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Abstract

We perform an analysis on the non-leptonic two-body weak decays of Ag within the framework
of the final-state rescattering mechanism. The strong phases can be obtained by realizing complete
hadronic triangle loop integrations. Then the CP violation and decay asymmetry parameters can
be predicted. In this work, we focus on the exclusive decays of A2 — pn [K™/p”/K*™ and A¢
and achieve numerical predictions for many observables, including branching ratios, direct and
partial-wave CP asymmetries, and decay asymmetry parameters. The results are very consistent with
the current data, showing the validity of the final-state rescattering mechanism for b-baryon decays.
It is therefore expected to be applied to predict CP asymmetries in many other channels of b-baryon

decays.
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1 Introduction

The principal motivation of studying the weak decays of bottom hadrons, in the context of heavy flavor
physics, is that it can provide an ideal platform to extract the quark-mixing Cabibbo-Kobayashi-Maskawa
(CKM) matrix elements, explore various aspects of methods and models on strong dynamics developed
in the past decades. Furthermore, it can be used to test the Standard Model (SM) and search for signals of
new physics from an aspect of accuracy. CP violation (CPV), implemented through an unique irreducible
phase in the CKM matrix of SM [1, 2], is essential when one wants to understand the dynamical origin
of baryon anti-baryon asymmetry observed in the universe [3], and also sensitive to the strong phases
whose theoretical values are usually model-dependent. Therefore, how to make reliable calculations on
strong interaction dynamics is very important. CPVs have been well established in experiments in the
past two decades for the B, D, K meson decays, however, not yet in any baryon decay [4]. Inspired and
encouraged by the successful CPV research in B meson charmless decays [4], physicists believe that it
is worth paying attentions and efforts to b—baryon hadronic decays and especially the CP asymmetries
that may exist in these decays. The investigations on b-baryon weak decays will reveal rich dynamical
information of baryon exclusive decays, some of which may be quite different from those of mesonic
systems. The theoretical frameworks of baryon decays are expected to be more complicated than those of
meson decays since each baryon has three valence quarks. Additionally, the non-zero spin of the baryons
brings in opportunities to analyze the helicity structures of effective Hamiltonian and some observables,
and construct more triple products observables as well [15-21]. As an distinctive example, the possible
cancellation between S and P wave CP asymmetries in Ag — pn~ and pK~ which is firstly discovered in
Ref. [5] and also confirmed in this work. Meanwhile, there are some tensions in B decays [6—14], which
might indicate the existence of new physics. It is necessary and meaningful to check these phenomena in
b-baryon systems.

More and more bottom baryons are generated at the Large Hadron Collider (LHC), and several A(b)
charmless non-leptonic decays are observed [21-26]. It is anticipated that more precise investigations,
especially the first confirmation of CP violation in the baryon decays, can be performed. Analogous to
B — nr and K7 decays, whose CPV's are caused by the interference of amplitudes with different weak
and strong phases, Ag — pn~ and pK~ are highly promised to search for baryon CPV, and the associated
experimental observation has been performed within uncertainty of the order 1% [23]. Nevertheless, it
is not enough to lead to a definite confirmation of baryon CPV, which is out of expectation from trivial
extension of B meson experience.

In recent years, in order to observe the CPV in baryon system, experimentalists checked a lot of

exclusive b— baryon multibody decays, such as Ag — pKnn, pKKK, prrn... An evidence with the



confidence level of 3.30" gained in Ag — pnnr deacy inspires largely the interests on these decays in
theoretical studies [27-30]. Many phenomenological methods are proposed, such as complete angular
distribution analysis with polarization, T—odd triple product correlations, and possible observation of CPV
from interference among different intermediate resonances appearing in some decays [16, 18,20,31-33].
However, the absence of definitive dynamical predictions brings in a lot of controversies for these
phenomenological opinions. The discovery of large CP asymmetry in B — nnr decay [34-39] indicates
that one can investigate Ag — prn [K™, p2nn~ /K™ decays by employing the experimental data of low
energy N scatterings to reduce theoretical uncertainties [40]. Unfortunately, because of the lack of
experimental data, a theoretical approach based on dynamical calculation is still required in order to make
the CPV predictions for multibody Ag decays.

On the theoretical side, many advances have been made in both semi-leptonic and non-leptonic
decays. The main task in calculation of the semi-leptonic decays is the determination of heavy to light
form factors, which are non-perturbative and extensively studied with various QCD approaches and quark
models such as Lattice QCD [41], QCD sum rules [42—-44], light cone QCD sum rules (LCSR) [45-49],
perturbative QCD approach (PQCD) [50-52], soft-collinear effective theory (SCET) [53], light front
quark model (LFQM) [54], non-relativistic quark model [55], and MIT bag model [56]. It is interesting
that high twist contributions are dominating in Ag — A, p transition from factors, which challenges the
naive power counting of SCET [50, 53]. It implies that the QCD dynamics is indeed different between
baryonic and mesonic systems, and that the power suppression of 1/my is not strictly respected. As
stressed in Ref. [50], the leading power diagrams with two hard collinear gluons exchanging are largely
suppressed by O(a’?) due to the fact that a baryon contains three valance quarks. Therefore, it is necessary
to develop an insightful and comprehensive treatment on b—baryon non-leptonic decays in order to further
improve our understandings.

The QCD dynamics in baryon non-leptonic decays are very complicated and laborious to calculate,
and various methods are developed in order to finish this task. Compared with the case of meson decays,
the non-factorizable contribution and charm penguin are involved more frequently in the baryon decays.
Although they are expected to be suppressed [57-61], their effects are proven to be critical in the B meson
CPV and can not be simply neglected [62—64]. Hence, it is definitely required to well estimate these
contributions for reliable predictions about Ag decays. A theoretical approach of QCD factorization
based on collinear factorization [54] is developed to study the b—baryon hadronic decays, while its
approximation under the diquark hypothesis encounters serious challenges and need to be further tested in
charmless Ag decays. There are also some research on relations between decay rates and CP asymmetries

with the S U(3) flavor symmetry [65-67]. Generalised factorization approach is employed to make some



predictions for Ag — pn~ /K™ /p~ /K"~ and A¢/n decays, where the NLO improved effective Hamiltonian
and color parameter N, is used to incorporate the possible non-factorizable contributions [68—70]. In [59],
many Cabibbo-allowed two-body hadronic weak decays of bottom baryons are analyzed within the naive
factorization approach by using form factors under nonrelativistic quark model. PQCD is used to calculate
Ag — pn~ /K™ in Ref. [51] and improved in Ref. [5] by adding the high twist contributions. It is well
known that a complete prediction based on the factorization schemes requires some non-perturbative
inputs, such as the light cone distribution amplitudes (LCDAs) of hadrons whose determination with the
first principle calculation of QCD is full of challenges. Particularly, the multibody Ag decays are always
calculated in quasi two body picture and many intermediate resonances like N*(1520), A, A(1520)... need
to be included. Precise predictions are hard to made because of the limited knowledge about related
LCDAs. However, it is these multibody decays that have remarkable potential in probing b-baryon CPVs.

The important role of final state interactions (FSIs) are easily accepted in hadronic charm decays due
to the relatively small energy release and the fact that there exist many resonances nearby this energy
scale [72—82]. In bottom charmless decays the conventional viewpoint is that FSIs are expected to play
a mirror role due to the large energy release. Nevertheless, in the non-leptonic B meson decays [83]
it is indicated that soft FSIs might have some essential effects. Meanwhile, the FSIs in baryon system
also worth to be investigated. We would like to talk more about the final states rescattering method as
follows. (i) It provides a systematical approach to collect the non-factorizable contributions from W
internal emission, exchanging and charm penguin diagrams by calculating the long distance amplitudes
at hadron level [83, 84]. It has been shown that these contributions may play an indispensable role in
illustrating B mesonic CPV, although some certain model dependencies are introduced in the treatment
of strong interactions [83]. Nevertheless, the dependence of parameters could be significantly cancelled
in the direct CP asymmetries, asymmetry parameters and ratios of branching fractions of charm baryon
decays [77,78,82]. As a result these predictions are not so sensitive to the phenominalogical parameters.
(ii) It provides a natural picture for compound CPV [83] where the strong phases originate from hadronic
scatterings. It is different from that of quark anti-quark loop contributions in QCD factorization called
BSS mechanism [85]. This statement can be easily verified through referring the discussions based on
optical theorem. Hence the presence of FSIs can have an interesting impact on the direct CP violation
phenomenology [83]. (iii) It provides an effective way for calculating multibody decays of baryons
by including quasi-two-body intermediate subprocesses where resonance states are involved. In this
calculation, the short distance naive factorization amplitudes are combined with the long distance hadronic
loop integrals in form of heavy to light form factors and effective strong couplings, fortunately, which

are studied extensively [86-98]. (iv) It can be improved step by step in future by imposing more and



more precise inputs of high excited states at hadron level. Another point we want to stress is that the
parameters determined in this work are expected to be applied in the other b—baryon charmless decays
since it is protected under some approximate symmetries such as heavy quark symmetry and flavor S U(3)
symmetry. It means that more predictions can be made after we show it’s validity here.

In this work, we employ the FSIs with loop mechanism to study five representative charmless decays
of Ag. We show that this approach works well in b-baryon decays. Firstly we fix two parameters with
the help of experimental data of Ag — pn~, pK~, and make predictions for the other observables. Our
method to study b-baryon decays in this work can be applied to calculation of more decays. In section II,
the theoretical framework is introduced, including the introduction of effective Hamiltonian, topological
diagrams of baryon weak decays, short distance contributions described by the naive factorization
hypothesis, long distance dynamics estimated using FSIs. Our fundamental inputs and numerical results
are listed and discussed in section III. We investigate the helicity amplitudes, branching ratios, the direct
CP asymmetries and asymmetry parameters. The complex formulations are collected in the appendixes.
The effective Lagrangian and some cumbersome formula such as loop amplitudes are listed in the

Appendix A,B, and C.

2 Theoretical framework

In this section, we will give a concise introduction to the essential points used in our work including
effective weak Hamiltonian, quark topological diagrams, naive factorization estimation of short distance

amplitude, and rescattering picture for long distance strong dynamics.

2.1 Effective Hamiltonian and topological diagrams

There are three separated energy scales in the heavy b-baryon decays, i.e., my > mj;, > Agcp, and an
efficient and conventional idea is effective field theory by integrating out some heavy degrees of freedom,
and then performing local operator product expansion to get a series of local composite operators.
After this, all high energy information above scale m;, are integrated into Wilson coeflicients which is
independent from specific external states, and therefore can be determined perturbatively order by order

through matching at quark level. The weak effective Hamiltonian for b — u transition is given by

G .
Herr =Tg {VubV;q [CLWO{ (W) + Co(wO5w)| = Vi Vs,

where ¢ = d,s. The C; (i = 1,...,10) are Wilson coeflicients given at renormalization scale y and
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O; (i = 1, ..., 10) are four quark composite operators [51]. We exclusively list them below:



o Current-Current tree operators

O} = (@aba)v- (Gpug)y_y 2.2)

0; = (L_‘@bﬁ) V-A (515”0) V-A"

e QCD penguin operators

O4 = (gpba) Z ),

(
( :
2.3)
), (4
). @
o Electroweak penguin operators

(2.4)

where «, 8 are color indices and ¢’ = (u,d, s, ¢, b) are active quark field in m,, scale. The corresponding
left and right handed currents are defined by (Gobo)v-a = Gayu(1 — v5)bo and (Gobo)via = Goyu(l +
v5)b,, respectively. It is more convenient to define some combinations of Wilson coefficients for the

phenomenological applications as following [54]
1 .
a = Ci + FCH—I, (l = 1’3’ 59 7’ 9)a
lc (2.5)
ai=Ci+—Ci_y, (i=2,4,6,8,10).
N
The theoretical realization of non-leptonic hadron decays is to calculate the matrix element of these
local effective operators with some definite external states, and the topological diagrams are viewed as
an intuitive representation of these elements that involve all possible strong dynamics including both

perturbative and non-perturbative parts [83]. As depicted in Fig.1, we introduce all possible topological

diagrams of Ag decays which are sorted according to the typologies of weak vertex. Specifically, they are

e T: color-allowed diagram with external W-emission.
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Figure 1: The topological diagrams for two body hadronic decays of Ag baryon, where the first two rows are tree

diagrams and the third row are penguin type diagrams.

e C and C’: color-suppressed internal W-emission diagrams, where the difference between them is
that the quark generated from bottom quark weak decay flows into the final-state meson (C) or

baryon (C”).

e Ey, E> and B: three distinct types of W-exchange diagrams, distinguished by the flow of quarks

produced from the weak vertex.
e P and P’: two types of diagrams with penguin operators.

Although the topological diagrams are classified by the structure of weak operators, they also involve
all the strong interaction dynamics of both perturbative and nonperturbative. The 7" amplitude can be
effectively estimated using the naive factorization approach, under which it can be expressed as the
product of baryon weak transition form factors and meson decay constants. Under the naive factorization,

W internal emission C and exchanging E are expected to be largely suppressed in B mesonic decays



by the small Wilson coefficient ay, and thus are insufficient to explain the experimental data for C, E
dominated processes [83]. Meanwhile, the extraction of amplitudes ratios C/T and E/T in B meson
decays from the experiment data indicated that non-factorizable long-distance contributions of them play
a significant role [83]. The calculation of B decays in QCDF implies a, =~ 0.2 by taking the hard spectator
contribution into account, and hence gain a large enhancement compared to naive estimation [99]. The
power counting rules derived from the soft-collinear effective theory give the ratios among the different

ICl _IC" B B2 IB

topological diagrams as A~~~ ™ o(

B0cv) \which implys the contributions from
my

C, E diagrams can be ignored in b-decays [57,58]. With these counting rules one can safely obtain an
estimation for the branching ratios without worrying about the non-factorizable contributions. However,
when one studys the baryonic CPV, their effects become very critical and should be calculated reliably.

In this work we reach this goal by considering long distance FSIs effects.

2.2 Short distance contributions under the factorization hypothesis

In this subsection, we will give a concise introduction to the naive factorization approach for estimating
the short distance contributions of 7, C, P. The decay amplitudes of B, — BM is generally given using

matrix elements of effective operators
Gr
V2

With the naive factorization, the associated amplitudes can be expressed as the product of two parts:

(BM|H,y7|By) = —=Vexkm ) Ci{BM|O;1By). 2.6)

the decay constant of meson M and heavy to light baryonic form factors. We take Ag — pn and
pp~ as examples. The general form of their amplitudes are classified into B,(p;) — B(py)P and

Byp(pi) — B(pyr)V respectively, which can be parameterized as [100, 101]

ABy(pi) = B(py)P) = iii(py) [A + Bys| u(py), 2.7

and

_ Py, Py,
ABy(p) = Bpy)V) = lpy) |Aryys + As=-Lys + By, + By—E
]

1

} € u(py), (2.8)

where u(py), u(p;) are the Dirac spinors of initial 8,(p;) and final B(py); € is the polarization vector of
final vector meson V. A is S wave with parity violating and B is P wave with parity conserving, respec-
tively. Next, we want to evaluate the matrix elements (BM|O; |8B}) in Eq.(2.6) under the factorization
approximation where Fierz transformation is used to match the flavor quantum number of current to
those of associated hadrons. The insertion of current-current tree operators O ; in Eq.(2.6) is easy to be

evaluated as

G
(BM|(C 0 + C202) 1Bpyr(c) = —=

ﬁVubVanl(z)(#NMl qyu(1 = y5)ul0) X (Bluy(1 = ys)b|Bp), (2.9)



where we take u = my, and the effective Wilson coefficients a; can be found in Ref. [51]. The derivations

of QCD as well as electroweak penguin operators Os ¢ 7.¢ additionally require the application of equation

of motion of quark field. For simplicity, we take Ag — pn~ with the insertion of Os, Og as an example,
(pr1(C505 + Ce06) IAy) = (| [Cs(dabo)v-alligug)vea + Co(dsba)v-al@atip)v+a] IAY)

1 ) (2.10)
= (ﬁcs + C6> R (7| dyu(1 = y5)u|0) X {play"(1 —ys)b|Bp)

with R, = " - usually called chiral enhancement factor. In the above Eq.(2.9) and Eq.(2.10), the

mp(my,+mg)

first matrix element is parameterised as meson decay constant

P@Iqyu(1 = ys)ul0) = ifpqy, (2.11)

(V(g, Ol gyu(l = ys)ul0) = my fye,, (2.12)
where P,V are pseudo-scalar and vector meson, respectively; The second one gives the definition of six

heavy to light form factors [102]

”"Mq A+ "ﬁ"iﬁ(q%} g, (D),

Twq” q,
T a(q?) + —",g3<q2>} us, (i),
1 1

(B(ppliy, (1 —ys)b|By(pi)) = ig(pr) [fl @)y +i
(2.13)

~is(py) [gqum i i

where g = p; — py. The heavy to light form factors have been evaluated extensively in various QCD
methods and models as mentioned in the previous section. In our work, we will use the results from
Ref. [54], where the form factors for Ag — p,n, A}, A that are used in this work are derived under a

uniform model. Combining Eqgs. (2.11), (2.12), and (2.13), one gets

A = Afp(M; — My) fi(g%)

B = Afp(M; + My)g1(q%)

;_Mfgz(q%}

Ay = —my f [ @+
1= viv |81q M,

(2.14)
M;+ M
B = Amy fy [fl(qz) - %fz(qz)}

Ay = =2amy fv (%)

By = 2Amy fvga(q?)

where M;, My are masses of initial and final state baryons, respectively. The A functions are process

dependent, and their values for pn~, ppo~ decay channels are given as
e For Ag — pr~

— A term:

1= 92

\/g (Vs Vigar = Vi Vias + a0 + Re(ag + ag))] (2.15)
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Figure 2: The long distance re-scattering contributions of Ag decays at hadron level under single particle exchange
approximation, where the By, B., Bg, Bjp denote bottom, charm, octet and decuplet baryons, and P, V, D, D* are

pseudo-scalar octet and vector, D and D* mesons, respectively.

— B term:
2= SE [V Vegar = Vi Vifas + aro - Ralag + as))] (2.16)
V2
e For Ag — pp-
A= Gr (Vi Vigar = VpVias + aio)] . (2.17)

V2

The results for the other decays are also derived and collected in Ref. [54]. The short-distance amplitudes
are also essential in understanding the long-distance contributions, as can be seen in the following

discussion.

2.3 Long-distance contributions with the re-scattering mechanism

The non-factorization contributions of color-suppressed C and W-exchange E topology graphs, which
accounts for the relative strong phases, are important for predicting CP asymmetries. Final-state re-
scatterings provide a natural physical picture for the long-distance contributions in heavy hadron decays.
Wolfenstein and Suzuki proposed a formalism for final-state interactions at the hadron level, based on
CPT invariance and unitarity [103,104]. A comprehensive study was performed on B-meson two-body
decays to examine the B decay rates and their impacts on direct CP asymmetries by incorporating FSIs
effects [83]. Employing time evolution picture of scatterings, the short-distance interactions occur rapidly

and violently at the beginning of weak decays, while the long-distance ones take place at a much later
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Figure 3: The long distance contribution through a resonance propagation.

time. The full amplitude is expressed as [37]
AN = )= D (U0, ) |i) (il Horr 1A, (2.18)

where 7 is a very short time interval characterising the weak decay scale. Calculated with naive factoriza-
tion, the matrix element (i| H, s |A2) is free from any strong phases. The re-scattering part ( f| U(+o0, T) |i)
introduces a complex amplitude with non-zero phase, just as 7 — KK inelastic scattering in the B
meson three body decays [37]. It has been manifested that the final-state re-scatterings are very important
for the CPV of three-body B meson decays and also for charmed meson decays.

Estimation of these non-factorization effects is challenging since they are non-perturbative in nature.
Nevertheless, they can be calculated in a phenomenological way with the approximation of single particle
exchanging picture at hadron level. Specifically, the strong scattering matrix element {f| U (40, 7) i)
is treated as the re-scatterings of two intermediate hadrons following Ag weak decays. Under this
mechanism, the long distance contributions of Ag two-body hadronic decays are described by triangle
diagrams as depicted in Fig.2 and 3. In order to calculate these triangle diagrams, one need to combine
the derivation of weak vertex treated as short distance amplitudes under the naive factorization and
hadronic re-scatterings governed by the effective Lagrangian collected in Appendix A. The corresponding

Feynman rules of strong vertex are obtained by inserting effective operators for definite initial and final
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hadron states

(Pg(p3)D(k, 4| iLID*(p1, 1)) = igp ppy Py€u(P1, A1)
(Pg(p3)D*(k, )| iL|D*(p1, 1)) = égD*D*nguva,Bg*ﬂ(k’ AP (pr, A)pspT
(V(p3, B3)D*(k, 4| iLID*(p1, A1)y = 2igp-pve" (k, L)e,(p1, ADk.e™ (p3, A3)
— 4ifppvenk 4 (P4e™ (3, 43) = Pie™(ps, 13) ) e(pr, A1)
(V(p3, 13)D*(k, 4| iL|D(p1)y = 2ifprpvEpvaps™ (p3, 13)eP (k, M) Py (k™ + p)

(V(p3, 3)DKk)| iLI|D(p1)) = —igppve™ (p3, A3)(p1y + k),

(2.19)
(V(k, 1) P(p)liLypplP(p1)) = —igyype™(k, ) (p1 + P2
(Ba(p2)P(@|iLppa|B1(p1)) = gpppit(p2)iysu(p1),
(Ba(p2)V(q, AWiLyslBi1(p1)) = u(p2) [fm +hH— cr,wq"} £7(q, A)u(p1),
mp + mp
(V(p3, 43)V(k, W)liLyvplP(p1)) = —ig‘}if’mﬁmwi(/ls,Ps)kagf;(k, ), (2.20)
P
(B(pas A LypplDO A0V (1, A0) = ~i25 a(pa, 24)y Y s 40
o
X [plusv(pl’/ll) — D1 vsy(pl,/ll)] >
(B(pa, Wi LyspI D, AP(P1, A1) = 20 py, Ag)py it (k, Ay
. igvyvy « . Y
V(p3, 3)V(k, A)iLyyy|V(p1, A1) = = N gu(p1, A (p3, )&k, A1) (p5 + pY)
BV ok, ) (pr, e (ps. A3) (=p — p) (221)
V2
_igywy

Wgﬂ(p3’ /13)8*#(]{9 /lk)gv(pl’ /11) (pz - p;) .

Then, one can get the analytical amplitudes of triangle diagrams by a loop integral with these weak and
strong vertices as well as hadron propagators. Next, we use an example to illustrate our derivation and
conventions of symbols. Considering the decay of Ag(pi, ) = p(p3, 13)p~ (pa, Aa), with intermediate
state particles B(p2, 42)V(p1) re-scattering by exchanging V(k, 1) as depicted in diagram () of Fig.2. Its

final analytical amplitude is expressed as an integral of inner momentum &

d*k 4gpyvy if2vBsB
M[Pg, Bs; V] = T ——(pa, ) f1veyBy Vs — =05k )( 2 + m2)(A + Bys)u(pi, ;)
(27() ng my + my
KoK F
ov vap x
X (=g + L gt (e ANk Da - _
(-8 mi ) ﬁ(P3 3)kuD3a (p% _ m% + ia)(p% _ m% +ig)(k2 — mi +ig)

(2.22)
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We use the label M[Ps, Bs; V] to represents the amplitude of the scattering of a octet pseudoscalar meson
(Pg) and a octet baryon (Bg) by exchanging a vector meson V. In App.B, expressions of all the triangle
amplitudes used in this work are reorganized exclusively. The form factor ¥ is introduced to take care of
the off shell and sub-structure effects of exchanged particles, and meanwhile regularize the potential UV

divergence in the loop integral. Here, we adopt the following model [105]
A4

FAmy) = ————,
(o = G m2)? + A*

(2.23)

where the model parameter A is introduced as 7 in the conventional treatment of FSIs. In recent work on
charm baryon decays, many A} — BV decaying channels are predicted and interpreted by employing
one model parameter 7 [82]. This is because all re-scattering and final state particles are light and locates
nearly on the same energy scale. Therefore, they can be connected with each other under S U(3) flavor
symmetry. For b—baryon decays, it is however not a sensible prescription, as the charmed hadronic
rescatterings associated with charm loop effects have to be taken into account for a reasonable treatment
of CP asymmetries. It makes sense that the regularization parameters A are not universal in scatterings of
light particles like pn~ — pn~ and the scatterings of charmed heavy particles like AT D~ — pn~. Hence,
we employ two different parameters, namely Acharmiess and Acharm, to characterize these two distinct
scattering modes. Both parameters will be determined by imposing the experimental data of branching

ratios and CP asymmetries of Ag — pn~ and pK~. We make some key points clear as follows.

o In principle, the whole amplitudes ﬂ(Ag — f) in the Eq.(2.18) should be treated by reorganizing
contributions from all symmetry allowed intermediate states as required by unitarity. However, it is
full of challenge to incorporate multibody hadronic scatterings since they are very complicated
and in general not under theoretical control. Hence, we firstly assume it is prominent by 2 — 2
processes, and thus view this treatment as a working tool as in [83]. We work out the consequences

of this tool to see if it is empirically working.

e The regulator form factor in Eq.(2.23) is free from potential poles, and thus the imaginary part
of amplitudes in our calculation is completely induced by physical states in loops according to

Cutkosky’s rule [106]. There is hence no unphysical strong phases are involved under this regulator.

¢ In our work, the bubble contribution, as depicted in Fig.(3), will be ignored since it is expected to
be suppressed relative to that arising from triangle diagrams due to the lack of resonances near the

threshold of the b-baryon mass, although it plays an important role in charm decays [83].

e The contributions with charmonia intermediate states, for example AJ/¢¥ — pK~, are largely
suppressed owing to the small Wilson coeflicients in weak vertex and negligible strong couplings

of J/yv — pp [107,108]. Hence, we ignore them in this work.
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Table 1: The decay constants of pseudoscalar and vector mesons used in this work [54, 83].

Decay constant | f fx fo | Jo | fo fxe- | fo- | fp | Ip,

Value [MeV] | 130.3 | 155.7 | 216 | 187 | 215 | 210 | 230 | 212 | 250

Decay constant | fp; T | Joe | oo | S as T | Sy | S

Value [MeV] 271 418 | 387 | 54 | 54 | —111 | 44 | 44 | 136

3 Numerical Results

In this section, we first give a list of the input parameters used in our numerical calculations. The
helicity amplitudes of five decay channels are then evaluated by considering both short and long distance
contributions. Finally, the phenomenological analysis and observables are given and their comparison to

the results from other papers are performed.

3.1 Input parameters

The baryon masses we employed are m A0 = 5.619 GeV, my+ = 2.286 GeV, m;, = 0.938 GeV, and meson
masses mp = 1.869 GeV, m,; = 0.140 GeV, mg = 0.490 GeV, m, = 0.770 GeV, mg- = 0.892 GeV. The
quark masses are current masses. Here, we take the values as m,, = 2.16 MeV, my = 4.70 MeV, m; = 93.5
MeV, m. = 1.27 GeV, m, = 4.18 GeV [4].

The CKM quark-mixing matrix elements are adopted under Wolfenstein parameterization with
leading expansion V,; = 1 — %, Vs = Aw, Vup = Axl%,(p —in), Vea = —Aw, Ves = 1 — %, b = A/l%v
and V4 = A/I%V(l —p—in,V, = —A/l%v, Vis = 1, where the Wolfenstein parameters are taken as
A =0.823,p =0.141,7 = 0.349 and Ay = 0.225. Here, we sign Ay to distinguish it from A functions we
used before [4].

The heavy-to-light form factors for Ag — p,n, A, A} are used as inputs in our calculation, which
have been extensively investigated. We use the data of form factors in Ref. [54]. The decay constants of
pseudoscalar and vector mesons are listed in Table 1, where the definition of f 2 is the same as that in
Ref. [54]. -

In addition, the strong coupling constants are crucial non-perturbative parameters. For the strong
couplings between octet baryons and light mesons, we use their values obtained with the method of LCSRs
under the S U(3) flavor symmetry [87,89]. The couplings among decuplet baryons, octet baryons and light

mesons are obtained with the experiment data, that are gi N /(4r) = 0.36 and gi Np /(4r) = 20.45 [88],

14



the remaining of this type of couplings are determined with the S U(3) flavor symmetry. Three kinds of
meson couplings are determined by using the values of three representative couplings gynr, &ppp» Swpr
under the S U(3) flavor symmetry. The on shell coupling constant g,,, = 6.05 is determined by the decay
rate of p — 7 [83]. The hidden local symmetry theory [109] relates the ppp coupling constant, g,
to the p meson mass (m,) and the pion physical decay constant (f; = 93MeV), given by g,,, = %

Additionally, the coupling constant g, can be expressed as g = describing the interaction

3 2
162 8ppp
between the w meson, p meson, and a pion. The strong couplings of two charm mesons and a light meson

are given as [83]

8D DPg Bgv _Jfopv _Agy

8D*D Py = W’ 8ppv = gDV = Nk Jorpv . ok
where gy = %, £=09, 1=0.56 GeV~! and gpppy = 17.9 extracted from the experimental data of
D* width. Finally, the strong couplings described charm baryons, charm mesons and light octet baryons

can be found in Ref. [79]. The effective Lagrangians to describe strong scatterings at hadron level are

collected in App.A.

3.2 Helicity amplitudes

In our work the regulator form factor ¥ (my, A) is necessary, because the effective strong couplings
are determined with physical on-shell states and the exchanged particles in loops are off-shell which
may brings in divergences in loop integrals. We determine the model parameters as Acharm = 1.0
and Acharmless = 0.5 with the experimental data of branching ratios (BR) and CP asymmetry (CPA) of
Ag — pn~ and pK~ [4].

With the model parameters we perform our calculation in the helicity basis under which the asymmetry
parameters are easier to be defined [111, 116]. Here, we exclusively list our results of each helicity
amplitude for five decay channels, which can be tested by experiments after the partial wave analysis
being implemented in the future. We take the numerical results of Ag — pK~ as shown in Table 2
as an example to illustrate, where S, NC, and C represent short-distance amplitudes, re-scattering
amplitudes with charmless loop and charm triangle loop, respectively. We also show the contributions
with different CKM factors separately for comparison. The short-distance and charmless loop amplitudes
of Ag — pK~ contain both tree (V,;,V,,,) and penguin (V; V) components. The charm triangle loops,
which are associated with V,;,V;,, incorporate the re-scatterings of Ag - A:TDE*) — pK~, and in fact
recognize the long distance contributions of charm penguin diagram as B — D;D — K for B meson
system [83, 118-123]. We want to remind that the numerical results in five tables collecting helicity

amplitudes does not include the CKM matrix elements. Some essential discussions are in order:
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o First of all, one can see that the short distance amplitudes of tree and penguin are both of purely
imaginary for Ag — pn~ /K™, and real for Ag — pK*/p~, A¢. It means that there is no relative
strong phase to derive CP asymmetry if only short distance contribution is considered. On the
contrary, the long distance ones investigated with final state re-scattering mechanism are generally

complex, and an obvious strong phase source is provided.

e The long-distance charm triangle loop re-scattering contributions, as a component of non-factorizable
penguin amplitudes, are found to be comparable and non-negligible relative to short-distance pen-
guin amplitudes. This is particularly essential for the Ag — pK*~/p~ and A¢ channels. As we will
see, these contributions play an indispensable role in predicting the decay rate and triple product
asymmetry of Ag — A¢. Both the charmless and charm triangle loop re-scattering amplitudes,
which belong to Vi, Vy, (¢ = d, s) are small and negligible due to the large suppression from the

small Wilson coeflicients a4 ¢ relative to a; [51].

e It is stressed that the decays Ag — pK~ and pK*~ are penguin dominant after incorporating
the CKM enhancement factor although the strong dynamics contribution involved in external

W-emission T topological graph is much larger than penguin P. This can be easily seen from the

Va Vi,
Vub V:;x

ratio

~ 50 which indicates the penguin amplitude is enhanced almost 50 times. Hence,
the branching ratio of Ag — pK~ predicted from the calculation with only tree operators is
one order smaller than the experimental measurement [124, 125]. The decay Ag — A¢ is also

dominated by penguin ones like Ag — pK~ since the W-exchanged tree amplitude is largely

CKM suppressed [19]. While it is different for A — pr~/p~ where ’ Lo
ub ¥ yd

~ 2, no remarkable

enhancement emerges for penguin contribution hence the tree diagram is over dominant.

o It is remarkably observed that the strong dynamics amplitude of W-exchange in Ag — A¢is
not suppressed compared to penguin ones. This is similar to B meson decays where an obvious
long-distance contribution to W-exchange is induced from final-state interactions, even if its short-
distance amplitudes are vanishing, for example, B — D°z° in [83]. Additionally, the highlighted
non-factorizable contribution of charm penguin amplitude demonstrates again that long-distance

re-scatterings are important for processes without over-dominated 7 diagrams.

e The power counting rule based on the SCET analysis is numerically verified in our work. Specifi-
cally, the T topological diagram is dominant due to short-distance contributions, while the other tree
diagrams C, C’, E, B are mainly induced by long-distance amplitudes. In our results, we find that the
charmless triangle loop contributions, which give rise to non-factorizable long-distance tree ampli-

tudes, are all one order of magnitude smaller than the short-distance ones in Ag — prn [p” /K /K"
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channels. This behavior is consistent with the expectations from the power counting rule [57,58].
Additionally, it is also reasonable that the total penguin amplitude P is one order of magnitude

smaller than T for the aforementioned channels.

The relative magnitude of amplitudes with different helicity configurations of the external W-
emission 7" diagram can be implemented by imposing the chiral property of weak interactions, for
the decay modes of Ag — BP, BV. For the simpler case of Ag — pn~ /K™, where the final meson
is pseudoscalar and thus trivial for helicity analysis, the corresponding final proton spin is more
preferable to be anti-parallel to its moving direction due to the chiral current (V — A) X (V — A).
This indicates that the helicity amplitude H_ 1 should be over dominant compared to H 1 in the
short-distance contribution from the 7" topology. An approximate estimation of the relative ratio of
|H 1 |/|H_ 1 | can be implemented within the naive picture of helicity flip, and is eventually given by
a factor of Agcp/my. This is indeed confirmed through comparing our results shown in Table 2
and 3. The analogical intuition can be generalised to the decays Ag — pp~ /K*, which in fact
had been discussed in B — V'V decays and finally summarized by a naive power counting rule of
helicity amplitudes via Hy : H- : Hy =1 : (Agcp/mp) : (Agep /mp)?* [126], where 0, + are helicity
symbols of vector meson. For A, — pp~ and pK*~, we conclude different helicity amplitudes of

the T graph are expected to satisfy

Aocp  Agep (AQCD>2

~1: @A3.1)
my

CH_ )

2

cHy, 1t H 1
0,+5 +1,+5 mp m,

One can see that the above power relation is approximately consistent with our numerical results in

Tab.5 and Tab.6.

3.3 A) — pr and pK~ decay

The branching ratios and direct CP asymmetries for Ag — pn~ /K™ are given as

=

o pel 1 2 2 =
BR[A) — pr™ /K] =m§(!ffﬂ/z| + [H_12] ) allp = [T (3.2)

where p, is the final proton momentum in the Ag rest frame, and the factor 1/2 in BR [Ag — pn /K ‘] is

from the initial spin average. H 1 are the helicity amplitudes listed in Tables 2 and 3. As stressed before,

the branching ratios and direct CP asymmetry of CKM-suppressed decay Ag — pn~ and pK~ provide us

with fruitful implications for controlling the final-state interactions of Ag baryon decay. A global analysis

is performed, thus the model parameters Acharm and Acharmiess are uniquely determined. Hence, the final

numerical results of these two decays are naturally close to the experimental measurements.
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Besides for the branching ratios and direct CP asymmetries, there are many other asymmetry parame-
ters incorporating the interference terms of different partial waves that are of interest in baryon decays.
These parameters are expected to reveal more about the helicity structure of the weak Hamiltonian as
discussed before and are more sensitive to different strong dynamical approaches. Hence, they provide
powerful tests on theoretical sides. For example, the asymmetry parameters measured in A} decay even-
tually impose an important test for non-perturbative methods [110]. Here, we list the decay asymmetry

parameters for Ag — pn~ /K™ defined as [111]

. |H+1/2|2 - \H—l/z}z 3 2Im (H+1/2Hi1/2) B 2Re (H+1/2Hi1/2)

_ . B= oy = . (3.3)
|H+1/2|2 + \H—l/z}z |H+1/2|2 + |H—1/2|2 |H+1/2|2 + |H—1/2|2

Then, one also defines the average asymmetry parameters and their associated CP asymmetries as [127]

@="2 =LE =T (3.4)
104 +a IB+B -y
dcp = - 3 a’ cPT Ty aéP = )% (3-5)

Their measurements could be realized by exploring angular distribution with initial Ag polarization
P112]
o< 1+ Pacosb, (3.6)

dcosé
with angle 6 between the direction of Ag polarization and final proton moving direction defined in the rest
frame of Ag. The other two parameters 3,y could be determined by measuring final proton polarization
as in early works [113-115]. The relation between partial wave and helicity amplitudes are linear and
trivial [111]
7{+% = %(S +P), H.i= %(S - P). 3.7

Next, one can define the CPV observables associated with each partial wave amplitude analogy to the

D=

direct CP asymmetry [65]
s _ISP=ISP  , |PP-IP?

= — . dpp = — 3.8
LASPHISET T PP+ PP G
The global direct CP asymmetry is
i _T=T ISP ISP +|PP —|PP (3.9
PUTHT ISP +ISP+|PR + PP

which indicates the global CP asymmetry might be suppressed if the cancellation of CP asymmetries

S

between a P

and ag p arises. From Table 7, it is easy to note that the partial wave CP asymmetries of
a‘é p and ag p are salient, while the global CPV are small owing to the remarkable cancellation between
them. It is very distinctive comparing to mesonic decays due to the helicity property of baryons. This

phenomenon is firstly discovered in the recent work [5], where a complete PQCD calculation is performed
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Table 7: BRs, Direct CPAs, S - and P-wave CPAs of A, — pn~ /K~ decays calculated in this work comparing

with other works.

BR(1079) @ Direct CP(1072) adp al.,
Ap = pK~
: 3. . 2 . .
FSI (This work) 4.98+381 0.97+0:92 -9+ 0.12%093  —0.24+0.97
PQCD [5] 2.9 0.38 -5.8 ~0.05 -0.23
0.98+0.60+0.33 0.19
QCDF [54] 2.17+098+0.60+0.33 0.27+0-19 10 — —
Bag model [56] 6.0 0.297 -19.6 — —
GFA[70]  4.49%0% +0.26 £0.59 — 6.7703 £ 0.3 — —
Exp [71] 55+1.0 — -1.1£0.7+04 — —
Ap = pn~
: 0.66 0.18 6 0.15 0.25
FSI (This work) 4.2810:9 -0.75*0-1% -2+ -0.227017  0.517922
PQCD [5] 33 -0.81 4.1 0.15 -0.07
0.27+1.18+0.69 0.00
QCDF [54] 4.30+0-27+1.18+069  —0.98+0:9 ~0.337 — —
Bag model [56] 5.0 -0.856 1.4 — —
GFA [70] 4.25 — -3.9+04 — —
Exp [71] 4.6+0.8 — 0.2+0.8+04 — —
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on Ag — pn~ /K™. Here, this cancellation is confirmed again under the framework of FSIs with hadronic
loop method. In Table 7 and 8, we list our results of BRs, direct CPV's, asymmetry parameters (@), {3), (¥)
and their associated CPVs a(., ajé P> a’é p and partial wave CP asymmetries with the model parameters
Acharmless = 0.5 = 0.1 and Acharm = 1.0 £ 0.1, comparing with results from the other works. Some

essential discussions are in order:

e The regulated parameter of charm hadronic loops Acharm = 1.0 is obviously larger than that of
charmless 100ps Acharmiess = 0.5. One might understand this qualitatively by observing that the
form factor 7 (A, my) we employed approaches 1 as A — oo, indicating that the particles involved
in re-scatterings are completely point-like under this limit. Taking Ag — pn~ as an example, the
residual energy via A) — A7 D™ — pr~ is significantly lower than that via A) — pr~/p~ — pr~.
Consequently, the latter process proceeds due to higher energies, implying that the QCD sub-
structure of proton and 7r/p mesons are more considerable. Hence, the charmless loop parameter

Acharmless 1S expected to be smaller.

e The model parameters Acharm and Acharmless determined in this work are expected to be applicable
to similar re-scattering triangle loops in other channels of Ag and even other b-baryon charmless
hadronic decays. This expectation is based on the approximate SU(3) flavor symmetry for light
hadron groups and heavy quark symmetry for heavy baryon sets. For example, it is anticipated
that these parameters will show similar capability in calculating decays such as Ag — pay, pKi,

Jf0(980), A(1520)¢, and potentially many more decays within this framework in the future.

e The dependence of Ag — pn~ and Ag — pK~ branching ratios on the parameters Acparm and
Acharmless can be well understood by recognizing that these decays are dominated by tree and
penguin operators, respectively. As previously emphasized, Ag — pn is primarily driven by
external W-emission amplitudes, which are short-distance interactions and thus not sensitive to the
model parameter Acharm, but slightly sensitive to Acharmless- Conversely, Ag — pK~ is dominated
by penguin amplitudes, where the corresponding long-distance charm penguin contributions depend
quartically on Acharm. Consequently, its branching ratio depends on Afharm, leading to a remarkable
variation with the model parameter. Although the BR(Ag — pK™) suffers from large uncertainties,
its variation does not strictly follow Agharm with 1 + 0.1 since the short penguin amplitude is also
comparable. As mentioned before, direct CP asymmetries are expected to be insensitive to model
parameters because the dependence on the parameters is largely canceled out in the ratios, thereby

reducing the theoretical uncertainties on these observables [82].

e The strong couplings used to describe the effective hadronic interactions in re-scatterings suffer
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significant uncertainties and can vary widely in different references [86-98]. While we have
chosen values based on the extractions from experimental data and LCSRs calculations, enhancing
the precision of these couplings is essential for improving our theoretical predictions, thereby

advancing our understanding of the dynamics of b-baryon decays in the future.

o The comparison of our results with those obtained from different theoretical methods is presented
in Tables 7 and 8. The branching ratios (BRs) calculated by various studies show good agreement,
while our prediction for the asymmetry parameter « in the pK~ channel stands out as notably
different, thereby offering a distinct test for final-state interactions (FSIs) in future experiments. The
partial wave CP asymmetries in our study also differ from those predicted by the PQCD approach.
In PQCD, the CP asymmetry in Ag — pr is small due to the cancellation between the aé p and

ag p terms, while the CPA in Ag — pK~ is small since it is dominated by the S -wave contribution.

S

P and

In our analysis, both decays exhibit CPAs that result from the cancellations between a
ag p- Furthermore, the average asymmetry parameters (3) and (y), along with their associated CP

asymmetries, are listed in Table 8 for the first time.

S

e The cancellation between ag-

p and ag p can be further confirmed by examining Table 9, where the
CP asymmetries from each helicity amplitude are presented. It is evident that the CP violation
in Ag — pr~ is expected to be small due to the dominance of H_ 1 while the CP violation in
Ag — pK~ is also anticipated to be small as a result of the dominance of H 1 that can be verified

by analyzing the asymmetry parameter a/(Ag — pK™).

o The asymmetry parameter a for Ag — pn~ is approaching to —1 under the heavy quark symmetry
and (V — A) current interaction [133]. The result obtained in this work, —0.75, is in close agreement
with this theoretical prediction. However, there is still a 20% deviation, which can be attributed
to the power correction of heavy quark expansion. In our work, we actually consider the power-
suppressed effects of C, E, P... diagrams by estimating FSIs contributions. We hope a more
comprehensive understanding of the bottom baryon charmless non-leptonic dynamics could be

achieved.

34 A) - pp~,pK*™ and A¢ decays

Next, we will explore the decay mode of Ag to a light baryon B and a vector meson V, including the three

channels Ag — pp~, pK*, and A¢. The branching ratios for these associated decays are defined as

BR[AY - BV] = 1

= 8”M/2\br/\g 5 (‘H0,+1/2\2 + \Ho,_uz\z + \H+1,+1/2}2 + }H_l,_l/z{z) , (3.10)
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Table 8: Average asymmetry parameters and their CPV for A, — pn~ and pK~ decays.

(@) agp ®) dep o agp
Ap— pK~ 0207002 0770505 025709 050739 0.18*70%¢  -0.15*03
Ap— prm 0087007 0677012 0497011 0.15%015 -0.29*11  0.44*0%

Table 9: CP violation of helicity amplitude of A, — BgPg decays.

Decay modes CPV(H_% ) CPV(H% )

Ap— pK~  -0.887003  0.02700
Ap— pr~ 0037003 —0.27509

where four independent helicity amplitudes are involved in the Ag — BV channels. The decay asymmetry

parameters are [116]

2 2 2 2 2 2
) ’H+1,+% - ‘H—l,—% ) ‘H0,+% - ’Ho,—% ) ’H+1,+% + )H—l,—%
o = . S B = ; 5. Y = - — G
’H+1,+% + ‘H—l,—% ‘HO,+% + ’HO,—% ‘HO,+% + HO,—%
and longitudinal polarization of final baryon B
2 2 2 2
‘H+1,+% - |H l‘ + ‘HO,+% - ‘HO—%
P = > > 5 > (3.12)
‘H+1,+% +‘H_1_% +‘HO,+% +‘H0_|‘
These parameters are not all independent, and they are related to each other as
+a-
p, =Bray (3.13)
1+vy

These asymmetry parameters could be extracted through complete polarized angular analysis as done
for A} — p¢ decays in Ref. [116], or partial wave analysis as for A7 — Ap* [117]. The corresponding
average asymmetry parameters and their C P asymmetries will be defined by taking the difference and

summation of these parameters and their CP conjugates as

a —-a B -p Y+ PL—P;
= NP By (P = (3.14)
(@) R B 5 o > (PL) 3
;o d+d . B +p Y =¥ p PL+ P
o= T =By VY PR 313

For the decay A, — A¢, additional observables known as 7T-odd triple product asymmetries (7 PAs)

can be involved if considering the secondary decays ¢ — K"K~ and A — pn~, as this introduces more
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Table 10: BRs, Direct CPAs and asymmetric parameters in A, — BgV decays.

BR(107°)  Direct CP @ B Y Pr
Ap = pK*~
FSI (this work) ~ 1.35%330  0.027007  0.607003  —0.857003  0.55%01) —0.347%
PQCD [5] 0.302 0.057 -0.999 -0.92 0.11 —
QCDF [54] 0.101 0.311 — — — -0.79
GFA [70] 0.286 0.197 — — — —
Ap — pp~
FSI (this work) 1.34i8€g —0.241“8:8; —O.26f8:ﬂ _0'71i8:ié 0.12J_“8:(1)‘51 —0.66t8:ﬁ
PQCD [5] 1.513 -0.020 -0.71 -0.98 0.04 —
QCDF [54] 0.747 -0.319 — — — -0.81
GFA [70] 1.1 -0.038 — — — —
Ab i A¢
FSI (this work) ~ 0.31*093  —0.005*00r  0.727003  —0.617043  3.10*17  0.39*017
PQCD [19] 0.69 -0.01 — -0.71 — -0.79
QCDF [54]  0.0633 0.016 — — — -0.80
GFA [70] 0.177 0.014 — — — —

angular variables. The specific definitions based on the helicity formalism and associated complete
angular distribution function can be found in Ref. [16, 19]. In our analysis, we provide numerical

predictions for these asymmetries within the framework of final state re-scattering mechanism.

Al aAIm {HO;H—I—Q_FHO_;HIJ , Pb Im {H_l_;HO—é-FHI;HOJ

G Hy ’ V2 Hy ’
A3 B PbO/AIm [H_l‘éH% _HléHO—J . Pba/,\jm {H—l lH_l _HléHOJ

T a2 Hy B IVG) Hy ’

onfr ] g, ]

A5 = _Peraa " Po-30) A6 = _Pomaa S R

r- 4 Hy ’ T4 Hy ’

where Hy is a normalization factor
2 2 2 2
Hy = [Hyy| o+ ||+ [Ho |+ o[ (3.16)
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One can define the true T—odd CP asymmetries by taking off the pollution from strong interactions

1 T T
dyep= T, (3.17)

where the quantities AiT with i = 1,...6 correspond to the charge conjugates of the triple products. Utilizing
the latest experimental data for the asymmetry parameters ap = 0.732 £ 0.014 and a5 = —0.758 + 0.012
associated with A and A decays [128], we can analyze these triple product asymmetries (TPAs). It
is important to note that some of these observables are influenced by the initial polarization of the
Ag, denoted as Pp, which has not yet been firmly established by experimental data [129-132]. As
an illustrative example, we consider P, = 0.1 in our numerical predictions for these observables, as
discussed in [19]. The numerical results for the BRs, direct CPAs, average asymmetry parameters
(@), {B"),{y"),{(Pr) and their associated CPAs for three channels and TPAs in the decay A, — A¢ are

summarized in the tables 10, 11, 12, 13 below. Some essential discussions are in order:

e Our prediction for the decay rate of Ag — pK*~ closely matches the experimental measurement
of BR(A) — pK°r™) = (1.3 +0.4) x 107> [22], indicating that the pK*~ channel might be the
most dominant subprocess in the three-body decay Ag — pK%7~. This dominance can be tested
in future experiments. The branching ratios of Ag — pp~ and A¢ are consistent with other’s
predictions, except for that based on the QCDF with the diquark hypothesis. Under the diquark
picture, some non-factorizable hard spectator contributions are missing, hence it’s reasonability
requires more experimental tests. In the Generalized Factorization Approach (GFA), the branching
ratio of Ag — A¢ is enhanced by introducing an effective color number Neg = 2 to account for
non-factorizable amplitudes, implying again that non-factorizable contributions may play a crucial

role in decays without over dominated tree amplitudes.

o The direct CP asymmetry of Ag — pK*~ is anticipated to be significant in the QCDF and GFA,
while it is expected to be small in PQCD and our current work. Therefore, a precise measurement
of this asymmetry is crucial for definitive testing in future experiments. Furthermore, the CP
asymmetries stemming from each asymmetry parameter and helicity amplitude are provided in
PQCD and our work. This information is essential not only for a more comprehensive dynamical
analysis but also for potential experimental investigations, particularly if partial wave analysis is
realized in future experiments. In the case of Ag — pp~, a significant CP violation is predicted
in our work and in the QCDF approach. This prediction could serve as a valuable guideline for
exploring CP violation in baryon decays through the pp~ channel. It is worth noting that the pp~
channel is predominantly governed by the helicity amplitude H, _ 1 implying that the total CP

violation in pp~ is nearly equivalent to that of H,, _ 1 by comparing to Table 12. On the other hand,
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the CP violation in the A¢ decay is expected to be minimal as it is predominantly influenced by
penguin contributions. This expectation aligns with the results presented in our work, as indicated

by the amplitudes listed in Table 3.

Asymmetry parameters, as previously emphasized, are highly sensitive to the phases of amplitudes,
making them valuable indicators for testing various dynamical methods and models. In our
analysis, we provide predictions for four parameters: «’,8’,vy’, and P;. It is evident that these
parameters exhibit variations across different dynamical approaches, highlighting the importance
of experimental measurements to discern between the predictions. For the longitudinal polarization
parameter P in the pp~ decay, it is expected to approach —1 based on heavy quark symmetry and
the chiral properties of the charged weak current [133]. This expectation is consistent with our
results. However, in the case of A¢ decay, our prediction for Py differs in sign from the predictions
of PQCD and the QCDF. This discrepancy requires further experimental investigations to clarify
the true nature of these asymmetry parameters and their implications for the underlying dynamics

of the decays.

The CP asymmetries defined in Eqgs.(3.5),(3.15) are indeed more robust and preferable compared

to a direct extension like %g, g%g, % since they are already dimensionless. Moreover, there is no
inherent principle that ensures these definitions to yield numerical results within the range of —1 to
1. It is also worth considering that the direct extension definitions may introduce large uncertainties
when the denominators are very small. Hence, we adopt the definitions in Eqs.(3.5),(3.15) in the

current work.

The triple product asymmetry parameter is a scalar quantity that is defined by the combination
of three SO(3) vectors, such as momentum, polarization, and spin. This parameter has been
widely utilized in meson and baryon decays to explore new physics-sensitive observables. The
CP asymmetry induced by triple products demonstrates a unique cosine type dependence on
strong phases, which has been established through a general definition and proof [18]. In order
to determine these observables in experiments, it is essential to have additional more than three
independent momentum variables, as polarization and spin are typically not directly measured in
modern colliders. As previously mentioned, it is feasible to construct these quantities in the context
of the A¢ decay channels. In Table 13, we have specifically presented the triple products and
their corresponding asymmetries calculated in our work and in the PQCD approach. It is evident
that the triple products AIT and AlT exhibit significant values, primarily due to the notable strong

phases associated with the helicity amplitudes. On the other hand, the remaining triple products are
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Table 11: Average asymmetry parameters and their CPV on A, — pK*~, pp~ and A¢ decays.

(@) a%p ®" &, o) al. (PL) att,
Ap = pK*™  —0.04*7002  0.65700)  —0.067002  —0.80700)  0.03*008  0.52*00%  —0.317005  —0.03003
Ap—pp~ 0017019 —0287027  0.097007  —0.81*00T  —-0.077097 0207022 -0.72+945  0.057003
0.04 0.04 0.05 0.37 1.70 2.53 0.17 0.06
Ap—Ag 002709 070709 0.01*00°  —0.627037  0387)70 272723 034017 0.05*09

Table 12: CP violation of each helicity amplitude for A, — BgV decays.

Decay modes CPV(HO’_%) CPV(H_L_%) CPV(HL%) CPV(HO’%)

Ap — pK* 0.03+0.06 0.18+0.9 0.03+004  _(,28+0.12

-0.08 -0.07 -0.02 -0.28
Ap—pp~  —02310% 531018 0514024 (334020
0.08 0.03 0.08 0.06
Ap—Ap  —0.11%008  —004%003 0057008 0097009

suppressed by the parameter Pj, that we have employed in our analysis. Overall, the triple product

asymmetries are observed to be very small. This is attributed to the substantial suppression of the

interference terms arising from the tree and penguin contributions as discussed in the A¢ direct CP

asymmetry. We therefore can conclude that the detection of significant triple product asymmetries

in the A¢ decay process would serve as a compelling signal of potential new physics beyond the

Standard Model [134-136].
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Table 13: Triple products and its asymmetries in A, — A¢ decay from FSIs and PQCD appraoch [19].

Al A, af

T T,CP
i=1
FSI (This work) ~ 1.1*03 x 107" 1.2*03 x 107" —6.2*15 x 1073
PQCD -14x1072 1.3x 1072 -14x1072
i=2
FSI (This work) ~ 7.0138x 107 58"} x 107 6.273%* x 107
PQCD -6.9x 1073 3.5%x 1073 -1.7x 1073
i=3
H 1.4 -3 1.2 -3 6.9 =5
FSI (This work) 24713 %107 -22%12x 107 -6.8*¢2. x 10
PQCD -1.8x1073 -5.7x107* -0.6x 1073
i=4
FSI (This work) ~ 6.1702x 107} 6.3*07x 107 —5.4%310 x 107
PQCD 2.8%x107° 1.8x 107 0.5%x 107
i=5
FSI (This work) —5.5733 x 107  —6.7"]2x 107  6.0*}>3 x 107
PQCD 24%107° -3.6x 107 3.0x 107
i=6
FSI (This work) —1.2703x 1072 -1.2702x 1072 -7.79)] % 107
PQCD -5.9%x 107 -5.5%x 107 -0.2x 107

4 Summary

In this study, we have conducted a comprehensive analysis of five key Ag charmless decays using the
method of final state interaction with the hadronic triangle mechanism. Unlike conventional approaches
that only consider the imaginary parts of amplitudes through the imposition of the optical theorem, our
methodology involves the calculation of the complete long-distance amplitudes.

The analysis begins with a global analysis to determine two model parameters Acharm and Acharmlesss
utilizing existing experimental data on A, — pn~ /K~ branching ratios and CP asymmetries. These
parameters serve as a theoretical foundation for our subsequent predictions and provide a systematic

exploration of b-baryon decays. Furthermore, we provide a detailed listing of all helicity amplitudes for
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each decay process, incorporating various CKM components to implement the comparison between tree
and penguin contributions. These amplitudes not only improve the theoretical analyses but also offer
valuable insights for future experimental validations. Our investigation includes numerous observables,
including branching ratios, direct CP asymmetries, decaying asymmetry parameters, CP-violating effects,
and partial wave amplitude CP asymmetries for A, — pn~ /K~ /K*~/p~ decays, as well as triple product
correlations for A, — A¢ decay.

Importantly, the formalism developed in this work can be readily applied to other charmless decay
channels of Ag, as well as the decays of =, and Q. This opens up avenues for exploring multibody
decays such as Ag — A(1520)¢/p, N*(1520)K*..., which are challenging for the perturbative QCD
scheme based on factorization due to limited inputs. The formulas established in this study allow for
the investigation of additional CP observables in multi-body decays, including interference effects from
different intermediate resonances. With the formalism established in this work, we are ready to study
various exclusive bottom baryon decays systematically, and more applications in b-baryon decays are

expected.
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A Effective Lagrangian
Effective Lagrangians for the hadronic interactions are [79, 83,87, 89]:

e The effective Lagrangians for vector and pseudoscalar meson octet V, Pg, and baryon octet, decuplet
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Bg, Byo:

Lypgpy = lgggr Tr [V” [Pg,aﬂPg]]
Lyyy = l&)\/g Tr [(anyVﬂ - Vﬂavvu) VV] = lé’% Tr [(51/‘/# - a#VV) Vﬂvv]

4
Lyyp, = %8’”‘% Tr (8,V,0a V3 Ps3)
8

LPsBsBs = \/E(DTI' [B_g{Pg,Bg}] + FTr [Eg[Pg,Bg]] )
Ly, = V2(FTr [BLV, Bs)] + DTr [By{V, Bs)] + (F — D) Tr[BgBs] Tr{V])

8nNA 5
‘£PSB8BI() = ;_Blfoauprg + h.c.
74

.8pNA -
LyBg, = —lfn—B’nysvag (3;4Vv - BVV#) + h.c.
0

e The Lagrangians involving D™-mesons, pseudoscalar meson octet Pg and vector meson octet V :

Lpppy = —Iigp*DPg (Dia”PSijD;jT - D;iB”Pg,-ijT)

1 N e
LD*D*PB = EgD*D*PsgﬂVaﬁDi#aVP;] 0 a/DJ,BT

«—> o .
Lppy = —igppyDi & D" (V“)’j
Lppy = _2fD*DV8ﬂyaﬁ (6"V")’] <Di 0 a’D*ﬁﬂ _ Diﬂ P aD]T)
DDV = 18D D vE; " Oy jtat/prpvDy, i

e The Lagrangians involving charmed baryon sextets Bg, anti-triplets Bz, vector and pseudo-scalar

mesons octet V, Pg:

— J2vBB _
Ly = {f1v3636 Tr [B6y, V¥ Bs| + ~———= Tr [Bso,y0" V" Bg)
me + m6

f2V3333, Tr [B_’_),O-'uvauva’s,]}
ms + I’)’L3 -

J2vBeB;
]+
me + mjx

+ {flVBng Tr [Bg’yﬂV”Bg] +

+ {flVBﬁB3 Tr [Bﬁ)/ﬂV”Bg Tr [BGO'ﬂ,,a”VVBg] + h.C.}

Lpny = 8PyBeBs 1T [B6i)/5PgB6] + 8PyB;B; Tr [Bgi)/5PgB§] + {ngBng Tr [B(SinPSBﬂ + h.C.}
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e The Lagrangians for charmed baryon sextets By, anti-triplets Bs, baryon octet Bg and D™)-mesons:
Lanp = ganp (AciysDN + h.c.)

PAND

Lo = fianp (AcyuD™N + h.c.) +
ma, +my

(/_\co-pvaﬂD*vN + hc) s
Ls.NDp = g5 .ND (ici)/5DN + h.c.)

'LZCND* = flECND* (ic’yﬂD*’uN + /’lC) + —f2ZCND* (ECO'#V(’)IJD*VN + /’lC)
my. + my

C

The matrices under SU(3) flavor group representations are given:

0

o, N + + ++ 1 v+ 1 =+
;3 + Ve T K % \/EZC e
_ 0 —
K R - LEr LE0 o
2~ + @ + K** 0 A EY
\/5 \/i P C =c
V= o _L\@ + o K0 , B; = -AY 0 =2 , (A2)
K g ¢ ~Ef -E 0
Z_O + A Z"’
V2 Ve P
. p=(p".p*p;) (A3
== =0 —
= = %A

B Amplitudes of triangle diagram

The amplitudes of A) — BgPs:

d*k _ if: v
M(Ps, Bg; V] = f (=1)gvpeps - W(Pas Aa)(fivisss - Vi — —2% o K)o + ma)(A + Bys)u(pi, ;)

Q) my + my
e F
— o 4 +
(-g mi )(P1a + P3a) (p% _ m% N is)(p% _ mg + is)(k2 _ m/% + ig)
(B.1)
o d% , _ A _
M[Pg, Bg; Bg] = —(27T)4gp83838 . gPsBsBsu(p4’ /14))/5(]6 + mk)’y5([72 + mz)( + BVS)u(pi, /li) : (p% _ m% i iS)
F

(P2 —m +ie) (k2 —m? + ie)
(B.2)
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d*k _ P2 P2
MLV, Bg; Pg] = fWgPSBng * 8vPgPy (P4, A4)ys(p2 + ma)(Aryuys + AZ#YS +Biyu+ B2ﬁ)”(pi’/li)
1 1

P} F
—otV 4 171 -k
T G T e+ e i v i)
(B.3)
dk . Agyvp, i
MLV, Bg; V] = i iy, Ag) <f1 v~ AL "ka> (P2 +ma)- (A‘V%
(271_) ng my + my
5 0
P 5 PZ) a
+Axs—=ys + B1y’ + Bo—= |u(pi, AP K epsper -
2mi75 1Y Zmi (pi t)P/f Bopo (pf _ m% + ia)(p% - m% + ig)(k? - mi + ig)
(B.4)
P ) i/2vBB
MV, Bg; Bg] = IW(—I)gPSBng - i(pa, A4) <f1VBB Vi~ —— 'O-V/‘p‘l/> (k+m)ys (pa+ma) <A1’yays

piv ) 7

2 2
+ 4225 4 By, + B, 22 “)u(pi, A) (-8(’” +—
m; m; mj

(p? —m? +ig)(p3 — m3 + ig)(k* — mi + ig)
‘ d4k 1 _ 1 2
MI(Ps, Bs; Bo] = 20f " S1PBsB * 82PyByB1o) * U(Pa, A4)(K + my) - { = 8wy T WYy F 3—m]%kukv
- L(k v —kyy, )}(ﬁz +my)(A + Bys)u(pi, )P\ p’ - T
3m M G (p? —m? + ie)(p} — m3 + ie)(k> — m} + ic)
(B.6)
d4k 8PBgBy " §VBgByy _ 1 2 !
MUV, Bg; Byo] = TS — i(p4, A4)ysya (K + mk){ ~ 8wt IV + 3—mikﬂky 3 (kv — kyyy) }
1

P2, P2
(p2 +my) <A17ﬁ7’5 + Azf)’s + Biyg + Bzf) u(pi, A;) (P(fgﬂﬁ - Pﬁlgaﬁ) Py
1 1

?’

' (p% - m% +ig)(k? - m]% + ig)

(p —m? +ig)

(B.7)

i d*k _ P2 12
MID", B3, D] = 2P (=DgBsByD - 8+ DPy (P4, A4)Y5( P2 + m2) (AIV#VS + Az—ml,l Ys+Biyu+ By —mﬂ) u(pi, ;)
1 1
(—g" + Pk D3y - a
m? > (p? —m3 +ig)(p3 — m3 + ie)(k? — m,% + ig)

(B.8)
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. d*k _ if>BsBD"
MID, B3, D] = W(_l)gD*DPg i(pa, Ag) <le3BgD* Vi~ - _'3_m4 . (Taﬂka> (p2 + m2)(A + Bys)u(pi, A;)
KR F
—oM 4 .
(¢ m,% )P3v (p% - m% + is)(p% — m% + ig)(k? - m,% + ig)
(B.9)
The general formalism of Ag — BgV amplitudes:
d*k _ »
M([Pg, Bg; Pg] = wlgprng - gvpyPyil(pa, A4)ys(p2 + ma)(A + Bys)u(pi, 4)e™ (p3, A3)(ky + p1y)
_ i
(p% - m% + is)(p% - m% + ig)(k? - m]% + ig)
(B.10)
d*k dgpsvv . P15 -
MIV,Bg; Pgl = | ——=(=1)gpypens + — Sﬂmﬁﬁg(l?s,/h)myma(—gva 4+ 2w 2Ya(pa, da)ys(pa + ma)
(277)4 fp m%
s 5
V4 p F
-(A1Y’ys + Ay=2ys + Brys + By )u(pi, ) - ———5—————5— TR
m; m; (py —my + ie)(p; —m; + ie)(k* — m; + ig)
(B.11)
d*k 4gpyvv _ if2vBsB Kok¥
MI[Ps,Bg; V] = o f; u(pa, A4)(fivessYs — - +8mi 0ok ) (P2 + ma)(A + Bys)u(pi, 1)(—g” + W)
8 k
T
B (3, A3y
#(P3: A3)kuP3a (p% - m% + is)(p% - m% +ig)(k? - m]% + ig)
(B.12)
MV B V1= [k s vy - 222 g, o 4 ) (Arys + 4225 4 31y
,Bg, V] = -—— 4> A4)(f1vBsBsYa — 2 +mp) - [ A1Y’ys + A2—vys5 + By
(271_)4 \/E vvv VBgBs Va My + my Ba m;
5
P . PiuD1s Kk . .
- Bz—z)u(l?i,/li) : {21@8 Y(p3 A3)(—gus + — ) =8 + —) + (= prvE™(p3. 13) + Pies(p3. A3)
m; my my,
* . PiuD1s k¥k” 1
mj ny; (py —my +ig)(p; — mj + ie)
T

(2 —m2 + i)
(B.13)

d*k
(2m)*

i f2vByBg
my + my

(=0)8pyBy 3 (Pas AaYys(k + mi) (fiviysy v + TPy ) (f2 + M)A + Bys)

(F’
& (ps3, 3)ulp;, A;) -
(P3. A3)ulpis ) (p% - m% + is)(p% - m% +ig)(k? - m]% + ig)

M([Pg, Bg; Bg] = f

(B.14)
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d*k i f2vByBg , Lfoy ByBs
MV, Bg; Bg| = IWW(M,/M)(flVBgBSM — m40vyp‘f)(1€ + mk)(fWBSBS)’a + e mkffﬁapg)

5
., 1
(=g + —5H)E (3. ) (o + mz)(Aﬂ’é)’s + APy 4 Biys+ Bzﬁ)u(l?i,/li) e R R
m mi mi (py —my + ig)
' F
(p5 — m3 + ig)(k* — m? + i€)
(B.15)
. . d*k . if2vByBy P2s P2s
M[D", B3; D" = f 2P lM(P4,/14)(f1VBng)’a Tt m40-,8akﬂ)(p2 + m2)<A17675 + Az;j)’s +Bys + Bz;j)
1 Kk, 1
u(pi ) - {2gD*D*v<—gws ¢ PPL v 2 e (s, Ak — 4 pev(—ges + TP
my M my
Kk F
(g + g7(ps, A3) — phe™(p3, A }
e mi )(Pg (P35, 43) = P3&™(ps 3)) (p% - m% + is)(p% - m% +ig)(k* - mi + ig)
(B.16)
d*k .gpyBsBi 8VBsByy 1 2 1
M([Pg, Bg; Byl = (271_)4 m u(pas, 14)p(1l(k + mk){ —8au t 5707# + 3_m]%kak/4 - 3_mk(ka'}’/1 - kp'}’a)}
1
. (pr+m g5 (p3, A3) — p3,e™(p3, 3) ) (A + Bys)u(p;, ;) -
ysy (D2 2)( 3&(P3, 43) — p3ve™ (p3 3))( Ys)u(pi, i) P —m o) +io)
_F
(k2 - mi + ig)
(B.17)
d*k . 8vBeB, g,\/BgBm _ 1 2
MUV, Bg; Bio] = (271')4(_1) o s u(pa, A4)ysyy(k+my) - { = 8ua F VYot 3—mikﬂka
L e ko) b5 (e 15)  pagespn 1) + o) { - + PAPE
3my uYa aYu Y5 P3a€p\P3, 43) = P3pEL\P3, 43 2 2 1=8 m%
B
pip, 1
- pi(=g" + 1—21)} : {Aﬂé)fs + APy 4 Biys + BZ@}u(pi,/li) S R RV R I
mj m m (py —m7 +ie)(p; — m; + ie)
5
(k2 — m? + ig)
(B.18)
In the above complete derivation, the spinor summation formula is required
Z u(p, $)a(p, s) = p +m,
S YuYv _ 2DuPv  PuYv = DVY, (B-19)
— urv ur’v uYv vYu
: ,8) = (p+m) Y=g + o + - :
Z (P, $)it(p, 8) = (p +m) { R - }
for spin % and % respectively, and the polarization summation for massive vector meson is
. vp)
D (p1, e (p1, ) = g + ’;121, (B.20)
A 1
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C Full expressions of amplitudes
Here, we give the full amplitudes of five Ag decay channels we consider in this work:

ANy = pK™) = S(Ap = pK™) + MDY, AL D°) + M(DY™, AL D) + M(D5, AL D) + M(K™, i p°)
+ MK, p;p%) + M(K*™, pi7°) + M(K™™, pim) + M(K™, p; ) + M(K™™, p; w)
+ M@, A% K + M(%, A% K + M(n, A% K1) + M(w, A% K*) + M(¢, A% K*)
+ MK, ;%) + MK, 5 p7) + M(R®, 3 p7) + M(#°, A; p) + M@, A”; p) + M(p°, A% p)

+ M(w, A% p) + M(", A% K*) + M(w, A% K*) + M(¢, A% K*)
(C.1)

ANy = pr7) = S(Ap = pr) + M(D™, A D) + M(D*™, AF; D) + M(D*™, A}; D% + M(D™, A}, 2
+ M(D*™ AL ZE) + M, pip%) + M(p™, pin®) + M(p™, ps w) + M(a™, p; A™)
+ M(p™, p; A*) + Mx°, 5 p) + M(°, n3 ) + M(w, n; p*) + M(x°, n; p)M(x1, n; p)
+ ME°, n; p) + M(w, n; p) + MK, A% K*F) + MK, A% K*) + M(K*0, A% K**)
+ MK, A% 2%) + MK, A% %) + MK, A% 2%7) + MK, A 2%%) + M@#°, n; AT)

+ M(°, n; A"
(C.2)

ANy = pK*) = S(Ap = pK*™) + M(D7, AL D) + M(DY, AL D) + M(DS™, AS; D%) + M(DY™, A} D)
+ MK, pi°) + MK, p; p%) + MK, pim) + M(K*™, p; 7°) + M(K*™, psp) + M(K*, p; p°)
+ M(K*™, pyw) + M, A% KF) + M, A% K + M(n%, A% K) + M, A% K*) + M(0%, A% K)
+ M(@E% A% K + M(p, A% K) + M(¢, A% K + M(w, A% KT) + M(w, A% K™ + M, A p)
+ M#°, A% p) + M, AY; p) + M(w, A p) + M(K®, n; %) + M(KR®, n; p*) + MK, n; )

+ MK, n; p%)
(C.3)
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ANy = pp7) = S(Ap = pp7) + M(D™, AL DY) + M(D™, AL D) + M(D*™, AL D) + M(D*™, A} D)
+ MDD, AL ZI) + MDD, AL E) + M, pi %) + M, pyw) + M(p™, p; 1)
+ Mo~ p;p%) + M, p; AT + M(p™, p; AT + M, n; 7°) + M2, n; p) + M#°, n; AY)
+ M, m;p") + M, n; p) + M2, n;p7) + M, n; p) + M(°, n; AY) + M(w, n; 7™)
+ M(w, n; p) + M(K®, A% Ky + M(K®, A K*F) + M(KO, A%, %) + M(K?, A0, =)

+ MK, A% KT+ MK, A% K + MK, A% 5% + MK, A0, =)
(C.4)

ANy = A%8) = S(Ap — A) + M(D;, A} DY) + M(DZ, AL DE7) + MDY, AY; DY) + M(Dy, A} DY)
+ MK, p; K7) + MK, p; K*7) + M(K*™, p; K7) + M(K*, p; K*) + M@, A°; ¢)
+ M, A% ) + M(K®, n; K) + M(R®, n; K*) + MK, n; K°) + M(K*, n; K*®) + M(, A%, A°)

+ M(w, A% A%) + M(p, A%; A?)
(C.5)
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