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Abstract

Within the framework of SU(3) flavor symmetry, we investigate two-body doubly charm-
ful baryonic B — B.B. decays, where B.B/, represents the anti-triplet charmed dibaryon.
We determine the SU(3); amplitudes and calculate B(B~ — EJ=7) = (3.4759) x 107° and
B(BY — AFE7) = (3.9712) x 107 induced by the single W-emission configuration. We find
that the W-exchange amplitude, previously neglected in studies, needs to be taken into account. It
can cause a destructive interfering effect with the W-emission amplitude, alleviating the significant
discrepancy between the theoretical estimation and experimental data for B(B° — ATA-). To test
other interfering decay channels, we calculate B(B? — E(c](+)3(c](+)) = (3.0711) x 107* and B(B° —
2050) = (1.5J_r8:g) x 1075, We estimate non-zero branching fractions for the pure W-exchange decay
channels, specifically B(B? — ATA;) = (8.17}1) x 107> and B(B® — Zf=) = (3.040.6) x 107S.
Additionally, we predict B(BF — ZFZ20) = (2.8702)x10™* and B(B — AFZY) = (1.675:5) x 1077,

which are accessible to experimental facilities such as LHCb.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The tree-level dominated two-body charmless baryonic B meson decays, B — BB’, can
proceed through the WW-boson exchange (W), W-boson annihilation (W), and W-boson
emission (Wey,) decay configurations. In analogy with leptonic B decay, where the W,
amplitude Myan(B — ) o< myiie(1 + 7y5)vp involves a tiny lepton mass my corresponding
to helicity suppression [1, 2], Myex(wan)(B — BB’) o< m_(BB'|gq'|0) + m, (BB'|gvs54'|0)
with m+ = m, F my is considered to be more suppressed than M.n,(B — BB’) [3].
Hence, it raises the debate if one can really neglect the Wey(n) contribution to the branching
fractions [3-110].

In the study of singly charmful baryonic B — B.B’ decays, the Wex(an) amplitude was
also neglected [11, [12]. Nonetheless, it has been found that Myex(wan)(B — B.B')
me(B.B'|e(1+75)q|0) with m, > m, can alleviate the helicity suppression [13]. This results
in Byex (B — Afp) and Byex(BY — EF¥7) being predicted to be of order 1075, much
more reachable than B(B — BB’) ~ 1078 — 1077 for the test of a non-negligible Wex(an)
contribution. However, until very recently, these observations have not been reported.

It is worth noting that two-body doubly charmful baryonic B decays, B — B.B’, have
provided a possible experimental indication of a non-negligible contribution from the W,

term. The measured branching fractions for B — B.B., are reported as follows:

BB - =FA;) = (1.24£0.8) x 107° [14],
B(B~ — ZA)) = (9.5+2.3) x 107 [14],
B(B° — AfA]) < 1.6 x 107° |14, [15]
= (22722 +£1.3) x 107° [16],
B(B? — ATA) < 9.9 x 107° [14, [15]. (1)

Initially, it was considered that B — BCB’C receives a single contribution from the Wy,
topology [16, 17]. In Eq. @), B(B° — =fA;) ~ B(B° — AfA.) seemly support-
ing this assumption. Nonetheless, it also leads to an estimation of B(B® — AFAI) ~
(Vea/Ves) (150 /73-)B(B~ — Z2A7) = (4.7 £ 1.1) x 107 by utilizing the B(B~ — Z%A7)
value from Eq. ({l). This clearly shows a significant deviation from the experimental upper
limit of 1.6 x 107 by around 3 standard deviations. Therefore, it is reasonable to infer

that the W, topology, overlooked in B® — A}A7, should be taken into account. It can
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FIG. 1. Feynman diagrams of B, — B.B/, and B — B.B/, decays.

cause a destructive interfering effect, thus reducing the overestimated branching fraction.
Additionally, the W, topology can induce a non-zero B(B? — AfA), warranting further
examination.

For clarification, a careful study of B — B.B, is necessary. The SU(3) flavor symmetry
can be a useful theoretical tool [3, 18, [18-31], allowing us to parameterize the amplitudes
without involving the complexity of model calculations. Hence, we propose using the SU(3)
approach to specifically explore the W, and Wy, contributions to B — BCBQ. The first
observation of Bf — J/W¥ppr™ by LHCb [32] indicates a potential test-bed for the baryonic
phenomena in B decays, such as the branching fraction [33-41], direct C'P asymmetry [42,
43|, triple product asymmetry [44], angular distribution [45], and exotic states [46-48] as
studied in baryonic B decays. Therefore, we will estimate B(B} — B.B.) to initiate a

theoretical investigation.

II. FORMALISM

To study the two-body doubly charmful baryonic B — BB/, decays with B, denoting
Bf(b¢), the quark-level effective Hamiltonians for the b — ¢qq’ weak transitions are required,

given by [49, |50]

—cqq’ G * ) _ ) _
HE = ZEV,VE e (dq) (@) + ea(@hga) (@abs) | (2)

V2
where G is the Fermi constant, V., and V,, with ¢ = (u,¢) and ¢’ = (s,d) the Cabibbo-

Kobayashi-Maskawa (CKM) matrix elements. In Eq. (@), we define (g1¢2) = ¢17,(1 — 75)g2,
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and the subscripts (a, #) denote the color indices; moreover, ¢; 5 are the scale (u)-dependent

b—ceq’

Wilson coefficients with ;1 = my, for the b decays. In the SU(3) representation, H, ;' and
”Hi?fﬂq' by omitting Lorentz structure are reduced as H® and H }, respectively, where ¢ and

7 run from 1 to 3 to represent the flavor indices. Explicitly, the nonzero entries are given

by [27]
lez)\ud7H%:)\uS7H2:)\CdaH3:)\CS7 (3)

with A\, = Vi Vyi,. Accordingly, we present the B meson and B, baryon in the SU(3);

forms:

B(B;) = (B~,B", BY),

0 AF =F
B.(BY) = | -Ar 0 = |, (4)
—=F —20 0

c Cc

whereas B, is a singlet. By connecting the flavor indices of the initial state to those of the

effective Hamiltonian and final states, the SU(3); approach yields the amplitudes to be
M(B — BCB/C) = eBiHchjkB;jk + C/BiHchjkB/Cik 7
MU, B = CHBB, o

where the parameter e and ¢/(¢') correspond to the W, and Wy, configurations in Fig. [Th

and Fig. [Ib(c), respectively. For a later numerical analysis, we use the equation [14]:

= |pcm|7_B ¢
B(B) — B.B,) = W()VM( — B.B.)|?,
B(ey
2 g2 72
\ﬁ ‘ _ \/(mB(C) M—l—)(mB(c) M—) (6)
cm 2mB( bl

)

to compute the branching fractions, where My = mgp, &+ mg;, Pep 1s the three-momentum
of the B, baryon in the B(, meson rest frame, and 75, stands for the By lifetime. The

amplitude M(B() — B.B.) can be found in Table [l

III. NUMERICAL RESULTS

In the numerical analysis, the CKM matrix elements are adopted from PDG [14]:
(‘/cba ‘/037 vuch vu37 ‘/cd> (A>\2 1- )‘2/2 )‘2/27 )‘7 _)‘> ) (7)
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where A = 0.826 and A = 0.225 in the Wolfenstein parameterization. In Eq. (@), the
(8)

parameters e and ¢ are complex numbers, which we present as
/ 10
], lele™,

with d, a relative phase. By using the experimental data in Table [Tl we solve the parameters
(9)

as
|| = (1.29 £ 0.18) GeV?, |e| = (0.19 £0.03) GeV?, 6, = 180°.

Moreover, we assume ¢ = ¢ due to the similarity of the Feynman diagrams in Figs. [Ib and

M. Subsequently, we calculate the branching fractions as provided in Table [ using the

determination in Eq. (@).

IV. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS
The SU(3); approach enables us to explore all possible B — B.B/, decays, as summarized

in Table[ll Furthermore, it helps in deriving constraints on SU(3) relations, facilitating the
decomposition of amplitudes into e and ¢’ terms. These terms parameterize the W, and

Wem topologies depicted in Figllh and Figllb(c), respectively.
In b — ccs induced decays, the SU(3); symmetry unequivocally establishes that both
EfA; and B~ — ZA; solely proceed through the W, topology, supporting ear-
lier considerations [16, 17]. The nearly identical branching fractions, as shown in Eq. (),

B0
also provide consistent evidence. In our latest findings, we unveil additional insights. For

TABLE 1. Amplitudes of By — BB, with the SU(3); parameters e and ¢/(¢).
Decay modes|Amplitudes ||Decay modes|Amplitudes
BY - EFA; |- AesC BY — =020 | —X\.i(2e + )
B~ — A7 [Aesd! B® = EXE- | —Aa(2e)
BY - 2920 | -M\..(2e + ) ||BY = AFAL | —Nea(2e + )
BY - EFEC | As(2e + ) || B~ = E9=7 |- Acad
BY — AFAS [ —Aes(2€) BY — AFET | —Aeac
Bf - =F=0 | —\.ac Bf — AF=E0 |\




BY — Z0H)=0) the interference of the W, amplitude with the W, amplitude adds a new
contribution to the decay process. Furthermore, B® — AFA7 represents a pure W, decay,
offering a clear and distinct case for experiments to clarify if the W, contribution can be
neglected.

The b — céd induced decays with |V,q/Ves| 2 0.05 are more suppressed. Unlike M(B? —
E0=0) = M(BY — =F=7), B® — ZF=E; as a pure We, decay does not share an isospin
relation with B — Z%=° which is against our naive expectation. Instead, the equality
relation arises from M(B° — AYAZ) = M(B? — ZZ0). Moreover, an interesting triangle

relation exists:

M(B® - ZrE]) + M(B™ — Z0=)) = M(B° — =0=0) . (10)

If the W,, contribution is negligible, the relation is simplified to M(B~ — Z%=7) ~
M(B° — 2929, resulting in nearly equal branching fractions.
It can be challenging to compute the W, and W,,, amplitudes. For example, the factor-

ization approach derives the W, amplitude as Myex o f5¢"(B.B.L|cv,(1 — 75)c|0) , where

TABLE II. Branching fractions of B — B.B., decays.

decay channel this work experimental data
10*B(B° — =fA;) 7.27%] 12 + 8 [14]
10°B(B~ — Z0A;) 7.8723 9.5+ 2.3 [14]

10°B(BY — =020)  3.0t14
10*B(B% —» =r=;) 3.0t
10°B(B% — AFA;) 81T < 9.9 [14, 15]

10*B(Bf — ==Y 2.8709

10°B(B° — 2929)  1.5707

109B(B° — =45

o

10°B(B° — A

o+
=1

21750 < 1.6 [14, 15] (2.2725 [16))

,_.
an)

[S3
=
[wo]}
n S
1
=
S+
[

! Please consult the similar deviation for M(B — B.B) in Ref. [13].



fB is the B meson decay constant, ¢* the momentum transfer, and the matrix elements
present the vacuum (0) to BB/, production. As information on the 0 — BB/, production
is lacking, a model calculation is currently unavailable. For a calculation on M ey, one
proposes a meson propagator to provide an additional quark pair, resulting in the branching
fractions to be a few times 1073 for B® — ZF A7 and B~ — Z0A; [17]. Additionally, a the-
oretical attempt incorporating final state interactions yields B ~ O(1073) [51]. It appears
that the above approaches may overestimate the W, contribution.

Without invoking the model calculations, we determine e and ¢ with the experimental
data based on the SU(3); symmetry. Explicitly, we use the experimental results for B(B° —
=+rA7) and B(B~ — Z%A7) to fit |¢|. On the other hand, the experimental data have not
been sufficient and accurate enough to simultaneously determine |e| and the relative phase J,
as indicted in Table [l For a practical determination, we fix d, = 180° to cause a maximum

destructive interference, where the fitted |c/|

value has been used. As a consequence, the
experimental upper bounds of B(B? — AFA;) and B(B° — A}A]) can sandwich an allowed
range for |e|, as given in Eq. ().

As the numerical results, we obtain B(B° — ZFA7) = (7.2738) x 107* and B(B~ —
Z0A;) = (7.8733) x 107 utilizing |¢/| = (1.29 4 0.18) GeV?, in agreement with the exper-
imental inputs. This demonstrates that ¢’ can estimate the W, contribution. Thus, we

predict

B(B~ = Z0=7) = (3.4739) x 1077,

c—c

B(BY — AY=]) = (3.9712) x 1077, (11)

which are also contributed by the single W, amplitude, promising to be measured by
experimental facilities such as LHCb.

The previous studies have assumed that B® — AFA receives the single W, contribu-
tion [16, [17]. Consequently, the estimated branching fraction B(B® — AFA;) ~ 5 x 107°
mentioned in the introduction significantly exceeds the experimental upper bound. In Ta-
ble [l since M(B° — AYA;) = —\4(2e + ) is found to include the SU(3); parameter e,
it suggests a non-negligible W, amplitude. By newly incorporating e, a destructive inter-
ference with ¢’ could occur, effectively reducing the branching fraction. In fact, we estimate
le| ~ 0.2 GeV?, and obtain B(B® — AFA7) = (2.1759) x 1077, thus alleviating the discrep-

ancy.



To carefully test the W, contribution, we predict the branching fractions of the other

interfering decay channels:

B(B? — Z00Z0)) = (3.0714) x 1074,

B(B® — ==Y = (1.575%) x 1077 (12)
When |e| = 0, B(B? — ZH=0)) would be enhanced to (6.3717) x 10™* moreover,
B(B° — Z%2%) would be enhanced to (3.1703) x 107°, making it close to B(B~ — Z%=7),

in accordance with the description for the triangle relation in Eq. (I0). We also anticipate

non-zero branching fractions of the pure W, decays, given by

B(BY — AJA;) = (8.177%) x 1077,
B(B® - ZfZ]) = (3.0£0.6) x 107°, (13)

which serve to test the W-exchange mechanism in the B — B.B/, decays.

To initiate a theoretical investigation of baryonic Bl decays, we derive the amplitudes
for B, — B.B/, using the SU(3) ¢ symmetry. This results in two possible decay channels:
Bf — =Z}=% and BY — AFZ,

term, as given in Table [ Since both B. — B.B. and B — B.B/, involve c¢ in the B.B/,

with & representing the sole contribution from the W,

formation, it is reasonable to assume that QCD effects cannot distinguish between the
topology in Fig. [Ib and the one in Fig. [Ik in the hadronization process. Hence, we assume

d = ¢, and predict the following branching fractions:

B(Bf —ErE)) = (2.8709) x 1077,
B(Bf — A=Y = (1.6705) x 1077, (14)

which can be probed by the LHCb experiment.

In summary, we have explored the two-body doubly charmful baryonic B — B.B/
decays. Here, the W, and W,, amplitudes have been parametrized as e and ¢, re-
spectively, using the SU(3); approach. With the determination of the SU(3); parame-
ters, we have calculated the branching fractions B(B~ — Z9=7) = (3.4%55) x 107° and
B(B? — AFZD) = (3.9773) x 107°. Considering that the single W, contribution to
B — AFA; has caused the branching fraction to significantly exceed the experimental

upper bound, we have added the W, amplitude (or the SU(3); parameter e), overlooked

in previous studies, to account for a destructive interfering effect. Subsequently, we have
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alleviated the discrepancy. To further test the interfering decay channels, we have pre-
dicted B(B? — Z0H)Z0H)) = (3.0711) x 107 and B(B° — =Z9=%) = (1.519%) x 107°.
For the pure W, decay channels, we have expected non-zero branching fractions, such as
B(B? — AFA;) = (8.1777) x 107 and B(B® — =}=2) = (3.0£0.6) x 1079, promising to be
observed in near-future measurements. Additionally, we have predicted B(B} — =Z}=") =
(2.8709) x 107 and B(B} — AF=0) = (1.6%5)) x 107°, which are accessible to the LHCb

experiment.
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