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New Physics effects in R(K™)), B, = u*p~, and B — K*vp
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Abstract
We analyze possible new physics (NP) effects on b — s transition processes, R(K (*)),
B, — ptp~, and Bt — K*vi decays. Though recent data for R(K™)) and Br(B, — utu~) are
compatible with the standard model (SM), there are still rooms for NP beyond the SM. Especially
Br(Bt — Ktvp) is measured to exceed the theoretical predictions. We parameterize the NP ef-
fects in a generic way with explicit NP scale Myp and some possible powers of it. For reasonable
ranges of NP fermionic couplings we find a window of 3.17 TeV < Myp < 14.9 TeV for new

particles. Implications of our analysis about specific NP models are discussed.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Flavor changing neutral currents (FCNCs) are very important to the standard model
(SM) of particle physics because they provide a strong and useful testbed for new physics
(NP) beyond the SM. In the SM, FCNC processes are induced by loop and further suppressed
by CKM factors and thus very sensitive to NP contributions.

Until recently, the ratio of the branching ratios

Br(B — K% utp™)
)y =
R(K™) = Br(B — K®ete) ’ (1)

showed some deviations from the SM, casting a puzzle of lepton universality violation [1H3].

But new experimental data from the LHCb [4] [5]

R(K)p = 09947003,  R(K)c =0.94970033 | (2)
R(K*)p = 092710099 | R(K*)¢ = 1.0277507% (3)

where L(C) means the low (central) ¢* region, [0.1,1.1] GeV? ([1.1,6.0] GeV?), turned out
to be consistent with the SM predictions. The SM calculations for the R(K ™)) are very
close to unity [6HI)]

R(K)sm[1.0,6.0] = 1.000470:09%8
R(K*)sm[0.1,1.1] = 0.983 +0.014 ,
R(K*)sm[1.1,6.0] = 0.99670:00% . (4)

Also the CMS collaboration measured R(K )¢ as [10]
R(K)c = 0.78135] | (5)

which is compatible with the SM. Closely related process is By — u*pu~ decay. The world

average of the experimental branching ratio is [11]
Br(B, — pu' i )exp = (3.34 £ 0.27) x 1077 | (6)
which is in agreement with the SM result of [12]

Br(B, — utu )sm = (3.64 £0.12) x 1077 | (7)
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On the other hand, Belle IT Collaboration recently measured B — Kvv branching ratios
as [13]
Br(BT — K vi)ep = (23 £0.7) x 107° | (8)
which exceeds the SM predictions [14]
Br(B" — KTvi)gy = (4.43+£0.31) x 107° . (9)

Thus the NP effects, if exist, are suppressed in R(K®)) and Br(By — putu~) while en-
hanced in Br(B*™ — K*vw). It would be quite interesting to deal with both opposite trends
simultaneously. There have been many studies of NP effects on b — s transition processes:
supersymmetry (SUSY) [I5-17], the leptoquark (LQ) [I8-28], Z’ model [29-35], new scalar
models [36H39], and unparticles [40], etc.

In previous works of [41], 42] we analyzed R(K ™) in a more generic way where NP effects
are encoded in the relevant Wilson coefficients as C}'¥ ~ (v/Mxp)®. Here v is the SM vacuum
expectation value and Myp is the NP scale. Inspired by unparticle scenario, o can be a non-
integer parameter. Ordinary NP particles would contribute with v = 2 at tree level. Since
R(K™) and Br(B, — u*u~) tend to suppress NP effects, they would impose lower bounds
on Myp assuming reasonably finite fermionic couplings. On the contrary Br(BT — Ktvp)
favors finite NP effects so that it would also constrain upper bounds of Myp. In this way we
can estimate allowed windows of Myp up to involved fermionic couplings. One could easily
check the validity of some NP models with this generic framework.

The paper is organized as follows. In the next Section the decay rates for B — K®)¢+¢—,
By — putp~, and BT — Ktvi are provided. NP effects are parametrized as mentioned

above. Section III discusses our results and their physical meanings. In Sec. IV we conclude.

II. DECAY RATES

The b — s¢*¢~ transition can be described by the following effective Hamiltonian

Hrlb = st0) = ==LV 3 [C10Oi1) + CLl i) - (10)

)

For R(K®™) the relevant operators are [3, 43| [44]
2

e 3 _
Oy = 62 (59" Prb) (€v,0)
2

e _ _
O = 15— (57" Pub) ((y50) (11)




The primed operators are proportional to the right-handed quarks, Og,, ~ (57*Pgb). In
this analysis we do not consider O, operators for simplicity. One can expand the matrix

elements for B — K®) as [45]

m2 — m? m2 — m?
(Kp)|57:b1B(p)) = fr (b5 +P)p = =G| + ———fogu, (12)
= v o 2 2 fT
(K(p)|50wq" (1 +75)0|B(pp)) = i [(pB + P)us — qu(my — mE)] ———, (13)
mpg+ mg
. . . A
(S )V = Al Blpw)) = =i+ mice) s + o + Pule - po) e
. 2mK* €uv UE*Vpp b7

* Ax — A —kvpo” FBZ 9y 14
Hig (€ - pa) T (Ag = Ap) + LIy (1)

where f, 07(s), Ao12(8), Ti23(s),V(s), and f- = (fo— f+)(1—m3%)/8 are the form factors.

Here,
¢g=ps—p, s=q¢=@ps—n)°, (15)
s m;
S —= 5 , Ai: . 16
o m% mn mp (16)

The form factors are functions of s and we choose the exponential form as [45]
F(8) = F(0)exp <01§ + 8% + 03§3) , (17)

where ¢; are the related coefficients.

The differential decay rates for B — K (¢~ with respect to s are given by [46]

dl'k G%’O‘ mB *12 12 12 A2 /12 S
5 T ot Vi Visl "t e § (AT +|C7) /\K_T + |C" P41 (2 + 2 — 3)
+Re(C'D™)8mi (1 — i) + |D'[P4mjs} | (18)
ATy G2a2md .. A2 21n? 2 Wy
iE = 210,75 |‘/tb‘/;fs| UK* TS)\K* 1+_ + |E| 3
|BJ? Uroegl® o o 1R a%@ﬁf 22 (& Ap
+4m§(* e = = + 8 (8 + 2m7) | + —— yrn Ak = =3 + 81 (8 — 4rig)
A+ |C? 2. ek Ui ) .
S (w5 {AK*— e 2]
K* K*
Re(BC*) Wse g .
(A — 1— —
2m2.. ( K 3 ( )
Re(FG*) Ui g ) A .
_W [()\K* -3 (1 — M3 — 8) — 41 Ay
25 A2
mm Ai- [Re(FH*) — Re(GH*)(1 — 1n%.)] + %sAK H |2} : (19)
K* K*




where the kinematic variables are

Mg = 1+my+ 8 —25—2m3(1+3), (20)

4A2
iy = \/)\H (1— Z”) . (21)

Here A’,--- ,D" and A,--- , H are the auxiliary functions. They are defined by the form

factors combined with the Wilson coefficients as [45],

2my

Al — eff 22
C9f++1+mKC7 Jr, (22)
% .
B = Cyf_ — 3 b(l — g )CS fp (23)
C'" = Cufy, (24)
D' = Cyf_, (25)
and
A= ——— T 2
OV G (26)
~ me ~ eff
B = (1 + TTLK*) CoA; + 3 (1 - mK*>C7 15 (27)
1 R et 1 —m.
C = — (]_ — mK*)OgAQ + 2mb07 T3 + fTQ ) (28>
1 —m3. 5
1 . N A A e
D = E {Og [(1 + mK*)Al — (]. - mK*)AQ - 27’”[{*140] - meC7HT3} ) (29)
2
FE =
TGV (30)
F = (1 +mK*)OloA1 5 (31)
1
G - mcloAg 5 (32)
1 R R N
H = 5010 [(1 —+ mK*)Al — (1 - mK*)AQ — QmK*Ao] . (33)

Possible NP effects on R(K™)) could also affect the B, — pu*p~ decay. In this case NP

enters via a new Wilson coefficient C}Y}’ in the branching ratio

2

CuNP
Br(B, — utp~) =Br(B, — putp )sm |1+ C«LOSM ; (34)
10
where C*M is the SM value of C¥, CSM = —4.41 [47, [43).
Now we parameterize the Wilson coefficient as mentioned in Sec. I,
¢, NP v “
09,10 = NAg,m (M—) ) (35)
NP



where £ = e, and N = |, Vip V3| 1. Here Myp is the NP scale and Af;}w are the involved
coefficients, and « is a free parameter. Ag,m involve the fermionic couplings to NP. In general
NP effects could exist in the electron sector with A§ ;5 # 0. But non-zero A§ ;, would affect
the electron dipole moment which is in very good agreement with the SM. So we simply
assume that the NP appears only in the muon sector putting Ag;, = 0, and we drop the
superscript £ or p in what follows.

In principle it is possible that NP could appear in C;. But as discussed in [10], [42], the
constraint on C7 from B — X7 is so strong that there is very little room for NP in C%, so
we neglect possible NP in C5.

Now let’s move to b — svv decay. The relevant effective Hamiltonian is [49, [50]

4G 62 ii | — _
Het (b — svv) = TQFWVMV{; Z Z . [s%Pkb} [wa‘(l — 75)%} +he . (36)
k=L,R i

The branching ratio of B — Kvv is [14, [49]

2

, (37)

1 y .
Br(B — Kvv) = Br(B — KVV)SMW Z ‘CV]L + Cy
v /[/7]'
where C, = CSM§% 4 §C% and CSM is the SM Wilson coefficient, CSM = —6.32 [50]. The
NP effects appear through 5C’ijL and CZ%. We can expand the branching ratio as follows:

Br(B — Kvv) = Br(B — KVI/)SM‘l v L+, (38)
where linear(L) and quadratic(Q) terms of C,s are parameterized as
L= /\S/M A . ’
CL MNP
2 N 2a
= || A . 39

III. RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS

We implement the x? fit for R(K™)) and the branching ratios Br(B, — u*pu~) and
Br(BT — K*vw). The scan range covers 0 < a <5, 1 TeV < Myp < 50 TeV, |Ag 10| < 1,
|Az| < 10, and |Ag| < 10%. The best-fit values are summarized in Table [ The minimum
value of x? per d.o.f is x2,,/d.o.f = 1.37. The best-fit apes is less than 2. The best-fit

MNp pest 15 26.4 TeV. If apest were larger then Myp pest Would be smaller.
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FIG. 1. Allowed regions of (a) o vs. Mxp, (b) Ajg vs. Ag, (c) ONF vs. CF, (d) Ag vs. Ar, and

(e) @ vs. L at the 20 level.



oY 1.53 R(K)p, 0.971
Mnp (TeV) 26.4 R(K)c 0.978
Ag 0.064 R(K*)p, 0.918
Ao 0.115 R(K*)¢ 0.967
Ap x 10 0.791 Br(Bs — up) 3.36 x 107
Ag x 102 —0.722 Br(B — Kvv) 229 x 1075
Cy 0.099 C1o 0.176

TABLE 1. Best-fit values of our fitting.

Figure|l|shows the allowed regions of the fitting parameters, Wilson coefficients, L, and ()
at the 20 level. In Fig. [I| (a), @ and Myp show a typical exponential behavior. One point to
note is that for those vales of a 2 1.6 the allowed Myp has an upper bound. This is mainly
because Br(B — Kvv)e, is far away from the SM calculations. If NP could explain the
discrepancy, its effect should be large enough. To make it happen for moderate values of the
relevant couplings, Myp must be bounded from above. If we do not consider B — KTvi

process, then one can find no upper bounds of Myp.

As shown in Fig. [1|(b), Ajp favors positive values. It reflects the fact that the experimental
data of Br(Bs — uu) are slightly smaller than the SM predictions. Note that C5M in
Br(Bs — pp7) is negative. In Fig. [1 (c) there are very few points around CYY ~ 8.5 which
are not shown here. Those few points are possible because the branching ratio Br(Bs — puu)

2

is proportional to ~ ‘1 + CRP/C5M| | and we have two solutions of positive and negative

(1 + C%P/Clséw>. Large C}\} corresponds to the negative solution (note that Ct) < 0). See
Figs. 2 (c) and (d) of [42]. In Figs.[1|(d) and (e) there are narrow strips of rare points which
are not allowed by our fitting. They correspond to the line of L + @ = 0 in Eq. for
which NP effects vanish.

In Fig. [2, we plot the allowed regions of the observables. As shown in Fig. [2] (a) and (c),
in our fitting R(K™*), and Br(B — Kvv) have no overlaps with the SM predictions while
R(K)z, R(K™)¢ and Br(B, — p* ™) are quite compatible with SM. While the experimen-
tal data of R(K™*), in Eq. are compatible with the SM, the central value of it is rather
smaller than the SM compared to other data.

Figure |3 provides A; vs. Myp for fixed a = 2. This is the case for ordinary new particle
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FIG. 2. Allowed regions of (a) R(K*)r, vs. R(K)r, (b) R(K*)¢ vs. R(K)¢, and (¢) Br(B — Kvv)

vs. Br(Bs — pu) at the 20 level. Horizontal lines show the SM ranges in 20 of R(K™), in (a) and
of Br(B — Kvv) in (c).

contributions. Note that in case of o = 2, Myp is restricted from above and below. This is

expected in Fig. (1] (a). For a = 2, we have
3.17 TeV < Myp < 14.9 TeV | (40)

Comparing Figs. |3 (a) and (b) with (c) and (d), Mxp is more sensitive to Ay, ¢ in the sense
that for larger |Ay g|, the upper bound of Myp also gets larger. The feature can also be seen
in Figs. [3 (e) and (f). As for Ag o, they are responsible for R(K™)) and Br(B, — u*u~)
which are in agreement with the SM. Thus Ag ;o are much more involved in the lower bound

of Myp for which Ag 10 get close to zero as shown in Figs. [3| (a) and (b). On the contrary,
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and (d) Ag vs. Mnp for free a (blue) and fixed o = 2 (red) respectively; (e) Aig vs. Ay with

respect to Myp, and (f) Ag vs. Ar with respect to Myp for fixed o = 2.
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Ay are responsible for Br(BT — KTvw) that deviates from the SM, which makes Ay ¢
much more involved with the upper bound of Myp. As for Br(B — Kvv) finite NP effects
should be maintained to accommodate the experimental data, so for given Ay o, Myp could
not be large enough. This is the origin of the upper bound of Myp. According to Figs. [3|(c),
(d) and (f), negative Ay, and positive Ag are more involved with the upper bound of Myp.
These parts tend to enhance Br(Bt — K*vp) in Eq. to come up with the experimental
data.

It is quite remarkable that our generic analysis puts a window of allowed Myp with the
width of ~ 12 TeV. Using the window one can check the validity of various NP scenarios
with their couplings and NP scales which are constrained by other experimental data.

Figure {4 plots the allowed regions of observables with respect to Myp for fixed a = 2.
For larger values of Myp, allowed regions of R(K*)) and the branching ratios of B, — utpu~
and Bt — KTvi get smaller. This is because the NP effects tend to diminish for larger
Myp. Compared with Fig. [ fixing @ = 2 has almost no effects on the allowed regions
of R(K™), ¢ and the branching ratios Br(B, — uv) and Br(B — Kvv). It means that
although « is fixed to 2, other parameters can cover the observables but the allowed regions
of them are shrunk much, as shown in Fig. [3

Our approach can be used as a toolkit to test the validity of specific NP models. For
example, allowed Z’ mass for explaining (g — 2), from U(1)p,—z, model in [34] is mz <
300 GeV for a coupling of unity. This is off from our suggested range of Myp. On the
other hand, a vector LQ of [27] compatible with (¢ —2), and various B anomalies including
R(K™) is estimated to have its mass from 1.5 TeV to several TeV. The range is quite
challenging in view of our window if the lower bound is ~ 3.2 TeV. In a similar manner
one can check directly the compatibility of other NP models with R(K ™), Br(B, — u*pu~),
and Br(BT — Ktvw).

IV. CONCLUSIONS

In conclusion, we investigated possible NP effects on b — s transition processes. Ex-
perimental data of the ratio R(K®)) and Br(B, — pu*p~) are compatible with the SM
predictions while Br(B™ — KTvp) needs NP to explain the discrepancy of experiment and

theory. Considering these two kinds of data simultaneously turned out to be very interesting
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FIG. 4. Allowed regions of (a) R(K*)r vs. R(K)y, with respect to Myp, (b) R(K*)c vs. R(K)¢
with respect to Myp, and (c) Br(B — Kvv) vs. Br(Bs; — pu) with respect to Myp at the 20 level

for fixed o = 2. Horizontal lines show the SM ranges in 20 of R(K™*)r, in (a) and of Br(B — Kvv)

in (c).

with regard to NP scale. We parameterized NP effects in a generic way with NP scale Myp
explicitly with some possible power « of it. Our best-fit value of « is less than 2 which
corresponds to the case of ordinary new particles. For a reasonable range of NP fermionic
couplings we found that 3.17 TeV < Myp < 14.9 TeV for ordinary NP particles contributing
at tree level. The window of Myp would vary for different ranges of couplings. Since the
width of the allowed window of Myp is not so wide, our results would be very helpful to
check validity of various NP scenarios in a generic way. If new particles contribute via loop

processes, then the NP scale would appear in a more complicated form, which is beyond our
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current analysis.
For specific NP models one should include constraints from B° — K*'vi decays. Ex-
perimentally we have an upper bound of Br(B° — K*vp) < 1.8 x 107 [51]. Future

measurements will cast much more information for NP contributions.
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