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We improve the perturbative QCD (PQCD) formalism for multi-body charmless hadronic B meson decays,

such as B → V P3 → P1P2P3, by resolving the possible discrepancy in parametrizing the contribution of

the P -wave resonance V to the two-meson distribution amplitudes (DAs) associated with the pairs P1P2 =
ππ,Kπ,KK. The determination of the Gegenbauer moments in the two-meson DAs is then updated in the

global fit of the improved PQCD factorization formulas at leading order in the strong coupling αs to available

data for branching ratios and polarization fractions of three- and four-body B decays. The convergence of the

Gegenbauer expansion of the resultant two-meson DAs is manifest. The satisfactory quality of the fit implies the

consistency of the PQCD framework for multi-body B decays and the universality of the nonperturbative two-

meson DAs. In particular, the predicted longitudinal polarization fraction f0(B
0
s → K∗0K̄∗0) = 28.2+8.8

−9.5%

with the updated Gegenbauer moments matches well the measurement. The observable LK∗0K̄∗0 = 7.7+4.9
−3.8,

defined as the ratio of the longitudinal amplitudes of the two U -spin related channels B0
s → K∗0K̄∗0 and

B0 → K∗0K̄∗0, accommodates the current data within errors. It is found that the direct CP asymmetries

A
0,||,⊥
CP in the polarization states of some four-body decays B → V1V2 → (P1P2)(P3P4) might be large, but

the destruction among them result in small net CP violation. Our predictions can be confronted with LHCb and

Belle-II data in the future.

I. INTRODUCTION

Multi-body B meson decays offer one of the most promising avenues for studying involved strong and weak dynamics and

for probing CP violation (CPV). CPV is a number in two-body decays, but depends on the invariant mass of a meson pair

in final states of multi-body decays and varies from region to region in a Dalitz plot [1, 2]. Sizable direct CP asymmetries

in localized regions of the Dalitz plots for the B± → π±π+π− and B± → K±K+K− decays have been experimentally

well established [3–5]. The CPV originating from the interference between S- and P -wave resonances was also observed,

which causes large local asymmetries [6]. Multi-body B meson decays thus deserve thorough theoretical and phenomenological

investigations. Nevertheless, their analysis is considerably more challenging than that of two-body decays owing to complicated

interplay between resonant and nonresonant contributions as well as possible significant final-state interactions [7–9].

A factorization formalism that describes multi-body B meson decays in entire phase space is not yet available at present. It

seems reasonable to assume the factorization of three-bodyB meson decays as a working principle, when two final-state mesons

are collimated and the bachelor meson recoils back [10–13]. The nonperturbative (collinear) dynamics responsible for the

production of the meson pair, including final-state interactions between the two mesons, is absorbed into two-meson distribution

amplitudes (DAs) naturally [14–20]. The formulation of three-bodyB meson decays is then simplified to that of quasi-two-body

decays, where a Feynman diagram for hard kernels contains a single virtual gluon exchange at leading order (LO) in the strong

coupling αs. The same idea is applicable to the exploration of four-body charmless hadronic B meson decays, which proceed

dominantly with two intermediate resonances.

To attain definite predictions from the above factorization theorem, nonperturbative inputs of two-meson DAs must be known

to high precision. We have performed a global fit of the Gegenbauer moments in two-meson DAs to measured branching ratios

and direct CP asymmetries of three-body charmless hadronic B meson decays B → V P3 → P1P2P3 in the perturbative QCD
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(PQCD) approach, where V stands for an intermediate vector resonance, and Pi, i = 1, 2, 3, represent final-state pseudoscalar

mesons [21]. The Gegenbauer moments in the DAs for the mesons P3 = π,K have been fixed in the global analysis of two-body

B meson decays [22]. The leading-twist (twist-2) and subleading-twist (twist-3) DAs for the pairs P1P2 = ππ,Kπ and KK
with the intermediate vector mesons V = ρ,K∗ and φ, respectively, were then determined in Ref. [21]. It has been demonstrated

that the predictions for various observables in multi-body B meson decays from the fitted Gegenbauer moments are in general

consistency with data [23–30].

However, the Gegenbauer moments in the Kπ and KK DAs, being slightly higher than unity [21], are not favored in view

of the convergence of the Gegenbauer expansion. Hence, We introduce additional parameters to compensate the possible dis-

crepancy between two theoretical treatments of the hadronic matrix elements for vacuum transition to meson pairs [31]; one

is based on the definitions for time-like meson form factors, and another is in terms of Breit-Wigner (BW) propagators for

intermediate P -wave resonances. With this new ingredient, we refine the global determination of the Gegenbauer moments,

which indeed exhibit better convergence. The branching ratios, CP asymmetries and polarization fractions of numerous three-

and four-body B meson decays are then predicted using the updated Gegenbauer moments. It will be shown that the derived

longitudinal polarization fraction f0(B
0
s → K∗0K̄∗0) = 28.2+8.8

−9.5%, distinct from the previous result [23], agrees well with the

measurement now. The observable LK∗0K̄∗0 = 7.7+4.9
−3.8, defined as the ratio of the longitudinal amplitudes of the two U -spin

related channels B0
s → K∗0K̄∗0 and B0 → K∗0K̄∗0 [32], accommodates the current data within errors. It is found that the

direct CP asymmetries A0,||,⊥
CP in the polarization states of the four-body decays B → V1V2 → (P1P2)(P3P4) might be large,

but the destruction among them turn in small net CPV. Our predictions can be confronted with LHCb and Belle-II data in the

future.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. The kinematic variables for multi-body hadronic B meson decays are assigned

in Sec. II. The two-meson P -wave DAs are parametrized and normalized to time-like form factors, which take the relativistic

Breit-Wigner (RBW) model [33] or the Gounaris-Sakurai (GS) model [34]. Such a parametrization is allowed by the Watson

theorem [35], that guarantees the factorization of elastic rescattering effects into a final-state meson pair. The extra parameters

are associated with the P -wave strength in two-meson DAs. We elaborate how to perform the global fit, and present and discuss

the numerical results for branching ratios, polarization fractions and direct CP asymmetries of multi-body B meson decays in

Sec. III, which is followed by the Conclusion.

II. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

A. Kinematics

Consider the charmless B meson decay into three pseudoscalar mesons via an intermediate vector resonance, B(pB) →
V (p)P3(p3) → P1(p1)P2(p2)P3(p3), with the momenta pB = p + p3 and p = p1 + p2. We work in the B meson rest frame

and arrange the meson pair P1P2 and the bachelor meson P3 to move in the directions n = (1, 0, 0T) and v = (0, 1, 0T),
respectively. The above momenta in the light-cone coordinates are chosen as

pB =
mB√
2
(1, 1, 0T), kB =

(

0, xB
mB√
2
, kBT

)

,

p =
mB√
2
(f+, f−, 0T), k =

(

zf+
mB√
2
, 0, kT

)

,

p3 =
mB√
2
(g−, g+, 0T), k3 =

(

0, x3g+
mB√
2
, k3T

)

, (1)

where mB is the B meson mass, and kB, k and k3 are the valence quark momenta in the B meson, the meson pair and the

bachelor meson, respectively, with the parton momentum fractions (transverse momenta) xB, z and x3 (kBT, kT and k3T). The

functions f± and g± in Eq. (1) read

f± =
1

2

(

1 + η − r3 ±
√

(1− η)2 − 2r3(1 + η) + r23

)

,

g± =
1

2

(

1− η + r3 ±
√

(1− η)2 − 2r3(1 + η) + r23

)

, (2)

with the ratios r3 = m2
P3
/m2

B and η = ω2/m2
B, mP3 being the bachelor meson mass and ω2 = p2 being the invariant mass

squared of the meson pair. For a P -wave meson pair, we introduce the longitudinal polarization vector

ǫ =
1√
2η

(f+,−f−, 0T). (3)
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The individual meson momenta p1,2 in the meson pair are then derived as

p1 =

(

(ζ +
r1 − r2
2η

)f+
mB√
2
, (1 − ζ +

r1 − r2
2η

)f−
mB√
2
, pT

)

,

p2 =

(

(1 − ζ − r1 − r2
2η

)f+
mB√
2
, (ζ − r1 − r2

2η
)f−

mB√
2
,−pT

)

,

p2T = ζ(1 − ζ)ω2 +
(m2

P1
−m2

P2
)2

4ω2
−

m2
P1

+m2
P2

2
, (4)

from the relation p = p1 + p2 and the on-shell conditions p21,2 = m2
P1,2

, mP1,2 being the P1,2 meson masses, with the ratios

r1,2 = m2
P1,P2

/m2
B . The variable ζ + (r1 − r2)/(2η) = p+1 /p

+ bears the meaning of the meson momentum fraction up to

corrections from the final state masses. Alternatively, one can define the polar angle θ of the meson P1 in the P1P2 pair rest

frame. The transformation between the B meson rest frame and the meson pair rest frame leads to the relation between the

meson momentum fraction ζ and the polar angle θ,

2ζ − 1 =

√

1− 2
r1 + r2

η
+

(r1 − r2)2

η2
cos θ, (5)

with the bounds

ζmax,min =
1

2

[

1±
√

1− 2
r1 + r2

η
+

(r1 − r2)2

η2

]

. (6)

The B → P1P2P3 decay amplitude M is expressed, in the PQCD factorization approach, as

M = ΦB ⊗H ⊗ ΦP1P2 ⊗ ΦP3 , (7)

where ΦB (ΦP3 ) is the B (bachelor) meson DA, and the two-meson DA ΦP1P2 absorbs the nonperturbative dynamics responsible

for the production of the meson pair P1P2. The hard kernel H , containing only one virtual gluon, gathers the perturbative strong

and electroweak interactions, as in the formalism for two-body decays. The symbol ⊗ denotes the convolution of the above

factors in the parton momenta. The corresponding branching ratio is given by [36]

B =
τBmB

256π3

∫ 1

(
√
r1+

√
r2)2

dη
√

(1− η)2 − 2r3(1 + η) + r23

∫ ζmax

ζmin

dζ|M|2, (8)

with the B meson lifetime τB . A direct CP asymmetry ACP is defined as

ACP =
B(B̄ → f̄)− B(B → f)

B(B̄ → f̄) + B(B → f)
. (9)

For the four-body decay B → V1V2 → (P1P2)(P3P4), the kinematics is described in a way similar to that for a three-body

decay, which has been specified in our previous work [23], and will not be presented explicitly here. There are three helicity

amplitudes, A0 for the longitudinal polarization, and A‖ and A⊥ for the transverse polarizations with spins being parallel and

perpendicular to each other, respectively. The associated polarization fractions fh, h = 0, ‖ and ⊥, the direct CP asymmetry in

each polarization component and the overall asymmetry are defined as

fh =
Bh

B0 + B|| + B⊥
, Ah

CP =
B̄h − Bh

B̄h + Bh
, Adir

CP =

∑

h B̄h −∑

h Bh
∑

h B̄h +
∑

h Bh
, (10)

where B̄h is the branching ratio of the CP -conjugate channel. It is obvious that the polarization fractions fh obey the normal-

ization f0 + f‖ + f⊥ = 1.

B. Distribution Amplitudes

We focus on the leading-power contribution from the B meson wave function, which has been widely adopted in the PQCD

calculations [37–42],

ΦB =
i√
2Nc

(p/B +mB)γ5φB(x, b), (11)
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with the impact parameter b being conjugate to the parton transverse momentum kBT. TheB meson DA φB(x, b) is parametrized

as

φB(x, b) = NBx
2(1− x)2exp

[

−m2
Bx

2

2ω2
B

− 1

2
(ωBb)

2

]

, (12)

where the constant NB is related to the B meson decay constant fB through the normalization condition
∫ 1

0 dx φB(x, b = 0) =

fB/(2
√
2Nc). The shape parameter takes the values ωB = 0.40 GeV for B+, B0 mesons and ωBs

= 0.48 GeV [22, 37, 43, 44]

for a B0
s meson with 10% variation in the numerical study below.

The light-cone hadronic matrix element for a B meson contains in fact two DAs φB and φ̄B , which are the linear combinations

of φ+
B and φ−

B defined in the literature [45], φB = (φ+
B + φ−

B)/2 and φ̄B = (φ+
B − φ−

B)/2. It has been verified that the next-

to-power contribution from φ̄B is numerically suppressed [38, 39, 46] compared with the leading-power one from φB . For

instance, the former contribution to the B → π transition form factor FB→π
0 is about 20% of the latter as shown in the PQCD

evaluation [46]. The higher-twist B meson DAs have been designated systematically in the heavy quark effective theory [47],

which are decomposed according to the twist and conformal spin assignments up to twist 6. In principle, all the next-to-leading-

power sources can be taken into account for a complete analysis. However, the currently available data are not sufficient for their

determination.

The light-cone matrix element for a pseudoscalar meson is decomposed, up to twist 3, into [38, 39]

ΦP ≡ i√
2NC

γ5
[

p/3φ
A
P (x3) +m03φ

P
P (x3) +m03(n/v/− 1)φT

P (x3)
]

, (13)

with P = π,K and the chiral scale m03. The involved DAs φi
P are expanded, in terms of the Gegenbauer polynomials,

C
3/2
1 (t) = 3t, C

3/2
2 (t) =

3

2
(5t2 − 1), C

3/2
4 (t) =

15

8
(1− 14t2 + 21t4). (14)

as

φA
π (x) =

3fπ√
6
x(1 − x)[1 + aπ2C

3/2
2 (2x− 1) + aπ4C

3/2
4 (2x− 1)],

φP
π (x) =

fπ

2
√
6
[1 + aπ2PC

1/2
2 (2x− 1)],

φT
π (x) =

fπ

2
√
6
(1− 2x)[1 + aπ2T (10x

2 − 10x+ 1)],

φA
K(x) =

3fK√
6
x(1 − x)[1 + aK1 C

3/2
1 (2x− 1) + aK2 C

3/2
2 (2x− 1) + aK4 C

3/2
4 (2x− 1)],

φP
K(x) =

fK

2
√
6
[1 + aK2PC

1/2
2 (2x− 1)],

φT
K(x) = − fK

2
√
6
[C

1/2
1 (x) + aK2TC

1/2
3 (x)], (15)

with the pion (kaon) decay constant fπ (fK). The Gegenbauer coefficients in the above pion and kaon DAs have been derived at

the scale 1 GeV in a recent global analysis [22] based on the LO PQCD factorization formulas, which are summarized as

aπ2 = 0.64± 0.08, aπ4 = −0.41± 0.10, aπ2P = 1.08± 0.15, aπ2T = −0.48± 0.33,

aK1 = 0.33± 0.08, aK2 = 0.28± 0.10, aK4 = −0.40± 0.07, aK2P = 0.24, aK2T = 0.35. (16)

Note that the twist-3 DAs φP
K and φT

K were not obtained in Ref. [22], but quoted from the sum-rule results [48].

The P -wave two-meson DAs for both longitudinal and transverse polarizations are decomposed, up to twist 3, into [49, 50]

ΦL
P (z, ζ, ω) =

1√
2Nc

[

ωǫ/pφ
0
P (z, ω

2) + ωφs
P (z, ω

2) +
p/1p/2 − p/2p/1
ω(2ζ − 1)

φt
P (z, ω

2)

]

(2ζ − 1) , (17)

ΦT
P (z, ζ, ω) =

1√
2Nc

[

γ5ǫ/T p/φ
T
P (z, ω

2) + ωγ5ǫ/Tφ
a
P (z, ω

2) + iω
ǫµνρσγµǫTνpρn−σ

p · n−
φv
P (z, ω

2)
]

·
√

ζ(1− ζ) + α , (18)
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with the kinematic parameter α = (r1 − r2)
2/(4η2)− (r1 + r2)/(2η). The DAs φi

P are expanded as

φ0
ππ(z, ω

2) =
3F

‖
ππ(ω2)√
2Nc

z(1− z)

[

1 + a02ρ
3

2
(5t2 − 1)

]

, (19)

φs
ππ(z, ω

2) =
3F⊥

ππ(ω
2)

2
√
2Nc

t
[

1 + as2ρ(10z
2 − 10z + 1)

]

, (20)

φt
ππ(z, ω

2) =
3F⊥

ππ(ω
2)

2
√
2Nc

t2
[

1 + at2ρ
3

2
(5t2 − 1)

]

, (21)

φT
ππ(z, ω

2) =
3F⊥

ππ(ω
2)√

2Nc

z(1− z)

[

1 + aT2ρ
3

2
(5t2 − 1)

]

, (22)

φa
ππ(z, ω

2) =
3F

‖
ππ(ω2)

4
√
2Nc

t[1 + aa2ρ(10z
2 − 10z + 1)] , (23)

φv
ππ(z, ω

2) =
3F

‖
ππ(ω2)

8
√
2Nc

[

1 + t2 + av2ρ(3t
2 − 1)

]

, (24)

φ0
Kπ(z, ω

2) =
3F

‖
Kπ(ω

2)√
2Nc

z(1− z)

[

1 + a
||
1K∗3t+ a

||
2K∗

3

2
(5t2 − 1)

]

, (25)

φs
Kπ(z, ω

2) =
3F⊥

Kπ(ω
2)

2
√
2Nc

t , (26)

φt
Kπ(z, ω

2) =
3F⊥

Kπ(ω
2)

2
√
2Nc

t2 , (27)

φT
Kπ(z, ω

2) =
3F⊥

Kπ(ω
2)√

2Nc

z(1− z)

[

1 + a⊥1K∗3t+ a⊥2K∗

3

2
(5t2 − 1)

]

, (28)

φa
Kπ(z, ω

2) =
3F

‖
Kπ(ω

2)

4
√
2Nc

t , (29)

φv
Kπ(z, ω

2) =
3F

‖
Kπ(ω

2)

8
√
2Nc

(1 + t2) , (30)

φ0
KK(z, ω2) =

3F
‖
KK(ω2)√
2Nc

z(1− z)

[

1 + a02φ
3

2
(5t2 − 1)

]

, (31)

φs
KK(z, ω2) =

3F⊥
KK(ω2)

2
√
2Nc

t , (32)

φt
KK(z, ω2) =

3F⊥
KK(ω2)

2
√
2Nc

t2 , (33)

φT
KK(z, ω2) =

3F⊥
KK(ω2)√
2Nc

z(1− z)

[

1 + aT2φ
3

2
(5t2 − 1)

]

, (34)

φa
KK(z, ω2) =

3F
‖
KK(ω2)

4
√
2Nc

t , (35)

φv
KK(z, ω2) =

3F
‖
KK(ω2)

8
√
2Nc

(1 + t2) , (36)

with the variable t = 1 − 2z and the time-like form factors F ‖,⊥(ω2). The twist-3 Kπ DAs φa,v
Kπ and KK DAs φs,t

KK have

been fixed to the asymptotic forms owing to the limited amount of data. The Gegenbauer coefficients a
0(s,t)
2ρ , a

||
1(2)K∗ and a

0(T )
2φ

were determined in a recent global investigation of three- and four-body B meson decays based on the PQCD formalism [21,

26, 29]. Note that the moments aT,a,v
2ρ in Eqs. (22)-(24) cannot be acquired from present fit, since only the measured transverse

polarization fraction f⊥(B0 → ρ0K∗0) has been reported [51] so far. They are thus set to the values aT2ρ = 0.5 ± 0.5, aa2ρ =
0.4± 0.4 and av2ρ = −0.5± 0.5 deduced in Ref. [50].

According to the Watson theorem [35], elastic rescattering effects in a final-state meson pair can be absorbed into the time-like
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form factors F ‖,⊥(ω2) as mentioned before. We employ the RBW line shape for the form factors

F
‖
Kπ(KK)(ω

2) =
m2

K∗(φ)

m2
K∗(φ) − ω2 − imK∗(φ)ΓK∗(φ)(ω2)

, (37)

associated with the narrow intermediate resonances K∗ and φ, mK∗(φ) and ΓK∗(φ) being the pole mass and width , respectively.

The mass-dependent width is written as

ΓK∗(φ)(ω
2) = ΓK∗(φ)

(mK∗(φ)

ω

)

(

k(ω)

k(mK∗(φ))

)(2LR+1)

, (38)

where k(ω) is the momentum vector of the decay product measured in the resonance rest frame, and k(mK∗(φ)) is the value of

k(ω) at ω = mK∗(φ). Its explicit expression is given by

k(ω) =

√

λ(ω2,m2
h1
,m2

h2
)

2ω
, (39)

with the Källén function λ(a, b, c) = a2 + b2 + c2 − 2(ab + ac+ bc). The orbital angular momenta LR = 0, 1, ... correspond

to the S, P, ... partial-wave resonances in the ππ,Kπ and KK systems.

The contribution from a broad ρ resonance is usually parameterized as the GS model [34] based on the BW function [52]

in the experimental survey of multi-body hadronic B meson decays. Taking into account the ρ-ω interference and excited state

contributions, we have the form factor [49, 53, 54]

F
‖
P (ω

2) =

[

GSρ(ω
2,mρ,Γρ)

1 + cωBWω(ω
2,mω,Γω)

1 + cω
+ΣcjGSj(ω

2,mj ,Γj)

]

(1 + Σcj)
−1 , (40)

where mρ,ω,j (Γρ,ω,j), j = ρ′(1450), ρ′′(1700) and ρ′′′(2254), are the masses (decay widths) of the series of ρ resonances, and

cω,j are the corresponding weights. The function GSρ(s,mρ,Γρ) reads

GSρ(ω
2,mρ,Γρ) =

m2
ρ[1 + d(mρ)Γρ/mρ]

m2
ρ − ω2 + f(ω2,mρ,Γρ)− imρΓ(ω2,mρ,Γρ)

, (41)

with the factors

Γ(s,mρ,Γρ) = Γρ
s

m2
ρ

(

βπ(s)

βπ(m2
ρ)

)3

,

d(m) =
3

π

m2
π

k2(m2)
ln

(

m+ 2k(m2)

2mπ

)

+
m

2πk(m2)
− m2

πm

πk3(m2)
,

f(s,m,Γ) =
Γm2

k3(m2)

[

k2(s)[h(s)− h(m2)] + (m2 − s)k2(m2)h′(m2)
]

,

k(s) =
1

2

√
sβπ(s) , h(s) =

2

π

k(s)√
s

ln

(√
s+ 2k(s)

2mπ

)

, (42)

and βπ(s) =
√

1− 4m2
π/s. For the poorly known form factor F⊥(ω2), we assume the relation F⊥(ω2)/F ‖(ω2) ≈ fT

V /fV , in

which fV and fT
V are the decay constants of the intermediate vector resonance V .

C. P -wave Parametrization

The amplitude of the three-body decay B(pB) → P1(p1)P2(p2)P3(p3) contains the factorizable contribution

GF√
2
〈P1(p1)P2(p2)|Jµ|0〉 〈P3(p3)|Jµ|B(pB)〉 , (43)

with the vector current operators Jµ. The B → P3 vector and scalar transition form factors FBP3
1 (p2) and FBP3

0 (p2), respec-

tively, are defined via the matrix element

〈P3(p3)|Jµ|B(pB)〉 =
[

(pB + p3)
µ −

m2
B −m2

P3

p2
pµ

]

FBP3

1 (p2) +
m2

B −m2
P3

p2
pµFBP3

0 (p2). (44)
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Similarly, the matrix element for the transition from vacuum to the P1P2 meson pair defines the vector (scalar) form factor

FP1P2
1 (p2) (FP1P2

0 (p2)),

〈P1(p1)P2(p2)|Jµ|0〉 =

[

(p1 − p2)µ −
m2

P1
−m2

P2

p2
pµ

]

FP1P2
1 (p2) +

m2
P1

−m2
P2

p2
pµF

P1P2
0 (p2). (45)

See Eq. (36) of Ref. [55].

The above subprocess can be described in an alternative way: the quark pair from a hard decay kernel forms the intermediate

vector meson V , which propagates following the BW factor, and then proceeds with the V → P1P2 transition. We write

〈P1(p1)P2(p2)|Jµ|0〉 =
∑

λ=0,±1

〈

P1(p1)P2(p2)|V, ǫλ
〉 1

m2
V − s− imV Γ(s)

〈

V, ǫλ|Jµ|0
〉

=
gV→P1P2

m2
V − s− imV Γ(s)

∑

λ=0,±1

ǫλ · (p1 − p2)
〈

V, ǫλ|Jµ|0
〉

=
gV→P1P2

m2
V − s− imV Γ(s)

∑

λ=0,±1

ǫλ · (p1 − p2)ǫ
λ
µfV mV , (46)

where s = p2 = (p1 + p2)
2 is the invariant mass squared of the meson pair, ǫλ (mV , fV ) represents the polarization vector

(mass, decay constant) of the resonance V , and the coupling strength gV→P1P2 can be evaluated from Eq. (4.17) in Ref. [56].

The completeness relation for the summation over the polarization states λ

∑

λ=0,±1

ǫλµ(p)ǫ
λ∗
ν (p) = −

(

gµν − pµpν
p2

)

, (47)

demands, according to Eqs. (45) and (46),

gV→P1P2

m2
V − s− imV Γ(s)

· fV mV = NPF
P1P2
1 (p2). (48)

The coefficient NP has been introduced to remedy the possible theoretical mismatch between the meson form factors and the

properties of the intermediate P -wave resonance. One can roughly estimate the values of NP for the ππ,Kπ and KK meson

pairs based on Eqs. (37), (40) and (48),

Nππ ≈ 1.00, NKπ ≈ 1.40, NKK ≈ 1.20. (49)

The above three coefficients will be handled as free parameters, determined in our global fit, and then compared with Eq. (49)

in the next section.

III. NUMERICAL ANALYSIS

A. Global Fit

To leviate the precision of the two-meson DAs, we update the fitted Gegenbauer moments by including the additional four-

body decays B → ρK∗ → (ππ)(Kπ), B → K∗K∗ → (Kπ)(Kπ) and B → φK∗ → (KK)(Kπ) in the global study. The

moments a⊥1K∗ and a⊥2K∗ of the transverse Kπ DA in Eq. (28) will be derived for the first time. We specify the inputted masses

and widths (in units of GeV) [36] in the numerical analysis,

mB = 5.280, mBs
= 5.367, mb = 4.8, mK± = 0.494,

mK0 = 0.498, mπ± = 0.140, mπ0 = 0.135, Γρ = 0.1496

ΓK∗ = 0.0473, Γφ = 0.00425. (50)

The decay constants (in units of GeV) and the B meson lifetimes (in units of ps) take the values [48, 53]

fB = 0.21, fBs
= 0.24, fρ = 0.216, fT

ρ = 0.184,

fφ(1020) = 0.215, fT
φ(1020) = 0.186, fK∗ = 0.217, fT

K∗ = 0.185,

τB0 = 1.519, τB± = 1.638, τBs
= 1.512. (51)
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The Wolfenstein parameters in the CKM matrix are set to A = 0.836 ± 0.015, λ = 0.22453± 0.00044, ρ̄ = 0.122+0.018
−0.017 and

η̄ = 0.355+0.012
−0.011 [36] .

The amplitudes M for the considered B meson decays can be expanded in terms of the Gegenbauer moments with the two

meson DAs in Eqs. (19)-(36). Taking the B → K∗φ → (Kπ)(KK), B → ρK∗ → (ππ)(Kπ) and B → K∗K∗ → (Kπ)(Kπ)
decays as examples, we decompose the longitudinal squared amplitudes |ML

K∗φ|2, |ML
ρK∗ |2 and |ML

K∗K∗ |2 into the linear

combinations of the Gegenbauer moments and their products,

|ML
K∗φ|2 = ML

0K∗φ + a02φM
L
1K∗φ + a

||
1K∗M

L
2K∗φ + a

||
2K∗M

L
3K∗φ + (a02φ)

2ML
4K∗φ

+ (a
||
1K∗)

2ML
5K∗φ + (a

||
2K∗)

2ML
6K∗φ + (a02φa

||
1K∗)M

L
7K∗φ + (a02φa

||
2K∗)M

L
8K∗φ

+ (a
||
1K∗a

||
2K∗)M

L
9K∗φ + (a02φ)

2a
||
1K∗M

L
10K∗φ + (a02φ)

2a
||
2K∗M

L
11K∗φ

+ a02φ(a
||
1K∗)

2ML
12K∗φ + a02φ(a

||
2K∗)

2ML
13K∗φ + (a02φa

||
1K∗a

||
2K∗)M

L
14K∗φ

+ (a02φa
||
1K∗)

2ML
15K∗φ + (a02φa

||
2K∗)

2ML
16K∗φ + (a02φ)

2a
||
1K∗a

||
2K∗M

L
17K∗φ, (52)

|ML
K∗K∗ |2 = ML

0K∗K∗ + a
||
1K∗M

L
1K∗K∗ + a

||
2K∗M

L
2K∗K∗ + (a

||
1K∗)

2ML
3K∗K∗ + (a

||
2K∗)

2ML
4K∗K∗

+ (a
||
1K∗a

||
2K∗)M

L
5K∗K∗ + (a

||
1K∗)

3ML
6K∗K∗ + (a

||
2K∗)

3ML
7K∗K∗ + (a

||
1K∗)(a

||
2K∗)

2ML
8K∗K∗

+ (a
||
1K∗)

2(a
||
2K∗)M

L
9K∗K∗ + (a

||
1K∗)

4ML
10K∗K∗ + (a

||
1K∗)

3(a
||
2K∗)M

L
11K∗K∗

+ (a
||
1K∗)

2(a
||
2K∗)

2ML
12K∗K∗ + (a

||
1K∗)(a

||
2K∗)

3ML
13K∗K∗ + (a

||
2K∗)

4ML
14K∗K∗ , (53)

|ML
ρK∗ |2 = ML

0ρK∗ + a02ρM
L
1ρK∗ + as2ρM

L
2ρK∗ + at2ρM

L
3ρK∗ + a

||
1K∗M

L
4ρK∗ + a

||
2K∗M

L
5ρK∗

+ (a02ρ)
2ML

6ρK∗ + (as2ρ)
2ML

7ρK∗ + (at2ρ)
2ML

8ρK∗ + (a
||
1K∗)

2ML
9ρK∗ + (a

||
2K∗)

2ML
10ρK∗

+ (a02ρa
s
2ρ)M

L
11ρK∗ + (a02ρa

t
2ρ)M

L
12ρK∗ + (a02ρa

||
1K∗)M

L
13ρK∗ + (a02ρa

||
2K∗)M

L
14ρK∗

+ (as2ρa
t
2ρ)M

L
15ρK∗ + (as2ρa

||
1K∗)M

L
16ρK∗ + (as2ρa

||
2K∗)M

L
17ρK∗ + (at2ρa

||
1K∗)M

L
18ρK∗

+ (at2ρa
||
2K∗)M

L
19ρK∗ + (a

||
1K∗a

||
2K∗)M

L
20ρK∗ + (a02ρ)

2(a
||
1K∗)M

L
21ρK∗ + (a02ρ)

2(a
||
2K∗)M

L
22ρK∗

+ (a02ρa
s
2ρa

||
1K∗)M

L
23ρK∗ + (a02ρa

s
2ρa

||
2K∗)M

L
24ρK∗ + (a02ρa

t
2ρa

||
1K∗)M

L
25ρK∗ + (a02ρa

t
2ρa

||
2K∗)M

L
26ρK∗

+ (as2ρ)
2(a

||
1K∗)M

L
27ρK∗ + (as2ρ)

2(a
||
2K∗)M

L
28ρK∗ + (as2ρa

t
2ρa

||
1K∗)M

L
29ρK∗ + (as2ρa

t
2ρa

||
2K∗)M

L
30ρK∗

+ (at2ρ)
2(a

||
1K∗)M

L
31ρK∗ + (at2ρ)

2(a
||
2K∗)M

L
32ρK∗ + (a02ρ)(a

||
1K∗)

2ML
33ρK∗ + (a02ρa

||
1K∗a

||
2K∗)M

L
34ρK∗

+ (as2ρ)(a
||
1K∗)

2ML
35ρK∗ + (as2ρa

||
1K∗a

||
2K∗)M

L
36ρK∗ + (at2ρ)(a

||
1K∗)

2ML
37ρK∗ + (at2ρa

||
1K∗a

||
2K∗)M

L
38ρK∗

+ (a02ρ)(a
||
2K∗)

2ML
39ρK∗ + (as2ρ)(a

||
2K∗)

2ML
40ρK∗ + (at2ρ)(a

||
2K∗)

2ML
41ρK∗ + (a02ρ)

2(a
||
1K∗)

2ML
42ρK∗

+ (a02ρ)
2(a

||
2K∗)

2ML
43ρK∗ + (as2ρ)

2(a
||
1K∗)

2ML
44ρK∗ + (as2ρ)

2(a
||
2K∗)

2ML
45ρK∗ + (at2ρ)

2(a
||
1K∗)

2ML
46ρK∗

+ (at2ρ)
2(a

||
2K∗)

2ML
47ρK∗ + (a02ρ)

2(a
||
1K∗a

||
2K∗)M

L
48ρK∗ + (a02ρa

s
2ρa

||
1K∗a

||
2K∗)M

L
49ρK∗

+ (a02ρa
s
2ρ)(a

||
1K∗)

2ML
50ρK∗ + (a02ρa

t
2ρ)(a

||
1K∗)

2ML
51ρK∗ + (a02ρa

t
2ρa

||
1K∗a

||
2K∗)M

L
52ρK∗

+ (a02ρa
s
2ρ)(a

||
2K∗)

2ML
53ρK∗ + (a02ρa

t
2ρ)(a

||
2K∗)

2ML
54ρK∗ + (as2ρ)

2(a
||
1K∗a

||
2K∗)M

L
55ρK∗

+ (as2ρa
t
2ρ)(a

||
1K∗)

2ML
56ρK∗ + (as2ρa

t
2ρa

||
1K∗a

||
2K∗)M

L
57ρK∗ + (as2ρa

t
2ρ)(a

||
2K∗)

2ML
58ρK∗

+ (at2ρ)
2(a

||
1K∗a

||
2K∗)M

L
59ρK∗ . (54)

The transverse squared amplitudes |MN(T )
K∗φ |2 and |MN(T )

K∗K∗ |2 are inferred from the above expressions through the transforma-

tions

a02φ → aT2φ, a
||
1K∗ → a⊥1K∗ , a

||
2K∗ → a⊥2K∗ , ML

iK∗φ → M
N(T )
iK∗φ , ML

iK∗K∗ → M
N(T )
iK∗K∗ . (55)

We then compute the coefficients M , which contain only the Gegenbauer polynomials, to establish the database for the global

fit. The formulas of the squared amplitudes for the B → V P3 → P1P2P3 and B → ρρ → (ππ)(ππ), B → φφ → (KK)(KK)
decays can be found in Refs. [21, 26, 29].

Repeating the procedure in Ref. [22], we determine the Gegenbauer moments in the two-meson DAs by fitting Eqs. (52)−(54)

with the Gegenbauer-moment-independent database to the measured branching ratios and polarization fractions of three- and
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four-body B meson decays. The standard nonlinear least-χ2 (lsq) method [57] is employed, in which the χ2 function is defined

for n pieces of experimental data vi ± δvi with the errors δvi and the corresponding fitted values vthi as

χ2 =
n
∑

i=1

(vi − vthi
δvi

)2

. (56)

The inclusion of more data in the fit decreases statistical uncertainties. The measurements with significance lower than 3σ,

which do not impose stringent constraints, need not be taken into account. The data of those modes, which are greatly impacted

by subleading contributions according to the existent PQCD calculations [58, 59], such as B0 → π0ρ0 → π0(π+π−) and

B0 → ρ0ρ0 → (π+π−)(π+π−), are also excluded, even though they may have higher precision.

B. Gegenbauer Moments of Two-meson DAs

The Gegenbauer moments of the twist-2 and twist-3 DAs for the ππ,Kπ and KK pairs from a joint fit with χ2 = 1.6
are presented in Table I, whose errors mainly arise from experimental uncertainties. The fitted Nππ = 1.05 ± 0.04, NKπ =
1.48± 0.03 and NKK = 1.22± 0.03 are basically consistent with the expected values in Eq. (49). The latter two confirm that

the discrepancy for the P -wave parametrization is remarkable for the Kπ and KK pairs. The longitudinal ππ DAs are from

the fit to the eight pieces of B → P (ρ →)ππ data and the six pieces of B → ρρ, ρK∗ data marked by “†” in Tables II-III. As

mentioned before, it is not practical to fit the parameters aT,v,a
2ρ in the transverse ππ DAs because of the limited experimental

inputs, which have been set to the values extracted in Ref. [50]. It is seen that our Gegenbauer moments deviate from the

ones of the ρ(770) meson DAs in QCD sum rules [60]; the ρ-ω mixing effect and the contributions from higher ρ resonances

with finite widths have been included in the ππ DAs via Eq. (40), so they need not be the same as the ρ(770) meson DAs.

The added B+ → ρ0K∗+ and B+ → ρ+K∗0 data constrain effectively the corresponding Gegenbauer moments, leading to

a02ρ = 0.39± 0.11, as2ρ = −0.34± 0.26 and at2ρ = −0.13± 0.04, which are distinct from those in Ref. [29].

The moments a
||
1K∗ and a

||
2K∗ for the twist-2 Kπ DA φ0

Kπ, and a⊥1K∗ and a⊥2K∗ for the twist-2 DA φT
Kπ are governed by

the six pieces of B(s) → P (K∗ →)Kπ data and the twelve pieces of B(s) → K∗ρ,K∗K∗,K∗φ data. We highlight that

a⊥1K∗ = 0.61 ± 0.21 and a⊥2K∗ = 0.45 ± 0.06 in the transverse component φT
Kπ are attained in the global analysis for the

first time, which are controled by the B0
s → K∗0K̄∗0, B+ → K∗+φ and B0 → K∗0φ data. The fitted B0

s → K±(K∗∓ →
)Kπ and B0

s →
( )

K0(
( )

K∗0 →)Kπ branching ratios deviate from the central values of the data, in contrast with the other

channels considered in the fit. This is not unexpected because of the involved large experimental errors, which do not give tight

constraints actually. As a test, we remove these two modes, and collect the new outcomes in Table IV. The central values of

the Gegenbauer moments change little relative to those in Table I, indicating that the measured B0
s → K±(K∗∓ →)Kπ and

B0
s →

( )

K 0(
( )

K∗0 →)Kπ branching ratios indeed have minor impacts on the fit. Similarly, the obtained Gegenbauer moments for

the Kπ DAs vary away from those of the K∗ meson DAs in QCD sum rules [60]. We point out that a
||
2K∗ = 1.13± 0.32 in the

previous fit [21], being greater than unity, is in fact not favored in view of the convergence of the Gegenbauer expansion. The

refined result a02K∗ = −0.75± 0.08 in the present work is much smaller for two factors at least: the inclusions of the parameter

NKπ and of the data from the B(s) → K∗ρ,K∗K∗,K∗φ decays, among which the latter two dominated by the B(s) → K∗

transition can impose severe constraints on the Kπ DAs.

The outcomes for a02φ and aT2φ in the longitudinal and transverse twist-2 KK DAs φ0
KK and φT

KK , respectively, are controled

by the two pieces of B → K(φ →)KK data and the nine pieces of B(s) → φK∗, φφ data. Analogous to the ππ and Kπ pairs,

the above Gegenbauer moments differ from those of the φ meson DAs in QCD sum rules [60], and from a02φ = 0.40± 0.06 and

aT2φ = 1.48 ± 0.07 in Ref. [26]. It is evident that the convergence of the Gegenbauer expansion for the Kπ and KK DAs has

been made more reliable by adding the extra parameters NKπ and NKK .

TABLE I: Fitted Gegenbauer moments for the twist-2 and twist-3 two-meson DAs.

a0
2ρ as

2ρ at
2ρ

fit 0.16± 0.10 −0.11± 0.14 −0.21 ± 0.04

a
||
1K∗ a

||
2K∗ a⊥

1K∗ a⊥
2K∗

fit 0.45± 0.11 −0.75± 0.08 0.61 ± 0.21 0.45± 0.06

a0
2φ aT

2φ Nππ NKπ NKK

fit −0.54± 0.14 0.77 ± 0.04 1.05 ± 0.04 1.48± 0.03 1.22 ± 0.03



10

TABLE II: CP averaged branching ratios (in units of 10−6) of the three-body decays B → P3(V → P1P2) in the PQCD approach. The

data for comparison are quoted from [36]. Those data marked by “†” are included in the fit. The theoretical uncertainties are attributed to the

variations of the shape parameter ωB(s)
in the B(s) meson DA, of the Gegenbauer moments in the two-meson DAs and of the hard scale t,

which are then added in quadrature.

Channels Results Data

B+ → K+(ρ0 →)ππ 2.90+1.51
−0.84 3.7± 0.5 †

B+ → K0(ρ+ →)ππ 6.77+3.67
−2.30 7.3+1.0

−1.2
†

B0 → K+(ρ− →)ππ 8.31+4.35
−2.93 7.0± 0.9 †

B0 → K0(ρ0 →)ππ 3.53+1.15
−0.92 3.4± 1.1 †

B0
s → K−(ρ+ →)ππ 16.9+4.9

−6.4 · · ·

B0
s → K̄0(ρ0 →)ππ 0.18+0.03

−0.03 · · ·

B+ → π+(ρ0 →)ππ 7.05+1.87
−1.42 8.3± 1.2 †

B+ → π0(ρ+ →)ππ 10.07+4.23
−2.84 10.6+1.2

−1.3
†

B0 → π0(ρ0 →)ππ 0.04+0.02
−0.01 2.0± 0.5

B0 → π±(ρ∓ →)ππ 30.49+9.33
−6.55 23.0 ± 2.3 †

B0
s → π+(ρ− →)ππ 0.17+0.06

−0.04 · · ·

B0
s → π−(ρ+ →)ππ 0.12+0.02

−0.02 · · ·

B0
s → π0(ρ0 →)ππ 0.16+0.05

−0.03 · · ·

B+ → K+(K̄∗0 →)Kπ 0.59+0.23
−0.15 0.59 ± 0.08 †

B+ → K̄0(K∗+ →)Kπ 0.21+0.09
−0.06 · · ·

B0 → K±(K∗∓ →)Kπ 0.51+0.15
−0.11 < 0.4

B0 →
( )

K 0(
( )

K∗0 →)Kπ 0.60+0.21
−0.15 < 0.96

B0
s → K±(K∗∓ →)Kπ 9.35+2.89

−2.01 19± 5 †

B0
s →

( )

K 0(
( )

K∗0 →)Kπ 9.31+3.14
−2.11 20± 6 †

B+ → π+(K∗0 →)Kπ 8.89+3.52
−2.54 10.1 ± 0.8 †

B+ → π0(K∗+ →)Kπ 5.84+2.12
−1.53 6.8± 0.9 †

B0 → π−(K∗+ →)Kπ 7.40+2.73
−1.92 7.5± 0.4 †

B0 → π0(K∗0 →)Kπ 2.80+1.09
−0.74 3.3± 0.6 †

B0
s → π+(K∗− →)Kπ 3.63+1.69

−1.27 2.9± 1.1

B0
s → π0(K̄∗0 →)Kπ 0.11+0.03

−0.02 · · ·

B+ → K+(φ →)KK 9.45+4.66
−3.27 8.8+0.7

−0.6
†

B0 → K0(φ →)KK 8.63+4.25
−3.06 7.3± 0.7 †

B0
s → K̄0(φ →)KK 0.043+0.015

−0.014 · · ·

B+ → π+(φ →)KK 0.011+0.005
−0.004 0.032 ± 0.015

B0 → π0(φ →)KK 0.005+0.002
−0.002 < 0.015

B0
s → π0(φ →)KK 0.11+0.04

−0.03 · · ·

C. Branching Ratios of Three-body B Meson Decays

With the fitted Gegenbauer moments in Table I, we compute the CP averaged branching ratios of all the considered three-

body B meson decays in the LO PQCD formalism, and summarize the predictions in Table II. The listed theoretical uncertainties

are assessed from three sources; the first one is associated with the shape parameter ωB = 0.40 GeV or ωBs
= 0.48 GeV with

10% variation; the second one originates from the Gegenbauer moments in the two-meson DAs; the last uncertainty is caused

by tuning the hard scale t from 0.75t to 1.25t to characterize next-to-leading-order (NLO) QCD corrections. The individual

uncertainties are then added in quadrature to get the total errors of the LO PQCD predictions in Table II. The errors due to the

CKM matrix elements are tiny and can be safely ignored. The aforementioned three uncertainties are comparable in magnitude,

and their combined effects could exceed 50%, implying that the nonperturbative parameters in the DAs of the initial and final

states need to be known more precisely, and higher-order corrections to multi-body B meson decays are critical.

Most of the included B → P (ρ →)ππ data in Table II, in particular those with higher precision, are well reproduced. The

central value of the fitted B0 → π±(ρ∓ →)ππ branching ratio around 30× 10−6 is a bit higher than the data. As illustrated in

Ref. [59], NLO corrections can reduce the LO B0 → π±(ρ∓ →)ππ branching ratio by about 40%. The disparity between the

PQCD predictions and the data for three-body B meson decays can be diminished effectively by NLO contributions in principle,
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TABLE III: CP averaged branching ratios B (in units of 10−6) and polarization fractions (in units of %) of the four-body decays B →
V1V2 → (P1P2)(P3P4) in the PQCD approach, where the final states (P1P2)(P3P4) are not written for simplicity. The data for comparison

are quoted from [36]. Those data marked by “†” are included in the fit. The sources of theoretical errors are same as in Table II.

Channels

Results Data

B(10−6) f0(%) f⊥(%) B(10−6) f0(%) f⊥(%)

B+ → ρ+ρ0 12.7+4.5
−3.3 97.7+0.8

−0.9 1.3+0.5
−0.4 24± 1.9 95.0 ± 1.6 · · ·

B0 → ρ+ρ− 27.0+10.7
−7.5 92.2+3.6

−4.3 4.5+2.3
−1.9 27.7 ± 1.9 † 99.0+2.1

−1.9
† · · ·

B0 → ρ0ρ0 0.35+0.12
−0.07 37.9+9.4

−3.2 33.9+2.6
−5.7 0.96± 0.15 71+8

−9 · · ·

B0
s → ρ+ρ− 1.35+0.84

−0.43 99.4+0.6
−0.7 0.3+0.1

−0.2 · · · · · · · · ·

B0
s → ρ0ρ0 0.68+0.42

−0.22 99.4+0.6
−0.7 0.3+0.1

−0.2 < 320 · · · · · ·

B+ → ρ0K∗+ 6.92+2.06
−3.21 57.8+15.1

−12.8 16.9+6.2
−6.9 4.6± 1.1 † 78± 12 † · · ·

B+ → ρ+K∗0 11.1+5.81
−3.82 48.7+17.5

−13.4 25.7+7.6
−8.5 9.2± 1.5 † 48± 8 † · · ·

B0 → ρ−K∗+ 9.91+4.84
−3.29 48.0+16.5

−12.9 26.2+6.3
−8.0 10.3 ± 2.6 38± 13 · · ·

B0 → ρ0K∗0 4.35+2.40
−1.59 33.2+10.9

−9.9 41.2+4.6
−7.8 3.9± 1.3 17.3 ± 2.6 40± 4

B0
s → ρ0K̄∗0 0.35+0.11

−0.06 59.4+9.4
−9.6 21.5+4.9

−4.8 < 767 · · · · · ·

B0
s → ρ+K∗− 12.1+4.4

−3.9 89.4+1.5
−2.3 5.3+1.2

−0.9 · · · · · · · · ·

B+ → ρ+φ 0.025+0.013
−0.009 87.4+4.9

−7.2 5.8+2.9
−1.9 < 3.0 · · · · · ·

B0 → ρ0φ 0.012+0.006
−0.004 87.4+4.9

−7.2 5.8+2.9
−1.9 < 0.33 · · · · · ·

B0
s → ρ0φ 0.20+0.09

−0.06 82.9+2.7
−1.9 8.9+1.1

−1.4 0.27± 0.08 · · · · · ·

B0 → φφ 0.015+0.004
−0.003 98.6+0.7

−2.0 0.01+0.01
−0.00 < 0.027 · · · · · ·

B0
s → φφ 16.6+6.6

−4.8 38.7+10.6
−10.3 30.9+5.1

−5.5 18.5 ± 1.4 † 37.9 ± 0.8 † 31.0± 0.6 †

B+ → φK∗+ 11.5+4.4
−3.9 54.6+4.6

−9.1 23.1+4.5
−2.2 10± 2 † 55.0 ± 5.0 † 20.0± 5.0 †

B0 → φK∗0 10.4+4.6
−3.5 51.9+6.3

−8.7 24.5+4.2
−3.1 10.00 ± 0.50 † 49.7 ± 1.7 † 22.4± 1.5 †

B0
s → φK̄∗0 0.29+0.17

−0.10 62.3+11.9
−13.2 25.2+8.8

−8.2 1.14± 0.30 51± 17 · · ·

B+ → K∗+K̄∗0 0.71+0.34
−0.16 83.5+5.0

−3.8 8.5+1.5
−3.3 0.91± 0.29 82+15

−21 · · ·

B0 → K∗+K∗− 1.24+0.38
−0.32 ∼ 100 ∼ 0 < 2.0 · · · · · ·

B0 → K∗0K̄∗0 0.60+0.22
−0.14 81.1+3.2

−5.2 9.6+2.7
−1.7 0.83± 0.24 † 74± 5 † · · ·

B0
s → K∗+K∗− 13.7+5.4

−3.7 32.3+10.5
−10.6 33.9+5.3

−5.2 · · · · · · · · ·

B0
s → K∗0K̄∗0 13.2+5.2

−3.7 28.2+8.8
−9.5 35.7+4.7

−4.2 11.1 ± 2.7 † 24± 4 † 38± 12 †

TABLE IV: Fitted Gegenbauer moments for the twist-2 and twist-3 two-meson DAs without the B0
s → K±(K∗∓ →)Kπ and B0

s →
( )

K 0(
( )

K∗0 →)Kπ decays.

a0
2ρ as

2ρ at
2ρ

fit 0.18± 0.10 −0.11± 0.14 −0.21 ± 0.04

a
||
1K∗ a

||
2K∗ a⊥

1K∗ a⊥
2K∗

fit 0.43± 0.11 −0.76± 0.08 0.63 ± 0.21 0.44± 0.06

a0
2φ aT

2φ Nππ NKπ NKK

fit −0.57± 0.14 0.76 ± 0.04 1.05 ± 0.04 1.47± 0.03 1.22 ± 0.03

whose complete analysis in the PQCD formalism, however, goes beyond the scope of this work. The observables excluded in

the fit are predicted at the LO accuracy, and compared with the data in Table II. The predicted branching ratio of the color-

suppressed mode B0 → π0(ρ0 →)ππ, which suffers substantial subleading contributions, is still below the data, similar to what

was obtained in the earlier publication on two-body decays [59].

Generally speaking, the distinction between the updated and previous results [21] is more notable for the Bs → P (K∗ →)Kπ
branching ratios than for the B → P (K∗ →)Kπ ones. Taking the B0

s → π+(K∗− →)Kπ and B0 → π−(K∗+ →)Kπ decays

as examples, we find that the prediction B(B0
s → π+(K∗− →)Kπ) = (3.63+1.69

−1.27)× 10−6 is smaller than (12.13+4.94
−3.85)× 10−6

in [21] by a factor of ∼ 4, and becomes closer to the data (2.9 ± 1.1) × 10−6. For the B0 → π−(K∗+ →)Kπ decay, our

branching ratio reveals no deviation from that in [21]. The above observations are understood easily; the former involves the

Bs → (K∗ →)Kπ transition form factor, which is more sensitive to the variation of the Gegenbauer moments in the Kπ DAs.
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FIG. 1: Dependencies of B(B0
s → K±(K∗∓ →)Kπ) on the Gegenbauer moments as

1K∗ and at
1K∗ .

As stated before, the predicted branching ratios B(B0
s → K±(K∗∓ →)Kπ) and B(B0

s →
( )

K0(
( )

K∗0 →)Kπ) are somewhat

lower than the data, but consistent with the previous evaluations based on two-body decays [61]. The authors of Ref. [61] have

noticed that the B0
s → K±K∗∓ and B0

s →
( )

K0
( )

K∗0 branching ratios can be enhanced significantly by NLO corrections, which

reach ∼ 40% in magnitude of the LO contributions. We have stuck to the asymptotic forms of the twist-3 Kπ DAs φs
Kπ and

φt
Kπ owing to the finite amount of data in the current study. Here we explore the influence on the above branching ratios from

the subleading Gegenbauer moments in φs
Kπ and φt

Kπ, given by

φs
Kπ(z, ω

2) =
3F⊥

Kπ(ω
2)

2
√
2Nc

[t(1 + as1K∗t)− as1K∗2z(1− z)] , (57)

φt
Kπ(z, ω

2) =
3F⊥

Kπ(ω
2)

2
√
2Nc

t[t+ at1K∗(3t2 − 1)] . (58)

The dependencies of B(B0
s → K±(K∗∓ →)Kπ) on the Gegenbauer moments as1K∗ and at1K∗ are plotted in Fig. 1, which

imply the sensitivity to as1K∗ and at1K∗ clearly. It suggests that more precise data of B(B0
s → K±(K∗∓ →)Kπ) and B(B0

s →
( )

K0(
( )

K∗0 →)Kπ) can yield better grasp of the twist-3 Kπ DAs.

With a single Gegenbauer moment a02φ in the twist-2 KK DA φ0
KK , the two pieces of B → K(φ →)KK data included in

the fit are well reproduced as indicated in Table II. The predicted B+ → π+(φ →)KK branching ratio shows minor deviation

from, but still agrees with the data within uncertainties.

TABLE V: PQCD predictions for the B(s) → P1P2 transition form factors F⊥(m2
R, 0) with R = ρ,K∗, φ, whose sources of theoretical

errors are same as in Table II. The results from light-cone sum rules [62–68] are listed for comparison.

Decay modes This work LCSR [62] LCSR [63] LCSR [64] LCSR [65] LCSR [66] LCSR [67] LCSR [68]

B → ππ 39+9
−10 29± 15 34± 11 35± 3 43± 12 34± 4 · · · · · ·

B → Kπ 113+17
−16 79± 26 93± 26 81± 10 · · · 98± 11 86± 43 62± 36

Bs → Kπ 62+14
−10 · · · · · · 72± 7 · · · 75± 9 · · · · · ·

Bs → KK 905+128
−132 · · · · · · 1080 ± 92 · · · 1121 ± 136 · · · · · ·

D. B → P1P2 Transition Form Factors

We compute the B(s) → P1P2 transition form factors, which constitute an essential ingredient in the formulation of the

semileptonic decays B(s) → P1P2l
+l−, using the fitted Gegenbauer moments. The exercise is motivated by the universality
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of the two-meson DAs in the PQCD factorization. There are three (seven) form factors involved in the (S-wave) P -wave

B(s) → P1P2 transition, whose definitions can be found in Refs. [65, 68]. For simplicity, we focus only on the form factor

F⊥(ω2, Q2) defined via the vector current q̄γµb, q = u, d, s, with the invariant mass ω of an intermediate resonance R and the

momentum transfer Q,

i〈P1(p1)P2(p2)|q̄γµb|B(pB)〉 = F⊥(ω
2, Q2)kµ⊥, (59)

where the vector kµ⊥ has been specified in Ref. [68]. The PQCD factorization formula for F⊥(ω2, Q2) is referred to Eq. (A.59)

in Ref. [23]. The predictions for F⊥(m2
R, 0) with R = ρ,K∗, φ at maximal recoil are presented in Table. V, and compared with

those from light-cone sum rules (LCSR) in the narrow-width limit. The consistency between the two approaches is satisfactory

within theoretical uncertainties, hinting that the PQCD formalism and the predictions from it are reasonable. A complete and

systematic PQCD investigation of all the B(s) → P1P2 form factors, including their ω2 and Q2 dependencies, will be postponed

to a future work.

The B,Bs → Kπ transition form factors F⊥(m2
K∗ , 0) have been calculated in the PQCD approach [23]. We find that

the updated F⊥(m2
K∗ , 0) = 113 for B0 → Kπ is larger than the previous one 88, while the updated F⊥(m2

K∗ , 0) = 62 is

very close to the previous one 64 for B0
s → Kπ. It is easy to see that the destruction between the contributions from the

Gegenbauer polynomials C
3/2
1 (t) and C

3/2
2 (t) in the transverse twist-2 Kπ DA ΦT

Kπ weakens the dependence of F⊥(m2
K∗ , 0)

on the moments a⊥1K∗ and a⊥2K∗ in the latter case. For the B0 → Kπ transition, the value of a⊥1K∗ , related to SU(3) symmetry

breaking effects, flips sign, since the momentum fraction is associated with the s̄ quark in the K̄∗0 meson. The contributions

from the aforementioned C
3/2
1 (t) and C

3/2
2 (t) then become constructive, and the associated F⊥(m2

K∗ , 0) is more sensitive to

the Gegenbauer moments.

E. Branching Ratios and Polarization Fractions of B → V1V2 Decays

Most of the predicted branching ratios of the four-body decays B → V1V2 → (P1P2)(P3P4) match the data within sizable

theoretical errors as evinced in Table III. Our predictions B(B+ → ρ0ρ+) = (12.7+4.5
−3.3) × 10−6 and B(B0 → ρ0ρ0) =

(0.35+0.12
−0.07) × 10−6 are slightly below those from other theoretical approaches [69–71] and the data [36], but close to the

earlier PQCD results from the two-body-decay framework [72]. It has been observed that strong cancellations occurs to the

nonfactorizable contributions in the color-suppressed mode B0 → ρ0ρ0 at LO, and its branching ratio turns out to be as tiny as

B(B0 → ρ0ρ0) = (0.35+0.10
−0.06) × 10−6. Then the relation of B(B0 → ρ+ρ−) ≈ 2B(B+ → ρ+ρ0) always holds in the PQCD

analysis, because of the small B(B0 → ρ0ρ0) ∼ 10−7 in the isospin triangle. On the experimental side, nevertheless, the two

rates are roughly equal to each other within errors, leading to a puzzle that has persisted for a long time.

It is naively expected that the longitudinal components dominate the charmless B → V1V2 decays based on the counting rules

for the polarization fractions [73],

f0 ∼ 1−O(m2
V /m

2
B), f‖ ∼ f⊥ ∼ O(m2

V /m
2
B), (60)

with a vector meson mass mV . The penguin-dominated modes, such as B → K∗ρ, B → K∗φ and B0
s → φφ with the observed

longitudinal polarization fractions being around 50% [51, 74–78], do not respect the above counting rules. To interpret the large

transverse polarizations, a number of resolutions within or beyond the SM have been proposed [79–102]. In the PQCD approach,

the sizable transverse contributions are accommodated by means of the hard emission diagrams and the chirally enhanced

annihilation diagrams, especially the (S − P )(S + P ) penguin annihilation from the QCD penguin operator O6 [81, 87].

The longitudinal polarization fraction for the color-suppressed B0 → ρ0ρ0 decay is predicted to be f0 = (37.9+9.4
−3.2)%, which

is much lower than the data (71+8
−9)% [36]. It has been found that the longitudinal polarization contributions from the hard

emission diagrams largely cancel each other in this type of decays. The minor penguin annihilation contributions then play

a role in enhancing the transverse components, such that the transverse polarization fraction f⊥ becomes comparable with the

longitudinal one. We point out that NLO corrections to f0(B
0 → ρ0ρ0) can shrink the gap between the PQCD prediction and the

data [103], which will be addressed in future studies. It is worth mentioning that the predicted longitudinal polarization fraction

of the pure-penguin decay f0(B
0
s → K∗0K̄∗0) = (28.2+8.8

−9.5)%, far below our previous result [23], is now in good agreement

with the measured one f0(B
0
s → K∗0K̄∗0)exp = (24± 4)% [36]. The improved consistency is mainly attributed to the updated

Gegenbauer moments a
||(⊥)
1K∗ and a

||(⊥)
2K∗ . To be specific, we display f0(B

0
s → K∗0K̄∗0) as a function of the above moments in

Fig. 2, which decreases quickly as a
||
2K∗ turns negative and as the other three increase. It is then not hard to realize the drop of

f0(B
0
s → K∗0K̄∗0) by comparing a

‖
1K∗ = a⊥1K∗ = 0.31± 0.16 and a

‖
2K∗ = a⊥2K∗ = 1.188± 0.099 employed in [23] with the

corresponding ones in Table I.

It is well known that flavor-changing neutral-current transitions are very sensitive to new physics (NP) contributions. Though

the polarization anomaly associated with the B0
s → K∗0K̄∗0 decay is resolved here, we cannot rule out the possibility of NP
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FIG. 2: Longitudinal polarization fraction f0 in the B0
s → K∗0K̄∗0 decay as a function of the Gegenbauer moments a

||(⊥)
1K∗ and a

||(⊥)
2K∗ . The

blue dashed line corresponds to the central value of the data [36] with the shaded band representing the experimental errors.

effects. A new observable LK∗0K̄∗0 in terms of two U -spin related decays B0
s → K∗0K̄∗0 and B0 → K∗0K̄∗0 has been

constructed to maximize the sensitivity to NP by reducing hadronic uncertainties [32],

LK∗0K̄∗0 =
B(B0

s → K∗0K̄∗0)g(B0 → K∗0K̄∗0)fL(B0
s → K∗0K̄∗0)

B(B0 → K∗0K̄∗0)g(B0
s → K∗0K̄∗0)fL(B0 → K∗0K̄∗0)

,

with the phase space factors

g(B(s) → K∗0K̄∗0) =
τB(s)

16πM2
B(s)

√

M2
B(s)

− 4M2
K∗0. (61)

Adopting the latest inputs from the PDG [36], one derives the experimental measurement [32]

Lexp
K∗0K̄∗0 = 4.43± 0.92, (62)

smaller than the QCDF [32] and PQCD [104] predictions

LK∗0K̄∗0 =

{

19.5+9.3
−6.8 (QCDF),

12.7+5.6
−3.2 (PQCD).

(63)

The difference between Eqs. (62) and (63), being regarded as a NP signal [32], motivated the authors of Ref. [104] to consider a

family non-universal Z ′ boson in the b → sqq̄ transition. We update the ratio LK∗0K̄∗0 based on Table III,

LPQCD

K∗0K̄∗0 = 7.7+4.9
−3.8, (64)

which turns closer to Eq. (62). Namely, the deviation of our prediction from the data can be alleviated by improving the precision

of nonperturbative parameters. We encourage experimentalists to conduct direct measurements on LK∗0K̄∗0 to uncover potential

NP signals.

F. Direct CP Asymmetries of Multi-body B Decays

The direct CP asymmetries from the integration over the phase space of the considered three-body B meson decays are listed

in Table VI. Those modes induced only by penguin operators are expected to have vanishing CP asymmetries in the LO PQCD

framework and not shown in the table. The predicted direct CP asymmetry of the B+ → π+ρ0 decay is found to be negative

and large, but the measured value ACP (B
+ → π+ρ0) = (−0.4 ± 1.7 ± 0.9)% is consistent with zero [105]. This mismatch
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TABLE VI: Direct CP asymmetries (in units of %) of the three-body decays B → V P3 → P1P2P3. The data for comparison are quoted

from [36]. The sources of theoretical errors are same as in Table II.

Modes Results Data

B+ → K+(ρ0 →)ππ 62.4+11.6
−13.5 16± 2

B+ → K0(ρ+ →)ππ 9.3+1.2
−2.2 −3± 15

B0 → K+(ρ− →)ππ 44.1+7.2
−7.3 20± 11

B0 → K0(ρ0 →)ππ 1.5+2.4
−2.2 −4± 20

B0
s → K−(ρ+ →)ππ 19.6+4.4

−5.2 · · ·

B0
s → K̄0(ρ0 →)ππ −36.4+26.8

−17.9 · · ·

B+ → π+(ρ0 →)ππ −34.1+7.3
−9.8 0.9± 1.9

B+ → π0(ρ+ →)ππ 23.1+7.0
−6.1 2± 11

B0 → π+(ρ− →)ππ −26.5+5.4
−5.7 −8± 8

B0 → π−(ρ+ →)ππ 9.5+2.3
−2.6 13± 6

B0 → π0(ρ0 →)ππ 16.7+23.5
−18.9 27± 24

B0
s → π+(ρ− →)ππ −37.9+19.1

−13.1 · · ·

B0
s → π−(ρ+ →)ππ −66.2+7.0

−4.5 · · ·

B0
s → π0(ρ0 →)ππ −40.0+8.8

−4.4 · · ·

B+ → K+(K̄∗0 →)Kπ −4.0+12.2
−10.3 4± 5

B+ → K̄0(K∗+ →)Kπ −61.9+4.2
−19.2 · · ·

B0 → K+(K∗− →)Kπ 18.4+8.9
−6.3 · · ·

B0 → K−(K∗+ →)Kπ 14.3+4.6
−9.9 · · ·

B0
s → K+(K∗− →)Kπ 11.5+7.2

−8.8 · · ·

B0
s → K−(K∗+ →)Kπ −7.3+8.0

−7.9 · · ·

B+ → π+(K∗0 →)Kπ −2.3+1.2
−0.5 −4± 9

B+ → π0(K∗+ →)Kπ −3.5+4.0
−3.9 −39± 21

B0 → π−(K∗+ →)Kπ −15.6+5.9
−6.4 −27± 4

B0 → π0(K∗0 →)Kπ −13.5+1.6
−1.8 −15± 13

B0
s → π+(K∗− →)Kπ −18.1+5.7

−5.9 · · ·

B0
s → π0(K̄∗0 →)Kπ −22.3+15.7

−17.8 · · ·

B+ → K+(φ →)KK 0.7+1.2
−1.8 2.4± 2.8

B0
s → π0(φ →)KK 31.2+3.7

−3.7 · · ·

represents a puzzle that needs to be resolved. The CPV originating from the interference between the S- and P -wave π+π− pairs

in the B+ → π+ρ0 decay has been observed by the LHCb [6]. The interference causes significant local asymmetries, which,

however, cancel in the integration over the phase space of the decay. It has been postulated [56, 106] that the nearly diminishing

CPV is due to the destruction between the power corrections from the penguin annihilation and hard spectator interactions.

The LHCb Collaboration reported the first observation of the direct CP asymmetry ACP (B
+ → K+ρ0) = (15.0 ± 1.9 ±

1.1)% [105] recently based on the measurements of the three-body decay B± → K±π+π−. Our prediction ACP (B
+ →

K+ρ0) = (62.4+11.6
−13.5)%, similar to the one from the formalism for two-body decays [107], is higher than the data. The

authors of Ref. [108] noticed that NLO corrections to the scalar pion form factor are small in magnitude but generate a large

strong phase, which can affect dramatically direct CP asymmetries. The discrepancy between our prediction and the data for

ACP (B
+ → K+ρ0) may thus be removed, when complete NLO corrections to multi-body B decays, in particular those to

nonfactorizable spectator and annihilation diagrams, are available.

CP asymmetries of the B → V1V2 modes have not been measured at a level higher than 5σ so far, most of which exhibit no

apparent deviation from zero. There are three possible spin configurations corresponding to the polarizations of the final-state

vector mesons V1 and V2, which are allowed by the angular momentum conservation, while there is only one helicity amplitude

in B meson decays into two pseudoscalars. We will demonstrate that CP asymmetries in individual helicity final states of some

B → V1V2 decays can be as large as those in the B → P1P2 ones, greater than 10%, but the cancellation between different

polarization components results in small net CPV.

For the four-body decays B → V1V2 → (P1P2)(P3P4), one can disentangle the helicities of the V1(→ P1P2)V2(→ P3P4)

final states via an angular analysis. We collect in Table VII the direct CP asymmetries in the three helicity states A0,||,⊥
CP together
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TABLE VII: Direct CP asymmetries (in units of %) of the four-body decays B → V1V2 → (P1P2)(P3P4) in the PQCD approach. The data

for comparison are quoted from [36]. The sources of theoretical errors are same as in Table II. The percentage in the parentheses specifies the

proportion of CPV of each helicity state to the direct CPV.

Modes A0
CP A

‖
CP A⊥

CP Adir
CP

B+ → ρ+ρ0 → (π+π0)(π+π−) 0.4+0.2
−0.1(97.7%) −0.1+0.4

−0.6(1.0%) 0.5+0.2
−0.6(1.3%) 0.4+0.2

−0.1

Data · · · · · · · · · −5± 5

B0 → ρ+ρ− → (π+π0)(π−π0) −3.7+0.9
−2.0(92.2%) 43.4+11.7

−17.7(3.3%) 38.4+12.0
−16.9(4.5%) −0.3+2.9

−2.4

Data · · · · · · · · · 0± 9

B0 → ρ0ρ0 → (π+π−)(π+π−) 61.7+12.3
−14.8(37.9%) 64.9+6.1

−8.4(28.2%) 76.9+8.8
−9.0(33.9%) 67.8+7.1

−9.9

Data · · · · · · · · · 20± 90

B0
s → ρ+ρ− → (π+π0)(π−π0) 5.1+4.3

−2.5(99.4%) 4.3+4.6
−3.9(0.3%) 5.9+8.6

−5.3(0.3%) 5.1+4.2
−2.6

B0
s → ρ0ρ0 → (π+π−)(π+π−) 5.1+4.3

−2.5(99.4%) 4.3+4.6
−3.9(0.3%) 5.9+8.6

−5.3(0.3%) 5.1+4.2
−2.6

B+ → ρ+K∗0 → (π+π0)(K+π−) −0.2+1.9
−3.4(48.7%) 1.6+0.9

−1.3(25.6%) 1.7+0.2
−0.6(25.7%) 0.8+0.8

−1.8

Data · · · · · · · · · −1± 16

B+ → ρ0K∗+ → (π+π−)(K0π+) 32.8+2.7
−8.5(57.8%) 0.8+4.4

−4.6(25.3%) −56.2+9.7
−9.4(16.9%) 9.6+7.1

−7.7

Data · · · · · · · · · 31± 13

B0 → ρ0K∗0 → (π+π−)(K+π−) 0.1+5.3
−7.3(33.2%) −34.5+9.2

−12.2(25.6%) 12.8+0.8
−1.4(41.2%) −3.5+2.2

−2.7

Data · · · · · · · · · −6± 9

B0 → ρ−K∗+ → (π−π0)(K0π+) 57.2+5.8
−10.1(48.0%) −26.5+5.3

−4.7(25.8%) −30.7+4.6
−4.9(26.2%) 12.6+12.0

−9.5

Data · · · · · · · · · 21± 15

B0
s → ρ+K∗− → (π+π0)(K̄0π−) −14.2+3.4

−3.8(89.4%) 73.7+12.5
−15.4(5.3%) 75.2+11.5

−14.1(5.3%) −4.7+3.1
−2.9

B0
s → ρ0K̄∗0 → (π+π−)(K−π+) 21.2+19.6

−16.5(59.4%) 73.2+15.4
−25.0(19.1%) 81.8+11.6

−21.8(21.5%) 44.2+11.5
−13.9

B0
s → ρ0φ → (π+π−)(K+K−) −2.4+9.0

−6.9(82.9%) −18.3+5.2
−4.2(8.2%) −16.8+4.0

−2.9(8.9%) −5.0+8.2
−5.8

B+ → K∗+φ → (K0π+)(K+K−) −5.7+11.2
−3.7 (54.6%) 2.8+0.3

−2.9(22.3%) −2.3+1.3
−1.0(23.1%) −3.3+7.6

−1.6

B+ → K∗+K̄∗0 → (K0π+)(K+π−) −21.5+8.7
−10.8(83.5%) −9.0+1.4

−1.3(8.0%) 7.9+1.7
−1.5(8.5%) −19.4+7.6

−9.2

B0 → K∗+K∗− → (K0π+)(K̄0π−) 19.1+2.8
−1.5(∼ 100%) −29.5+17.3

−16.0(∼ 0) 10.2+6.7
−5.1(∼ 0) 19.1+2.8

−1.5

B0
s → K∗+K∗− → (K0π+)(K̄0π−) 33.1+7.2

−8.2(32.3%) −17.4+4.5
−5.4(33.8%) −16.6+4.6

−5.2(33.9%) −0.9+1.6
−2.4

with Adir
CP from the summation over all helicity states. The total direct CP asymmetry can be well approximated by the weighted

sum of the three asymmetries,

Adir
CP ≈ f0A0

CP + f||A||
CP + f⊥A⊥

CP , (65)

with the coefficients fi, i = 0, ||,⊥, being the corresponding polarization fractions. The predicted A||
CP for the B0 → ρ0K∗0 →

(π+π−)(K+π−) channel can reach (−34.5+9.2
−12.2)%, but the cancellation among the three helicity components in Eq. (65)

decreases the magnitude of Adir
CP , and render it compatable with the data. We mention that similar cancellation between various

partial waves also appears in the analysis of the CPV in bottom baryon decays [109]. The tiny asymmetryA0
CP in the longitudinal

component of the B0
s → ρ0φ → (π+π−)(K+K−) decay governs the direct CPV owing to the weight of nearly unity, f0 ∼ 80%,

giving rise to small Adir
CP . The direct CP asymmetries of the other decays can be understood in the same manner.

IV. CONCLUSION

We have improved the PQCD formalism of multi-body charmless hadronicB meson decays by resolving the possible inconsis-

tency in the parametrization for P -wave resonances in two-meson DAs. The determination of the Gegenbauer moments in two-

meson DAs was then updated by performing the global fit to measured branching ratios and polarization fractions for the three-

body B → V P3 → P1P2P3 and four-body B → V1V2 → (P1P2)(P3P4) decays in the LO PQCD framework. The data from

the three additional four-body decays B → ρK∗ → (ππ)(Kπ), B → K∗K∗ → (Kπ)(Kπ) and B → φK∗ → (KK)(Kπ)
were included to reduce theoretical uncertainties. The moments a⊥1K∗ and a⊥2K∗ in the transverse Kπ DA were extracted from

the global analysis for the first time. It has been shown that the resultant Gegenbauer expansion of two-meson DAs becomes

more convergent.

With the updated two-meson DAs, the branching ratios, polarization fractions and the directCP asymmetries of the considered

multi-body B meson decays were reexamined. It has been demonstrated that most of the data involved in the fit are well
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reproduced; namely, the fit quality is satisfactory. It was elaborated that the precision of the two-meson DAs does play a crucial

role in accounting for the data, especially for the unexpected low longitudinal polarization fraction of the B0
s → K∗0K̄∗0

decay. We have predicted the observable LK∗K∗ in the PQCD approach, whose confrontation with measurements can probe the

presence of NP contributions. It was also found that although the direct CP asymmetry in each polarization component of some

four-body B meson decays might be sizable, the strong cancellation among polarization states leads to diminishing net CPV.

Therefore, it is worthwhile to search for CPV in individual polarization states experimentally.

The present work is still based on the LO PQCD factorization formulas. The precision of the two-meson DAs can be further

enhanced systematically, when higher-order and/or higher-power corrections to multi-body hadronic B-meson decays are taken

into account. More precise measurements, in particular those of CP asymmetries, are also necessary. If a high-precision global

investigation discloses notable tensions between theoretical results and data, it may hint that NP effects are inevitable.
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