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Recently, the Belle I Collaboration reported the branching fraction B(Bt — KTvp) = (2.3 £
0.7) x 10° with a significance of 3.5, which is 2.70 above the SM expectation. Motivated by
this measurement, we calculate this decay channel at the NLO and twist-3 level using the PQCD
approach. By combining the lattice QCD data and our results, we obtain form factors with im-
proved accuracy. Using these form factors, we precisely estimate the branching ratios of BT — K™
semileptonic FCNC decays, including BT — KTvo and BT — K+¢T¢~. To explain the anomalies
in these two processes, we introduce a leptoquark model as a new physics scenario. Using five possi-
ble types of leptoquarks, we successfully explain the latest experimental measurements, and further

constraints on the leptoquarks are derived.

I. INTRODUCTION

The exclusive B decay processes play an extraordinar-
ily important role in exploring the intricate dynamics of
quark and lepton sectors, not only for precisely testing
the Standard Model (SM) but also for searching for New
Physics (NP) effects. Over the past 60 years, many im-
portant B decay processes have been measured in various
experimental facilities and have been confirmed by SM
predictions. With the accumulation of more and more
experimental data [1-8], B decay physics is undoubtedly
at the forefront of precisely testing the SM and searching
for NP.

In B decay processes, semileptonic decays, which con-
sist of a hadron and a lepton pair in the final state, are a
focal point of research. Since the lepton pair and hadron
in the final state hardly interact with each other, this re-
duces the uncertainties in theoretical studies. The decay
amplitude is entirely determined by the hadronic matrix
element, which can be expressed in terms of form factors.
Among these, flavor-changing neutral current (FCNC)
processes, in which prominent flavor anomalies have been
observed, provide an ideal platform for precisely test-
ing the SM and searching for NP. The FCNC processes
are suppressed by the Glashow-Iliopoulos-Maiani (GIM)
mechanism and are forbidden at tree level in the SM. The
suppressed contribution from the SM makes these pro-
cesses highly sensitive to NP effects. Recently, with the
increase in experimental luminosity, the Belle IT Collab-
oration has reported the first evidence for Bt — K+vw
decay with a significance of 3.5 standard deviations as [9]

Br(BT — K*tvp) = (2.34+0.7) x 107°. (1)
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The latest experimental progress has greatly stimulated
interest in theoretical research [10-43].

Over the past decade, B decays have been exten-
sively studied within the frameworks of perturbative
QCD (PQCD) [44-58], lattice QCD (LQCD) [59-68], and
QCD sum rules (QCDSR) [69-74]. The PQCD approach,
as a method for perturbative QCD analysis, serves as a
robust tool for estimating the matrix elements of semi-
leptonic decays of B mesons in the low momentum trans-
fer region [75-77]. It has demonstrated significant pre-
dictive power concerning B decays, particularly regard-
ing CP violation [78-82]. Regarding the FCNC process
BT — KT, LQCD has achieved the most precise de-
termination of the B — K form factor [83], consistent
with earlier PQCD calculations that included twist-2 and
next-to-leading order (NLO) corrections [84]. Neverthe-
less, using this highly accurate form factor, the theoret-
ical prediction for the branching ratio of Bt — Ktvw
differs from the experimental measurement by approxi-
mately 2.7 standard deviations [9] as

Br(BT — KTvi)y,
Br(Bt — Ktvi) ey

=41+13. (2)

The significant discrepancy between the theoretical
predictions and experimental measurements necessi-
tates considering higher-twist (twist-3) and higher-order
(NLO) contributions within the PQCD framework, as
well as potential NP effects in this process.

Among various NP models, leptoquarks (LQs) can in-
troduce direct couplings between leptons and quarks [85,
86|, thus bridging this fundamental connection between
quark and lepton families. At low energies, leptoquarks
can induce two-lepton-two-quark interactions similar to
those mediated by electroweak four-fermion vertices,
making them a promising framework for explaining the
previously mentioned discrepancies. Leptoquarks, as new
color-triplet particles that can manifest as either scalar
or vector bosons and carry both lepton and baryon num-
bers, have been extensively utilized to explain a range of
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experimental flavor anomalies [87-91]. These anomalies
include Ry (), Rp(- and the muon’s anomalous magnetic
moment (g —2), in scenarios where the LQ-lepton-quark
couplings are not confined to a single generation. Addi-
tionally, searches for relevant collider signals have been
conducted using various approaches [92, 93]. LQs typ-
ically decay into either a charged lepton and a quark
or a neutrino and a quark. At conventional particle-
antiparticle colliders, LQs can be produced in pairs, set-
ting a lower limit on their mass to approximately half
the center-of-mass energy of the accelerator. However,
heavier LQs can only participate in t-channel exchanges,
resulting in a smaller cross section for the interactions
they mediate. For instance, at the LHC, the leading-
order (LO) processes for leptoquark pair production pri-
marily involve gluon-gluon fusion and quark-antiquark
annihilation.

For the processes we have investigated, the flavor-
changing neutral current b — s decays can occur via
the exchange of a leptoquark as an intermediate state.
In SM calculations, the uncertainties in our predictions
can be significantly reduced by integrating LQCD data
from high-momentum-transfer regions with PQCD cal-
culations at low momentum transfers. The improved
precision of SM predictions, coupled with the significant
discrepancy between experimental results and theoreti-
cal expectations, underscores the necessity for deeper ex-
ploration into the constraints on leptoquark parameters,
such as their masses and couplings, within our study.

This paper is organized as follows: In Section II, we
define the kinematics of the decay and give the necessary
inputs for our calculations. In Section III, we write down
the observables of the process and present our numerical
results and discussion in SM. In Section V, we introduce
the LQ model and place constraints on the NP param-
eters. In Section VI, we make a brief summary. Some
useful expressions are listed in the Appendix A.

II. KINEMATICS AND WAVE FUNCTIONS

In our work, the theoretical calculation are given under
the PQCD factorization framework. In the rest frame of
B meson, the momentum of B and K can be defined as

MB MB
= =5 (1,1,07), =25 0,n0r), (3
2 (1,1,01), p2 ﬂ( 7,01),  (3)

V2
under the light-cone coordinates, respectively. Mp is the
mass of B meson, 7 is the energy fraction carried by K.
Here we define the transfer momentum g = p; — po, then
the energy fraction n = 1 — ¢?/M3%. The momenta of
light quarks in the B and K shown in Fig. 1 are written
as

MB MB
ki = :73’(I1a07k1T)7 ko = :73*(07n$27k2T)7 (4)
where x1; and x5 are parton momentum fractions. kit
and ko are the transverse momentum. In this factor-

ization approach, the scales which are involved in this

processes can be divided as m% > mpAgep > A(QQCD.
The part with scale m% and mpAqcp can be pertur-
bative calculated called hard scattering kernel and the
left part are factorized as non-perturbative input called
wave function. This type of factorization may suffer end-
point singularities [94-96]. A notable feature of PQCD
is the preservation of transverse momentum kr to elim-
inate end-point divergences [97]. In this strategy, the
decay amplitude can be factorized into the convolution
of the wilson coefficient C', hard scattering kernel H, the
hadronic wave functions ¢, jet function J; and Sudakov
factor S as

A=CHQ ¢ J;®S. (5)

Here the jet function and Sudakov factor comes from
the kr resummation and threshold resummation re-
spectively [98]. The hadronic wave function which
are expressed by the Light-Cone-Distribution-Amplitude
(LCDA) can be extracted from experiments or other non-
perturbative methods [99-104].
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FIG. 1: The Feynman diagrams for B — K transition
which include the momenta of quark in initial and final
meson states. The black block represent vertices for
weak interactions. The gluon propagator are omited in
this figure.

The B meson DA is defined via the matrix element as

d*z . _
[ e 0 (05 (2)|B(w)) =

i
N,

(5 + b ot - ’@%M])a ©

where n = (1,0,0) and 7 = (0,1,01). N. = 3 is the

number of colors. For the distribution amplitudes(DAs),

we adopt [77]

?M3  wib?
2w§ 2

ép(x,b) = Npz?(1 — z)? exp [ ] , (1)
where w, = 0.40 4+ 0.04 is shape parameter and b is the
parameter conjugate to k. The normalization constant
Np satisfied

1
- _fB
/Orj)B(x,b—O)dx—%/m, (8)

with decay constant fg. The light meson LCDAs are also
defined through the matrix elements as

<K(p2)|q1a(0)(j2,8(2)|0> = \/%/0 dxeimp'z

* 1520k (x) + v5mg S () +mg vs (P — 1) (2)169)



where the wave function of K meson is given by

1

x5 [Patic (x) + miy ¢ (x) = mg (P — 1) (2)]10)

where m{ = 1.6 GeV is chiral mass of the K meson. The
kaon meson DAs up to twist-3 are

bt (a) = zf}mu—x) 14 af (1)
+aX 032 (1) + alf oi’“(t)],
ok (z) :2{1} (30773 - g ) 01/2 )
~3 <773w3 + 290p (1 +6a§<)> 2t )1
k(@) =5 (1= 20) 146 (5m = G
- %pi ngag ) (1102 + 10z )], (11)

with px = MK/mg7 Mg and fgk are the mass and de-

cay constant of K meson, respectively. The Gegenbauer
polynomials are [99, 100]
1

CYP(0) =3t G2(1) = 5 (3¢ — 1),

C32(w) = 5(58 ~ 1),

1
() = (3300 4 351%),
Ci2@) = 185(1 — 1412 + 21t%), (12)

with ¢t = 2z — 1, the Gegenbauer moments are [99, 100]

af =0.06, af =0.25+0.15, aff =-0.015,
N =0.015, wi =-3.0. (13)

III. THEORETICAL CALCULATIONS

Utilizing the provided LCDAs, we can analytically
compute the semi-leptonic FCNC decay process of BT —
K™. The considered Feynman diagrams are illustrated in
Fig. 2. This figure depicts both the short-distance (SD)
interactions, as represented by the low-energy effective
Hamiltonian, and the long-distance (LD) interactions.

The low energy effective Hamiltonian of b — svi tran-
sitions can be written as [105]

4G’(F Qem

Heff \[ o

S ViV Cani oy (14)

v v

(d)

FIG. 2: The Feynman diagrams for B — K FCNC
processes. The figure in first line show the diagram of
Bt — K*vv including SD(left) and LD(right)
contribution. The second line figures are the diagram of
Bt — K070~ including SD(left) and LD(right)

contribution.

where G is the Fermi coupling constant, ey, is the
coupling constant of electromagnetic interaction, V;; is
the CKM matrix elements, C' is the Wilson coefficients.
The four-fermion operator is

OUF = (89" PLb) (v, Prv), (15)
with

CEL = — X,/ sin? (0w ) = —6.32(7). (16)

Here X; = 1.462(17). Tt includes the next-to-leading
order (NLO) Quantum Chromodynamics (QCD) correc-
tions and the two-loop electroweak contributions.

For b — sft¢~ processes, the low energy effective
Hamiltonian is

Horr = 4\% mv;;{ [CL OS5 (1) + Ca() O5 (1)
- Z Cilm)Oi()] + X [C1()(O5 (1)
— OF () + C2 (W) (O (1) — O3 ()] } (17)
where A, = Ve (Ve V). Ci(p) are Wilson coeffi-

cients, O;(u) are four fermion operators, they all depend
on the renormalization scale u. For notational simplicity,



we will omit the symbol p in the subsequent discussion.

YuPLba )
)(€svuPrLbg),
SV Prug)(ugyuPrba),
Y*Pruq ) (v, Prbg),

)

V" Ppbo Z (@s7uPrap);

(’)C = (Sa7"Prcg)(Cs
(¢

Sa " Prco

= (
= (
02:(
= (Sa

Op-%w&%§:%m&%
Os5 = (5a7"PLba) Z @57 PrLas),

Os = (5a7" PLbg) Z(%%PL%),

q

Or = 12550 PrbF,

Oy = % 501 T PRy,

O = 2 (59" Pub) ().

O1p = =2 (59" Pub) ((,50). (18)
F,, and Gj, are the electromagnetic and chromomag-

netic tensors, respectively. T'® is the generators of the
SU(3)¢ group.

Based on the effective Hamiltonian, the transition am-
plitude for the B — K flavor-changing neutral current
(FCNC) process comprises both hadronic and leptonic
matrix elements. The hadronic matrix element can be
parameterized by the form factors Fy(¢?), Fo(¢?) and

Fr(q?) as

M?2 —]\42
Bqu} Fo(@),

2i[]’2uQu - Clupzu] 2
Fr(q?).
Mp + My (@)

+ [(pl +P2)u

(K(p2)15(0)0,b(0)|B(p1)) =
(19)

It is straightforward to observe that setting ¢> = 0, F, (0)
results in Fy(0).

For B decay processes, leading-order (LO) calcula-
tions are insufficiently precise for testing the Standard
Model (SM). Next-to-leading-order (NLO) corrections
have been extensively considered in semi-leptonic B de-
cays. The NLO B — 7 transition form factors at twist-2
are provided in Ref. [106]. Utilizing these results, the
form factors for B - K, By, — K, and B — 7 tran-
sitions were calculated in Ref. [84]. These NLO con-
tributions amount to approximately 20%. In addition
to higher-order corrections, higher-twist effects have also
been evaluated in recent studies. The NLO twist-3 con-
tributions to B — m transition form factors have been
considered in Ref. [107]. It was found that the NLO

twist-3 and twist-2 contributions are of similar magni-
tude but opposite sign, resulting in significant cancella-
tion between them [107]. Consequently, the NLO twist-3
contribution must be accounted for in this study. Given
that the behavior of B — K processes is analogous to
that of B — 7 transitions, by following the methodology
outlined in Refs. [106, 107], we can readily recalculate
the B — K form factors at NLO. The NLO PQCD fac-
torization formulas for Fy(q?), F\y(¢?), and Fr(q?) are

FO(Q2)|NLO = SﬂOfM%/dxld.rQ/bldblbgdbg

x¢p(21,01){(2 — n)ri[di (v2) — ok (x2)]
xas(tl)h(ml, xa, bl, bg)e_SBK(tl)St(LL'Q)
+0[(1+ 22m) (1 + FL (w1, 11,1, 4%)) it (w2)
—2r g Tadle (T2) + 2r (1/n — 22) Pl (2)]
Xovg(ty)h(x1, 2, by, by)e 9B () G, (15)
n[2ri (14 FS) (i, 1 t,6°)) b (2)] g (t2)
Xh(xQ; X1, b27 bl)e_SBK(tZ)St(xl)}7

Fi()|xvo = 87CyM3 / dayds / bydbybydbs
x¢p(z1,01){rK [0k (T2) — ¢k (22)]
x s (t1)h(@1, 22, b1, ba)e 58K (1) S, (25)
H(1+ 2am)(1+ B (i, 1,1, 6%)) it (w2)
—2r g 229y (1) + 2ric (1/n — w2) P (2)]
Xovg (ty)h(x1, 2, by, by )e 9B () G, (15)

20k (1 + B8 (21, 1 1, 6%)) b (2)] s (£2)
xh(zz, 21, ba, bl)eisBK(tQ)St(xl)}a

T)/dmldﬂﬁg/bldblbgde

xdp @y, b){[(1+ L (@i, ., 4)) 67t ()
—rKT27 (T2) + Tk (2/0 + T2) P (w2)]

X (t) (w1, T2, by, b )e 385 1) G, (15)
H[2rg (14 FS) (24, 10t 62)) ok () s (2)
Xh(x9,x1,ba, b )e 9512 Sy (21)},  (20)

Fr(¢®)Invo = 87CyMp(1+

with color factor C; = 4/3, r = Mg/Mp, rx =
m& /Mp. In this context, we have omitted the terms
proportional to x1, as they are power-suppressed. The
running coupling constantasg, hard function h, Sudakov
exponent Spg, and threshold resummation factor S;
can be found in the Appendix A. NLO hard kernel
Fr_(rl2) (xi,u,t,qz) and Fq(?13) (xi,,u,t,qQ) are also listed in
Appendix A.

IV. NUMERICAL RESULTS

After constructing the factorization formula for the
form factors, we can compute the required form factors



using the provided input parameters. The input param-
eters used in our calculations are summarized as follows.
The masses are taken as (in units of GeV) [§]

Mp = 5280, My = 0.494,
my = 1777, my = 80.42,
my = 172.57, mp =4.209, m.=1.272.  (21)

The lifetime (in units of ps) and decay constant (in units
of GeV) are [§]

5 =1.638, fp=021, fx=0.16. (22)

For the CKM matrix elements, we adopt [§]

[Vis| = (3.82 £0.20) x 1073, |Vi,s| = 0.22431 4 0.00085,

Vip| = 1.010 £ 0.027, |Vis| = (41.5 £ 0.9) x 1073, (23)
Wilson Coefficients at g = my [108]

Cy = —0.294(9), Cy = 1.017(1),  C5 = —0.0059(2),
Cy = —0.087(1), C5 = 0.0004,  Cj = 0.0011(1),
Cy7 = —0.2957(5), Cs = —0.1630(6), Cy = 4.114(14),

Cho = —4.193(33). (24)

Other parameters [§]

Gr = 1.1663788(6) x 107 °GeV 2,
1/Qem(Mz) = 127.952(9), ~ = 0.5772156649. (25)

A. Form factors

Using the input parameters and factorization formula
presented above, we can estimate the numerical results
for the form factors, which are summarized in Tables I
and II. In Table I, we detail the contributions from each
order and twist. It can be observed that the NLO twist-
2 and twist-3 contributions are approximately equal in
magnitude but have opposite signs, leading to an over-
all enhancement of only about 3% ~ 4% relative to the
full LO contribution. This finding aligns with the con-
clusions drawn in Ref. [107]. In Table II, we compare our
results with those from other theoretical studies. The re-
sults show consistency among each other within the un-
certainties. Within the PQCD framework, the primary
sources of uncertainty stem from the shape parameter wy
in the B meson distribution amplitudes (DAs) and the
Gegenbauer moments of the final-state meson wave func-
tions. Taking into account the uncertainties associated
with the input parameters, the total error in our calcu-
lations is approximately 20%.

While PQCD offers reliable predictions, it is particu-
larly effective for calculations in the low-¢? region. Con-
versely, LQCD provides more precise results in the high-
q? region. Hence, we follow the approach outlined in
Ref. [54], employing PQCD for the low-g*region and in-
tegrating LQCD results for the high-¢? region to model

TABLE I: Central values of B — K transition form
factors at ¢ = 0, the label LO, LO+NLO(T-2),
LO+NLO(T-3), and LO4+NLO mean the full LO

contribution, the full LO plus NLO twist-2 contribution,
the full LO plus NLO twist-3 contribution, and the
total contribution of LO and NLO, respectively.

LO LO+NLO(T-2) LO+NLO(T-3) LO+NLO

Fo(0) 0.326 0.381(+17%)  0.284(—13%)
Fi(0) 0.326 0.381(+17%)  0.284(—13%)
Fr(0) 0.345 0.399(+16%)  0.299(—13%)

0.340(+4%)
0.340(+4%)
0.354(+3%)

the form factors over the full kinematic range. The ¢2 de-
pendence of the form factors is described using the BCL
parametrization [112]

Vit =@ —Vir =1 (26)
Vi — @+t
with t; = (Mp + Mg)?, tog =t4(1 — /1 —t_/ty), then

the form factor can be expressed as

2(q%) =

ole?) = — L 3 a0
M2 n=0
N-1

frla) = —7= > aif (+" = (-1 VEN)
M2 n=0
N-1

fr(g®) = Z ol ( ( 1)"_NzN> )
n=0

(27)

with £ = 1.304, Mpo = 5.729 GeV, Mgy rr = 5.416
GeV [83].

The parameters o, listed in Table III, are obtained
from the fitting process. Using these fitted parameters,
we illustrate the ¢?-dependence of the form factors in
Fig. 3.. Leveraging LQCD data, we are able to further
reduce uncertainties in the high-¢2 region. It should be
noted that the calculation range for the previous PQCD
approach was 0 < ¢ < 12 GeV?. According to Ref. [54],
it is recommended to narrow this range to 0 < ¢ < m?2.
Consequently, we have adopted the range 0 < ¢® < 3

GeV?2.

B. BT - Ktvp

Based on the form factors we have fitted, we can give
the decay branching ratios as

B(B+ — K+Vﬁ)|SD

3G%a2, \3/?
:TB+/d 2w|‘4b‘43| |C&EIPIF ()7,
(28)



TABLE II: Results of B — K transition form factors at g2 = 0 obtained by using different theories. Results of
Bt — K100 branching ratios obtained by using different theories. The data in the fourth, sixth, and seventh
column includes both SD and LD contributions, while the other data includes only SD contributions. The errors in
our results originate from form factors. We added the errors mentioned in the references in quadrature. SD results

of Bt — K v branching ratios (107°) for various ¢? bins obtained by using different theories.

PQCD(previous)[84] QCDSRJ[10, 99, 109] LQCDI[83, 110] SCET[111] This work Data
Fo(0) 0.310 + 0.054 0.331 +0.041 0.332+0.012  0.325 4 0.085 0.340 4 0.059
F.(0) 0.310 + 0.054 0.331 + 0.041 0.33240.012  0.325 +0.085 0.340 + 0.059
Fr(0) 0.340 4 0.062 0.358 4 0.037 0.33240.024 0.351 £0.097 0.354 + 0.066
B(B* — K*vir)(1079) 4421158 413570822 5.67+£0.38 523970511  570+0.17 2347
B(BY — KT¢te)(1077) 5.5012:96 6.633113%0 7.04+0.55 7214023 4.7+05
¢’ €(0,4) 0.93 £0.15 1.189 £ 0.097  1.28210087  1.154 £ 0.059
q* € (4,8) 0.92 £0.12 1.155 4 0.090  1.22475076  1.117 £ 0.036
q* € (8,12) 0.86 £ 0.10 1.0714£0.084  1.11273:9%¢  1.032 4 0.021
¢ € (12,16) 0.71 £ 0.08 0.90540.072  0.91679533  0.869 4 0.015
q* € (16,20) 0.55 - 0.06 0.597 4 0.048 0.705+0010 0.571 4 0.013
¢ € (20,¢242) 0.127 4 0.011 0.122 4 0.004

TABLE III: The fitted out parameters by BCL
parametrization.
Form factor(fit) Qo al g

Fi(0)  0.335+0.010  0.257(8) —0.703(88) 0.28(41)
Fo(0)  0.3334+£0.008  0.256(6)  0.216(44)  0.03(12)
Fr(0) 0.346+£0.017 0.266(13) —0.62(14) 0.30(61)

where A\ = A(M3, M#%,¢?) is the Kéllén function as
Ma,b,c) = a® + b? + ¢* — 2ab — 2bc — 2ac. (29)

The SD contribution is 4.86(15) x 1076. For comparing
with the experimental data, we also calculate the LD
contribution [113]

|GEVur Vi i [+ 2
256m3 M3,

X 7'7.27rm7.(M)23+ — m72_)2(M12(+ - qu_)z’ (30)

B(B+ — K+VTZ77—)|LD = Tp+

the contribution of LD interaction is 8.41(88) x 1077
which could account for 15% of the total B* — KTvu
rates, but it doesn’t seem to be enough to explain the
deviation between theory and experiment. Our numeri-
cal results, along with other theoretical predictions, are
summarized in Table II. Overall, our results are consis-
tent with those from various theoretical approaches, yet
they are notably lower than the experimental data re-
ported by Belle II. In Table II, we present the values for
different ¢? bins for a more detailed comparison. Ad-

0 5 10 15 20

q°[GeV?]

FIG. 3: The ¢?-dependence of the form factors in our fit.

ditionally, we illustrate the ¢?dependence of the differ-
ential branching ratio in Fig. 4. It is evident that in
the medium and high-¢? regions, the uncertainties are
relatively small. However, due to the somewhat larger
uncertainties in our PQCD calculations, the confidence
band in the low-¢? region appears slightly broader.

For clear seeing the difference between experimental
measurements and our results, we obtain

B(B — K+mw)
B(B — K+17V)‘SM

RY, =40+£12,  (31)

This indicates that the experimental data are roughly
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FIG. 4: The ¢?>-dependence of the differential branching
ratio.

four times higher than the theoretical predictions. To
account for this significant discrepancy, one possibility is
to introduce NP effects. Further analysis is provided in
the following section.

C. BT = Ktte

As for the BT — KT/¢*/¢~ process, the contributions
from O;_g s which including SD and LD interaction can
be added to the effective Wilson coefficients O, then
the effective Hamiltonian can be simplified to

Heﬁ = \[ ts 4

+ G5 (59" Prb][,.(]

4G Qem _ .
Sl U8 VA Vil {cm[swPLb][émg)é]

— 2m,Cett [Eia"”Z;PRb} [Z%z]}. (32)

are defined as
s = C7 + Cf
CSH = Cy + Ypert (é) + Y}eS(§)v (33)

Cet and C§f

with § = ¢*/M3%. The term who contains the contribu-
tions of b — s7v is given by

) 2 x¢(2? — 5xp — 2
C{)—)S'Y =105 (mb) { 77]14/23 [M

3z Inz,
oD 0.1687] - 0.0302}, (34)

where n = as(mw)/as(u) and z; = m?/m%,. The term
Yyert(8) contains the SD perturbative contributions

Yoert (8) =0.124w(8) + g(rh, §)Co
+ Au [9(e, 8) — 9(0,38)] (3C1 + C2)

L9085+ 300

2
1
— 5 (mb, )(403 +4Cy + 3C5 + 06)
2
+ *(303 + Cy + 3C5 + Cﬁ), (35)

9

with Cy = 3C1 +C2+3C3+Cy+3C5+Cg, g = mq/mb.
w(8) can be defined as

25 4 fIn(l—w) 2. . R
w(§) =—-=m —|—7/0 Tdu—gln(s)ln(l—s)

9" T3
5+ 43 281+ 8)(1—28),
“3a29 M8 T sa e o) )
5+ 95 — 632

G- +25) (%)

The functions g(ri,, §) and g(0, §) are of the form

R 8 . 8 4 2
g, ) == S nling) + o+ 2 = (24 2)y/ T4l
ln|1+\/7vii\ —im, x<l,
2 arctan \/171, z > 1,
8 8 4
(0, ) E—gln%—glnﬂgm, (37)
with z = 4m3/§. The term Yies(§) refers to the LD
contributions
My, B(V; — +07)Ty:
K‘es 5
( ) [ OZ ]\42 +ZMV FV

- /\ug(O, s)(3C1 +Cs)

y Z MV7B(V; — £+£7)ij
¢> — M\Q/,» +iMy, Ty, |

(38)
Vi

Light vector mesons and charmonium states which may
contribute are listed in Table I'V.

TABLE IV: Vector mesons masses, widths and
branching ratios to £T¢~ [8].

Vi My, (GeV) Ty, (MeV) B(Vi — £te7)
p 0.775 149 4.635 x 107°
w 0.783 8.68 7.380 x 1075
b 1.019 4.249 2.915 x 1074
J/1 3.097 0.093 5.966 x 1072
¥(29) 3.686 0.294 7.965 x 1073
$(3770) 3.774 27.2 9.6 x 107°
1(4040) 4.039 80 1.07 x 107°
% (4160) 4.191 70 6.9 x 1076




Then the branching ratios can be given by
B(BT — K+€+€_)

:TB+/d 2 em|vvtb| |Vvt>;| \/ q 74m[ 1

51203 5 3¢2
x [6m%|cm|2<M§ MEPFA(Q) + (¢ + 2mDA()

2

QCeH(mb —-m )FT(qQ)

C«eﬁF 2 + 7 S

x |Cg" Fy(q7) Mg+ My

T Col2(q? — 4m%>A<q2>Fi<q2>] . (30)

Our results are summarized in Table II. We have up-
dated the prior PQCD calculations, offering more reliable
and precise predictions. The ¢?-dependence branching
ratio are also given in Fig.4. The two peak of branching
ratio curve correspond to the possible resonance contri-
bution such as J/¥ and ¥(25) in Fig.2(d). When com-
paring our results with those from other theoretical ap-
proaches and experimental measurements, it is evident
that the theoretical predictions tend to be higher than
the experimental data. This discrepancy might indicate
that certain process contributions are being offset by new
physics (NP) effects.

Analogous to the definition of R%, we can define

B(B — K*10r)

Rl = —
K™ B(B - K+0)|sm

= 0.652 £ 0.072, (40)

While this discrepancy is less pronounced than that ob-
served for RY, it nonetheless calls for a theoretical ex-
planation.

V. LEPTOQUARKS EFFECTS

At the bottom-quark mass scale, consider the lepton
flavor universality (LFU), the dimension-6 NP effective
Hamiltonian of b — s semileptonic FCNC transitions can
be written as [93, 114]

4C"YF Qem
V2 2n

with X =V, S,T and A, B = L, R, the ten four-fermion
operators

Het = ——= oV Vis Y CRPOR%, (41)

X,A,B

Op” = (59" Pab) ({7, PpY),
048 = (5Pab)({PgY),
OT = (5,43(80“ PAb)(EO'l“,PBE). (42)
Here, £(£) donates v, £+ (7, 47).
Considering the possible right-hand-neutrinos(RHNs)

are too heavy to be produced in low-energy processes,
the right-hand lepton including ¢z and vg will not be

considered in our work. Based on the previous stud-
ies [93], there are five different LQ candidates which
can explaining the B — K anomaly, S; = (3,1,1/3),
Ry = (3,2,1/6), Ss = (3,3,1/3), Vo = (3,2,5/6) and
Us = (3,3,2/3). Here the numbers in the brackets repre-
sent the SM gauge groups SU(3)¢, SU(2), U(1)y quan-
tum numbers, respectively. And the former three mean
the scalar LQ, the latter two stand for vector LQ. The
corresponding interactions are

Si: Ls, D +yHEQT81€® L) + hc,

Ry: Lp D —jhkdyRye LY FALS

S Ls, D +ykEQT e (rF 85 L)C + hec,
Vai Ly, D +afkdfiy Vi, e L}’ + hec.

Us: Ly, D +akl LQLoAH (TkUglf?“)abL%b + h.c.,(43)

where we adopt the notation for LQ in Ref. [93]. After
integrating out the heavy LQ field, we can obtain the
corresponding wilson coefficients as shown in in Table V.
Note that in order to obtain the effective coefficients in
Table V, we adopt the fierz transformation into the vector
current form.

Then, the general effective Hamiltonian responsible for
the decay B — Kvv is written as

4f(;F Qem

Hep = —
i 2 2n

SV Vi | OB (59 PLb) (7, Prv)
+ CFF (59" PLb) (3, PLv)
+ (59" Prb) (79, PLv)(4)

The corresponding branching ratios are obtained by

LL RL |2
B(B — Kvv) =B(B — Kvv)|gm X |1+ OVC%OV
SM

(45)

Therefore, the deviation between SM prediction and ex-
perimental data can be attributed to the vector current
coupling LQ operator associated with the wilson coeffi-
cients C{;LRL.

Comparing the experimental results and our new pre-
diction in Eq. (31), we can obtain the viable L(Q parame-
ter ranges. As shown in Table V, the above five different
types of LQ particles both can contribute to B — Kvv.
For simplicity, we only consider the scenario where only
one type of LQ makes effect every time in the physical
decay process.

Within a 1o error range, the corresponding numerical
ranges for the Wilson coefficients are estimated as

CH(S1) = CFF (Ry) = CFH(S5) = CFF (Vo) = O (Us)
= [-8.3,—4.5] U[17.1,20.9]. (46)

In this context, the identical coefficients across all five
LQs arise from their analogous contributions to Eq. (45).



TABLE V: Tree-level Wilson coefficients of LQ models
in b — svvand b — slt0~ [93], \y = Vi V%, x,y are
Yukawa coupling matrix elements.

b— svv b— stte
Cy*(S1) QMEQ Y Yt
CPM(Ro)  — g et OO — i o O A
CHh(Ss) 5 MEQ YR yEe MgQ oy s
CEY (V) Mng mxgbLg;iL* Mqu mxgbeiL*
CH (Us)  — - aishi okl — g ok ek

For B* — KT¢T¢~ process, with the addition of NP
contributions, the effective Hamiltonian can be written
as

4G
\[

- {wm — O — O 59" Publ[Ey51]

Hest = thV*

t€4

+ (C§T + CFF + O[5y Pb] [fv,.0]

— 2my O [sia“”Z;PRb} [zw]}. (47)

In this analysis, we disregard the contributions from
right-handed charged leptons for simplicity. Instead, we
focus solely on the leptoquarks (LQs) that contribute
concurrently to both charged lepton and neutrino final
states, consistent with SU(2); gauge invariance. The
corresponding Wilson coefficients are provided in Ta-
ble. V. Notably, S7 does not contribute to the charged
lepton process, leaving only the remaining four LQs as
contributors.

With the inclusion of NP contributions, the rela-
tionship between the decay branching ratio of B¥ —
K*¢T¢~ and its SM counterpart becomes more complex
than suggested by Eq. (45). To address this, the differ-
ential branching ratio must be expanded based on the
distinct structures of the Wilson coefficients, followed by
separate integration to derive the following form as

B(B* — K*0+e)|
= 0.203(6)|Cyo — CN]
— 0.208(8)(Cy + CN

P12 +0.203(6)|Cy + CYF)?
PY 4+ 1.063(24). (48)

Based on the above equations and Eq. (40), the corre-

sponding numerical ranges for the coefficients CLL RL

can be determined within the 1o uncertainty range as
follows:

Ot (Ry) = CFF(83) = CFF (Vo) = O (Us)

= [—6.96, —6.84] U [—0.95, —0.85]. (49)

Similar to the previous scenario, the four LQs con-
tribute to NP in an identical manner, resulting in the
same coefficient values.

These five LQ models are observed to individually ac-
count for the experimental data of the BT — KTvi and
BT — KT¢*/~ decay channels. By combining the re-
sults from both decay channels, the parameter space of
the LQs can be further constrained. Although the Wil-
son coefficients for each type of LQ involved in the above
two decays (charged leptons and neutrinos) differ with
different factor, as presented in Table. V, the underlying
structure induced by Yukawa couplings and LQ masses
remain consistent. Consequently, the parameter space
of the LQ mass and the Yukawa coupling matrix ele-
ments, which constitute the Wilson coefficient CVF, can
be constrained through the FCNC B — K decays. The
allowed parameter space for the five LQs is presented in
Fig. 5. Additionally, the current experimental bounds on
the LQ mass from colliders provide the lower limit for the
masses of LQs coupled to three generations of leptons, as
discussed in [8]. Considering the requirement of lepton
flavor universality (LFU) in our analysis, we adopt the
average lower bound of 1250 GeV for the LQ mass, as in-
dicated in gray. For satisfying the perturbative unitarity
bound, we choose the yukawa coupling Y < /47, which
leads to the product Y;ABYAB* across the entire range
[—4m, 4]

)

Mg
TeV

Log(

Excluded Range by Experiment
T T

T T v
-10 =5 5 10

Y YAB*

FIG. 5: The B — K decay allowed region on the LQ
mass and the coupling constant (Y = z,y) for different
LQs scenarios (57, Rs, S, V3). The different LQ scenario
is shown in different colors. The symbol A and B means
the chirality (L,R). Note that the broader viable region

for Sy is due to the lack of the RY% constraints.

As illustrated in Fig. 5, the semileptonic FCNC decay
BT — KT imposes 51gn1ﬁcant constraints on the mass
range of LQs, under the assumption that the new physics
contribution arises exclusively from LQs. For the S; type
LQ, as it does not contribute to the BT — K+/t¢~ de-
cay, its allowed parameter space is broader than those



of other LQ types. Furthermore, the product Yig‘B Y AB*
spans both positive and negative values. The LQ masses
exhibit opposite trends in the positive and negative cou-
pling product ranges, increasing with positive values and
decreasing with negative values. For the Ry type LQs,
the product of the Yukawa couplings Y;aZYAB* is re-
stricted to negative values. The allowable masses of
these LQs increase as the product Y;APYAB* decreases.
For the V5 and S3 type LQs, only positive values of
Y#BYAB* is viable and the corresponding LQ masses
increase as YifB Y{;‘B* grows. Moreover, the allowed pa-
rameter spaces are consistent with each other, rendering
them indistinguishable. Requiring the perturbative uni-
tarity bound Y;ABYAB* < 47, we can obtain the LQ al-
lowed upper bound 60TeV for Sy, 32TeV for Ry, 25TeV
for S3 and V5, respectively.

Additionally, the Us LQ cannot reconcile the bounds
from RY. and R!; as shown in Fig. 6, due to the absence
of overlapping regions.

2.00

1.75 1

1.50 A

1.25 A

)

My,
TeV

1.00 A

Log(

0.75 4

0.50 1

0.25 4

Excluded Range by Experiment
0.00 x'u LY xvp :

—‘10 —'5 (‘) 5 10
LL (LL*
X3bX3s

FIG. 6: The B — K decay allowed region on the LQ
mass and the coupling constant for Us LQs scenarios.
The RY. and RY; allowed region is shown in blue and
red, respectively. The different LQ scenario is shown in
different colors. The symbol A and B means the
chirality (L,R).

VI. SUMMARY

We have analyzed the BT — K™ transition form fac-
tor at the next-to-leading order (NLO) and twist-3 levels
within the PQCD factorization framework. Using the lat-
est LQCD data, we conducted a comprehensive fit over
the entire dynamical region, as shown in Fig. 3, thereby
enhancing the reliability of the form factors. Based on
these fitted form factors, we computed the branching ra-
tio for the BT — Ktu({T)u(£~) decay and provided
the ¢?-dependence of the differential branching ratio in
Fig. 4. This information can be directly compared with
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existing experimental data. The branching ratio of these
two processes are given as

Br(BT — Ktvp) = (570 £0.17) x 107°,
Br(BT — KT¢t¢™) = (7.21+£0.23) x 107". (50)

We have found that Standard Model (SM) calculations
do not agree with the experimental data presented in Ta-
ble II. To account for this discrepancy between our the-
oretical predictions and the experimental results, we ex-
plored the leptoquark (LQ) models as a potential source
of new physics (NP). By incorporating five types of lepto-
quark models—namely S7, ]:32, Sy, Uy and Vo—we were
able to explain the discrepancy and further constrain the
parameter space of these leptoquarks. Constraints on the
masses and Yukawa couplings of the LQs are depicted in
Figs. 5. Our study indicates that leptoquarks can signifi-
cantly influence the semileptonic flavor-changing neutral
current Bt — KT decays, thereby substantially nar-
rowing the viable parameter space for LQ masses and
Yukawa couplings. We anticipate additional experimen-
tal data in the future to decrease uncertainties and enable
us to rigorously test the validity of LQ models and other
NP hypotheses.
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Appendix A: Appendix

The NLO running coupling constant [76]

T L/J’gln 2

as(t):m_ 4&?5727 (A1)

with ¢ = In(t/A), A is QCD scale, we adopt Aqcp = 0.25.
The hard scales t are chosen as the maximal virtuality of
the internal particles,

tl = max(MB\/nx% 1/b1, 1/b2)7
t2 = max(MB\/nxh ]./bl, 1/b2)

The hard functions

h(z1,22,b01,b2) = Ko(Mp\/nx172b1)
X [0(b1 — bz)Io(Mp+/nx2be) Ko(Mp+\/nT2b1)
+ 6(b2 — b1)Io(Mp/nw2b1) Ko(Mp/1T2b2)].

(A2)

(A3)



Sudakov exponents Spp(t)

= Sp(t) + Sp(t)

NLO hard kernel correction factor at twist-2 [106]

(1) _ ( )CF 2
FT2 (wi,ﬂ,t,QQ) = A 71 M2
Mp 5 (* dp M2 13 27 1
Stzs(x,b)—i—/ —, (It Mp 1. 9
B(t) NG 1,01 3 )i i (), In 51 In M2 + — 16 In? (x122) + 5 In“ 21
Mp Mp > 1 M%7 1
Sp(t) =s| —=x2,bs | + s| —=(1 — x2),b l B L
p(t) (\/5 2 2> (\/5( 2), bo +41nz11nx2+ <21n z + In 4>lnm1
t d//’/ ~
+2/ T’Yq(/lf)a (A4)
1/by M

where v, = —

as/m is the quark anomalous dimension
the expression for s(Q,b) can be written as [706]

7 3 15
+ 81n77—7 Inxzy +

7
4‘mm@m”
<31

M 101 21
boo)s ] (as)

& 48

ME 5\, # 2/
= {exp {01 + <1n£1 + ) In M%} zizm?} - t,
(A9)
AM g A®) 74 AL ith
S(Q7b) ql <A>+2<Al>< 7b) W1 , ,
264 b 467 \b 264 15 M3 2
R ca=—|(———=lnn 1n17+ ln— 3ln —> +2
AM By | 1In(20) + 1 ~ In(29) +1 4 16 €2 &2
453 b 3 101x® 219
AD) AN et i 48 16’
— 5 — In In{ = M%7 1
47 4h 2 b c2=—(2In 7+*1 -5
¢ 4
AVBy 1oy o 7 3
S [ (20) — (2] (49) oo~ Ty 2. (A10)
NLO hard kernel correction factor at twist-3 [107]
1 as(t)Cr |21 p?
where Fyy) (v p.t,4%) = T 71 M
1 M3 t2 T ., 3
1 + —1 — =1
A 2(6—|—n£1) 16nx1 8nm2
=W [Q/(v2n)|, b=(1/(A)), 9 M3 15
+—-InziInxs + + In +—1n17 Inxq
5 _ 332y 153 190y 8 3
T o PP +( 25+1 M} 91 >1 +1 M}
2 -= =Inn)lnzy
-y -2 et (5) )
(A6) —112M—2+1 M—Z—gln R S L
1t e 2 8Ty 32 " 32|
(A11)
with
: 1 M3 9\, 22
Threshold resummation factor [77] = {exp [01 + ( In ? _ 4) In ]\42} mizxgs} -t
1 B
(A12)
e~y ) with
22T (3/2+ ¢ 2 2
Si(x) = —=q o 1 =) (A7) __(L_ L M\ Mg (9 1
t JAT(1+ o) c1 = 3 1 51 In 2 + 3 81n77 Inn
_ 3779 _ 16772
32 96 ’
with ¢ = 0.3. . _29 %—gln
2 — ] 51 ] m,
c _2 9ln
3 16 ] ,

(A13)
where & = 25Mp, £3 = M3
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