A2 (t,p?, p3)

[arctan (()) + 70 (ty — t)} ,

—2ni [1 og YLD 1 omif (1 — 1)

— 492 —

[log L 4 amit(ty —1)| . At p.p3) > 0,

A(t, pi,p3)

A, p, p})

(A7)

(A.8)

<0,

— ity —t) — Tib(t_ — t)], At p2,p2) >0, (A.9)
<0,



in case C1, by

i Y(t)+r(t)
\/)\(t,pl,p3 [1 08 Y(t)—r+(t)
disc Co(t) = O(t — t1) rif(ty —t) — mib(t_ )} At,p2,p2) > 0, (A.10)
—47i -t 2,2
Was e [arctan %0 } A(t,p1,p3) <O,
in case Cs, by
—2ri Y()tre(t) | _
it [1 08 F(H—m (1 +27i0(t — t3)
disc Co(t) = 0(t — t1) —mif(t —t_) — mif(t — t+)], At,p?,p3) >0, (A.11)
—4me K (1
m {arctan Y(g)) Ot — to)}, )\(t,p%,pg) <0,

in case ('3, and by

—27e Y (t)+ra(t
\/)\ ,pl,p3 lo 08 Ygtg I€+Et§ A(@Piﬁ%) > O,

\/ﬁ arctan Yé)), )\(t,p%,p%) <0,

in case D, where Y (t), to, and k() were introduced in Egs. (2.22), (2.26), and (2.28),
respectively. In the case (' the discontinuity has a square-root singularity at ts, which

disc Co(t) = H(t — tl) (A.l?)

needs to be treated as described in Sec. B, and likewise for ¢3 in case Cj.

B Numerical treatment of the pseudothreshold singularity

We consider the following integral

Iwzlﬁw;ﬁlﬁ (B.1)

t —tFic

to be integrated numerically, where S(¢) has a singularity at the pseudothreshold tps =
(VP + 0 — \/]7%)2 of the type S(t) ~ (tps — ')~ 2*1/2 (non-vanishing values of I arise for
higher partial waves). In order to have a stable numerical integration both this singularity
and the Cauchy kernel (#' —t F ie)~! must be tamed. In order to achieve this, we follow
the procedure presented in App. C of Ref. [121].1

First, let us define T'(t) = (tps —t')?*T1/25(t) which removes this singularity to rewrite
the integral as

T(t)
I(t) = dt’ )
( ) /tthr (tps . t/)(21+1)/2 (t' —tF ie)

Next, we have to distinguish between the cases for which ¢ does and does not lie on the

(B.2)

integration path. We begin with the former where Imt # 0 or ¢t < ty,. In this case
the Cauchy kernel cannot become singular, so we only need to treat the pseudothreshold

BThese singularities are related to non-Landau singularities, also called singularities of the second
type [122], which can arise on the non-principal Riemann sheets due to a pinching of the integration
contour at infinity, see Refs. [44, 46] for more details.
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singularity. We do so by adding and subtracting the first (I + 1) terms of the Taylor
expansion
(t —tps)®

T(t) = T(tpS) + (75 - tpS)T/(tPS) + 9

T (tys) + . .., (B.3)

around tps in the integrand to obtain

I(t) = Agdt’ () l( )T(k) Q t.tene, A2), (B.4
0=/ (tps—t’)(zl“)/?(t’—t:Fie)+I;) g L (tps) Qe (8 b, AT, - (B4)

where T (t) = %T(t) and we introduced a high-energy cutoff A? as well as the functions

l

E Z kl T(k PS) Q% (t7tthraA2)7 (B5)
k=0
and
Qua (t,0.y) = [t . (B.6)
2k+1 (0, X, Y) = . .
: e (1) (1)
The latter can be integrated analytically to yield [121]
1 Vs =+ V=% . T Tos
Qi(t,x,y) = (1 P — 2jarctan ~—— | , B.7
sbey) = == e = == = (B7)

and
2 —21

(k= DIt (2= 1) =7

o1 T Q% (t,z,y)
(B.8)

In the other case where t lies on the integration path we introduce an artificial cutoff

1
Q#(taxay) - tps_t <

point p = (t + tps)/2 to split the integral into two parts that each contain one of the two
singularities. For t < ¢4 this leads to

P T(t) —T(t)
I(t)= [ dt T(#) Rowsr (£, tnr,
( ) /tthr (tps _ t/)(21+1)/2(t/ _ t) + ( ) %( , Uth p)

A7 () l
k) 2
+/p dt’ @R D +§: k, T< (tps) Qanss (t,p, A?), (B.9)
=0

where
1

Y
Raa(tyay) = [ d (B.10)
2 v (tps—t Fie) T (t —1)

can also be evaluated analytically [121]

1 — ths — ¢ —t ths —
Ro(t,2,y) = (10 Vos ZE Vs 7 Vs T Vs 7Y im>,
2 Vips — Vips =@ — /Tps — 1 Vips =1 — /Tps —

(B.11)
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Particle Mass [GeV]

s 0.13957039(18) Decay Branching fraction = References

70 0.134976 8(5) BY - K*r=  2.00(4) x 107° [123-126]

pt 0.77511(34) BY — K*tn~  7.5(4) x 1076 [90-92, 127, 128]
o0 0.77526(23) BY - rfn=  5.37(20) x 1076 [123-126, 129, 130]
w 0.78266(13) B — ptn~ 1 x230(23) x 107° [107, 131, 132]

K* 0.493677(16) BT — K%t 2.39(6) x 107 [123, 125, 126, 133]
K° 0.497611(13) Bt — K*7+  1.01(8) x 107° [75-77]

K*+ 0.89167(26) BT — n%t  5.31(26) x 107° [123, 125, 126, 134, 135]
K*0 0.895 55(20) BT — o7t 0.83(12) x 107° [96, 107, 136]

B* 5.279 34(12) Bt - wrt 6.9(5) x 1076 [107, 108, 137]

B 5.27966(12)

Table 8: Meson masses (left) and branching fractions (right) from Ref. [53]. The B-meson
lifetimes are 750 = 1519(4) x 107 s and 75+ = 1638(4) x 107155 [138]. The factor 1/2 for
B% — pt71~ accounts for the sum over charges in the listed branching fraction.

and
1 2) 9
R t,x,y) = B  Ra (b,
#( y) tps — t <(2/{: — 1)m2k—1 (2/€ _ 1)m2k_1 2k2 1( y)
(B.12)
For ¢t > t,s on the other hand we find
A2 /
T(t) - T(1) 2
— /
1) _/p dt (tps — ) @FD2(¢ — ) +T(t)Rm%(t,p,A )
P T(t/) l
/
+ /tthr dt (tps —_ t/)(2l+1 k; ps) Q%T+1 (t7 tthr,p)- (B13)

In this form, the numerical integration is stable and can be performed, e.g., via a Gauss—
Legendre quadrature routine. To significantly increase the computation speed both T'(t')
and T(t')/(tps — t')?*D/2 are sampled and interpolated via cubic splines beforehand.

C Decay rates and coupling constants

In this appendix, we collect the relations between the couplings describing P, — P Ps,
P, — Vo P5, and Vi — P> P5 decays and the corresponding branching ratios. We give all
relations for distinguishable particles, and symmetry factors need to be added otherwise.

1. For the P, — P, P3; decay we use the amplitude

M[Pi(p) = Po(q1)P3(a2)] = gpipopy (C1)
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gporn-  4.82(5) x 107 GeV  gp+ gor+
Ipogtn—  9.82(26) x 10710 gpipewont
(

9ponta—  2.49(5) x 1078 GeV  gpinont
980yt 1.05(5) x 1079 9B+ p0r+
grrtgopt  10.9CGeVT! IB+wnt
Jr-oga  4.398(23) IR+ KOnt
R 5.94(2) Gp+nOn+
GpPusmd 15.4GeV ! Iptwont

5.07(6) x 1078 GeV
1.10(4) x 107°
2.38(6) x 1078 GeV
8.6(6) x 10710
7.88(29) x 10710
4.69(4)

5.96(2)

15.4GeV !

Table 9: Final values for the various couplings discussed in the main text. gjo,-0 and

SU(3)-related couplings are only estimates and we do not try to assign an uncertainty.

Phases cannot be extracted from the branching fractions, so that all numbers refer to the

modulus of the respective coupling (the exception being cases in which SU(3) symmetry

determines relative signs).

to compute the branching fraction

)\1/2(M}231 ’ M}%Q ? Ml%g)

Br[P1 — PQPg] =Tp 167TM3
P

’9P1P2P3 ‘27

which can be solved to obtain the coupling constant |gp, p,p;|.

2. For the P, — V5 P3 decay we have

M[PL(p) = Va(q1)P3(q2)] = gpvars i A(P + @2)as

leading to
TP, — VaP3] N2(MB, ME,, ME,) 2
Br|lPp - Wh| = ———Fp7——— = : 2 2
I'[ 1 2 3] Ptpolt Py 167TM%1M‘2/2 |gP1V2P3| )

which can be solved for the coupling constant |gp, v, p|.

3. The third case of interest is the decay Vi — P, P3 with amplitude

M[Vi(k) = Pr(q1)Ps(2)] = gviropsiiin (@1 — @2)a

and decay width

>\3/2 (M‘z/l ) M%g ? M%g)

F[Vl — P2P3] = 487TM5
Vi

which we can solve for |gy, p,ps /.
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Decay Branching fraction fy, fi References

BY — K% 0.34(11) x 107° [91, 92, 128]
BY — pPK*0  0.39(13) x 107° 0.173(26) 0.40(4) [158-160]

B — pO70 0.20(5) x 107° [107, 132, 161]
BY — p0p0 0.096(15) x 1075 0.7170:08 [162-164]

BT — p°K*T  0.37(5) x 107° [75, 76]

Bt — pPK*t  0.46(11) x 107° 0.78(12) [165]

Bt — o7t 0.83(12) x 107° [96, 107, 136]
Bt = p%1F  2.40(19) x 107° 0.950(16) [166, 167]

Table 10: Branching and polarization fractions needed to determine the subtraction con-
stants, taken from Ref. [53]. f has not been measured for the other vector channels.

To infer numerical values for the couplings, we use the particle masses and branching
ratios given in Table 8. Moreover, for the the K*-meson the total decay widths T[K*0 —
(KT{')O] = 47.2(5) MeV [53, 139-143], T[K*T — (Kn)*] = 51.4(8) MeV [53, 144-148|, in
combination with isospin symmetry, imply

2
DK - Ktr ] = gl‘[K*O — (Km)°] = 31.5(3) MeV,
1
LK™ — K%)= ST[K™ — (K7)°] = 15.7(2) MeV,
2
T[E* — Kort] = g]_“[K*Jr — (K7)™] = 34.3(5) MeV,
1
DK™ — K*n% = gP[K*JF — (Km)t] = 17.1(3) MeV. (C.7)

For the p-meson a narrow-width approximation already becomes less well justified, with
systematic uncertainties depending on the assumed spectral function. For definiteness,
we use the parameters given in Ref. [53], T'[p® — nt7~] = 147.4(8) MeV [149-151] and
[[pT — 777% = 149.1(8) MeV [152-155]. For the last set of couplings we use the estimate
gpowro = 15.4 GeV~! [99], and from that infer the couplings Gptwnt and gget o+ by
SU(3) symmetry [156, 157], leading to g+ rt = gpown0 = V2gx++x0,+. Combining all
these constraints with the parameters from Table 8, we find the values for the couplings in
Table 9.

Finally, to determine the subtraction constants we need experimental input for B —
p(P, V) branching and polarization fractions. These are collected in Table 10.
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