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ABSTRACT: Recently, the Belle II collaboration announced the first measurement of the
branching ratio B(B™ — K*vr), which is found to be about 2.70 higher than the Stan-
dard Model (SM) prediction. We decipher the data with two new physics scenarios: the
underlying quark-level b — svv transition is, besides the SM contribution, further affected
by heavy new mediators that are much heavier than the electroweak scale, or amended by
an additional decay channel with undetected light final states like dark matter or axion-like
particles. These two scenarios can be most conveniently analyzed in the SM effective field
theory (SMEFT) and the dark SMEFT (DSMEFT) framework, respectively. We consider
the flavour structures of the resulting effective operators to be either generic or satisfy the
minimal flavour violation (MFV) hypothesis, both for the quark and lepton sectors. In the
first scenario, once the MFV assumption is made, only one SM-like low-energy effective op-
erator induced by the SMEFT dimension-six operators can account for the Belle IT excess,
whose parameter space is, however, excluded by the Belle upper bound of the branching
ratio B(B? — K*%vp). In the second scenario, it is found that the Belle II excess can be
accommodated by 22 of the DSMEFT operators involving one or two scalar, fermionic, or
vector dark matters as well as axion-like particles. These operators also receive dominant
constraints from the B® — K*0 + inv and By — inv decays. Once the MFV hypothesis is
assumed, the number of viable operators is reduced to 14, and the BT — 7" 4 inv and
KT — 7t +inv decays start to put further constraints on them. Within the parameter space
allowed by all the current experimental data, the ¢? distributions of the B — K™ + inv
decays are then studied for each viable operator. We find that the resulting prediction of
the operator Q4 = ((jp’yuqr) ()Zv"x) with a fermionic dark matter mass m, ~ 700 MeV
can closely match the Belle II event distribution in the bins 2 < ¢% < 7GeV?. In addition,
we, for the first time, calculate systematically the longitudinal polarization fraction F7, of
K* in the B — K* + inv decays within the DLEFT. By combining the decay spectra and
Fr, almost all the DSMEFT operators are found to be distinguishable from each other.
Finally, the future prospects at Belle II, CEPC and FCC-ee are also discussed for some of
these FCNC processes.
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1 Introduction

The flavour-changing neutral current (FCNC) processes are highly suppressed by
the Glashow-Iliopoulos-Maiani (GIM) mechanism in the Standard Model (SM) [1],
making them sensitive probes of new physics (NP) beyond the SM. In particular,
the B — K™uvp decays are one of the cleanest channels within the SM and most
suitable for indirect NP searches [2-4] (see also refs. [5-10] for recent studies on these



as well as other related decays in the context of NP, but before the recent Belle II
announcement [11]).

Recently, using the dataset with an integrated luminosity of 362fb™', the Belle
IT collaboration reported the first evidence of the Bt — KT + v decay with a
branching ratio [11]

B(BY = K*vi)pene 1 = [23 £ 5(stat) "} (syst)] x 107°, (1.1)

which is obtained by combining the inclusive and hadronic tagging results. Inter-
estingly, this measurement shows about 2.7¢ higher than the SM prediction (4.16 4+
0.57) x 1075, which is based on the calculations in refs. [2-4] but with updated in-
put parameters. In the future, the Belle IT with just 5ab~' integrated luminosity
is expected to measure this decay with 20 ~ 30% uncertainty relative to the SM
value [12, 13], and could therefore confirm or exclude such an excess. Nevertheless,
it has already motivated numerous studies of possible NP explanations [14-30].

As an interesting feature, the Belle II result, once the 20 range in eq. (1.1) is
considered, would be higher than the SM prediction by a factor of 3 ~ 8. Such a large
excess motivates us to ask the following questions: why has such a large NP effect
not shown up or will it be found in other b — s processes, such as the B — K*vv
and By, — v decays [31, 32]7 In this paper, we aim to answer these questions by
performing a detailed model-independent analysis of possible NP effects on these and
related FCNC processes in the Effective Field Theory (EFT) framework.

The BT — KTvu excess reported by Belle II could be explained by introducing
heavy NP particles that are much heavier than the electroweak scale and hence con-
tribute to the b — svv transition as virtual mediators. In this case, the Standard
Model Effective Field Theory (SMEFT) provides a well-suited model-independent
framework to study such kinds of NP effects [33, 34]. Here, all the NP effects are
encoded in the Wilson coefficients of the higher-dimensional operators that are in-
variant under the SM gauge group. Below the electroweak scale, the heavy SM
particles like the massive bosons and the top quark also decouple, and the dynamics
is then described by the Low-energy Effective Field Theory (LEFT) [35, 36], which
consists of, besides the QCD and QED Lagrangians for light SM fermions, a set of
higher-dimensional operators compatible with the QCD and QED gauge symmetries.
The Wilson coefficients of these higher-dimensional operators encode all the physics
related to the heavy SM and NP degrees of freedom. Starting with the SMEFT, one
can also fix these low-energy Wilson coefficients by perform a matching between these
two EFTs at the electroweak scale [36-38]. Such a procedure has been extensively
applied to various B-meson and kaon decays [35, 36]. In this paper, we will interpret
the Belle II excess in terms of the SMEFT operators and consider the LEFT as the
low-energy limit of SMEFT to calculate the relevant B-meson and kaon decays.

The Belle IT excess could also be accommodated by amending the BT — Ktvp
decay by an additional decay channel with undetected light final states like dark



matter (DM) or axion-like particles (ALP). To mimic the signal, these new light
states must couple to the SM quark sector and be sufficiently long-lived to escape the
detector. The potential candidates are new light particles that are singlet under the
SM gauge group. In order to study the interactions of such new states with the SM
quark sector model-independently, it is also convenient to work in an EF'T framework,
such as the DM EFT [39, 40] without any stabilizing symmetry on the DM fields.!
In this respect, the SMEFT can be extended by including the scalar, fermionic or
vector DM fields, resulting in the so-called Dark SMEFT (DSMEFT) [41-46]. In the
DSMEEFT, the new operators involving the DM fields are invariant under the SM
SU3)c®SU(2), ® U(1)y gauge group and the electroweak symmetry is broken by
the usual Higgs mechanism. The general non-redundant operator basis can be found
in ref. [45] up to dim= 6, and in ref. [46] up to dim= 8. In order to describe the low-
energy processes below the electroweak scale, such as d; — d; +DM decays, a general
framework is the generalization of the LEFT to include the scalar, fermionic and
vector DM fields, referred to as the Dark LEFT (DLEFT) [45]. In the DLEFT, the
DM particles should be lighter than the electroweak scale and the effective operators
are invariant under the SU(3)¢ ® U(1)em gauge group. A complete basis of the
DLEFT operators can be found in refs. [45, 47] for dim < 6, and in ref. [48] for dim
< 7. In this work, starting from the DSMEFT and considering the DLEFT as the
low-energy limit of DSMEFT, we investigate the parameter space of each DSMEFT
operator required to explain the Belle II excess, together under the constraints from
the other b — s+inv decays. The future prospects at Belle II, CEPC and FCC-ee will
also be discussed for some of these FCNC processes. In addition, for completeness,
our analyses also include the ALP case [49-52] in the EFT framework [53-58].

The above two NP scenarios proposed to account for the Belle II excess could
also affect the quark-level b — d and s — d processes. In order to correlate the
b — s to the b — d and s — d transitions, we have to specify the underlying flavour
structures of the EFT considered [59, 60]. To this end, we assume the minimal
flavour violation (MFV) hypothesis [61-63] and implement it into the SMEFT and
DSMEFT frameworks. According to the hypothesis, all the flavour violating currents
are controlled by the SM Yukawa couplings, so that all the FCNC interactions in the
quark sector are naturally suppressed by the CKM factors. Therefore, any potential
large FCNCs in the SMEFT and DSMEFT can be avoided. Considering the current
experimental data on the b — s + inv, b — d 4+ inv and s — d + inv processes, such
as the B — 7+ inv and K — 7 + inv decays, we derive the constraints on each
operator in the SMEFT and DSMEFT with the MFV hypothesis. Implications of
the resulting parameter space of each viable operator for the differential distributions
of these decays are also investigated in detail, which can be tested at the Belle II with

In this work, we do not impose any symmetry to stabilize the DM fields in the EFT framework.
Thus, the DM fields we are considering are actually just new singlets under the SM gauge group.



more statistics. In addition, in order to distinguish the various DSMEFT operators,
we, for the first time, calculate systematically the polarization fraction F7, of K* in
the B — K* + inv decays within the DELFT.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. In section 2, we introduce
the MFV hypothesis. In sections 3 and 4, we investigate the various d; — d;vv and
d; — d; + DM decays in the SMEFT and DSMEF'T, respectively. In these EFT
frameworks, the flavour structures of the effective operators are taken to be either
of the most general form or satisfy the MFV hypothesis. We present our detailed
numerical analyses and discussions in section 5. Our conclusion is finally made in
section 6. The hadronic matrix elements involved throughout this work, such as the
transition form factors and decay constants, are summarized in appendix A.

2 Minimal Flavour Violation

In this section, we discuss the idea of MFV hypothesis and its application in the
SMEFT and DSMEFT.

2.1 Quark sector

In the interaction eigenbasis, the SM Yukawa interactions in the quark sector are
described by the Lagrangian

—Ly =qY;Hd + qY,Hu+h.c., (2.1)

where H = ioo H* with H being the SM Higgs doublet. The fields ¢ and u, d denote
the left-handed quark doublet and the right-handed quark singlets in the SM, respec-
tively. The Yukawa coupling matrices Y,, 4 are 3 x 3 complex matrices in flavour space.
In the SM, these Yukawa interactions violate the global flavour symmetry [61, 64]

Gor = SU(3), ® SU(3), ® SU(3).. (2.2)

We can formally recover this flavour symmetry by promoting the Yukawa matrices
Y., to spurion fields [63]. The Yukawa spurions should transform under Gqr as

Y, ~ (3,3,1), Yy~ (3,1,3). (2.3)

Then, we can construct two useful basic building blocks A = Y,Y,] and B = Ydifj,
which transform as (16 8,1,1) under the flavour group Gqr. As will be seen later,
these building blocks are useful to parameterize the quark flavour transitions in
effective theories.

In the SMEFT and DSMEFT, there are four types of quark currents relevant for
the down-type FCNC transitions, which read

qy"Cq,  dy*Cd,  qCd,  go"Cd, (2.4)



where C denotes the Wilson coefficient of the operator Q and is a 3 X 3 matrix in
quark flavour space. Here and in the following, we suppress the operator index i,
i.e., C denoting C;. In the MFV hypothesis, it is assumed that at low energy the
Yukawa couplings are the only source of flavour violation in the SM and beyond [63].
Technically, this hypothesis implies that the quark currents in eq. (2.4) should be
invariant under the flavour group Gqr. Therefore, the Wilson coefficient C can be
written in the following form:

f(A,B) for q7"Cq,
CMFV — L £(A,B)Y; for gCd, go*Cd, (2:5)
el + Y] g(A,B)Y, for dy*Cd,

where ¢ is a real constant. The functions f(A,B) and g(A,B) are infinite series
of the building blocks A and B, e.g., explicitly f(A,B) = &jr..A'B/A- . with real
coefficients &;x... to ensure no new sources of CP violation beyond the Yukawa cou-
plings. By application of the Cayley-Hamilton identity, the infinite series in f(A, B)
and g(A, B) can be resummed into a finite number of terms. Taking f(A,B) as an
example, its explicit summed expression can be written as [65—67]

f(A, B) = 601+61A + €3A2 + €5AB + €7ABA + EloAB2 + 612A2B2 + 614BQAB + 615ABQA2
+65B + €4B? + €6BA + €gBAB + €sBA? + €,3B%2A? + ¢,;ABA? + ¢,4B2A?B.

During the resummation, higher-order polynomials of A and B contribute to the
coefficients ¢;, and make them complex generally. However, it is found that the
imaginary parts of the coefficients are tiny (e.g., Ime; o< |Tr(A?BAB?)| < 1) and can
be therefore neglected in the numerical analysis [65, 66, 68-70]. In the following, we
assume the coefficients ¢; are of the same orders of magnitude. Therefore, only the
terms built by A are kept, while all the terms involving B are neglected, as the spurion
B is suppressed by (9(5\3), where \; denotes the diagonal Yukawa coupling matrix
for down-type quarks defined by eq. (2.8). Finally, we obtain the approximation [71]

f(A, B) ~ 60]1 + €1A + €2A2, (26)

where the coefficients € 2 are free real parameters. Similarly, being suppressed by
(9(5\3), the approximation YdTg(A, B)Y; ~ 0 can be taken.

In the MFV framework discussed above, the quark currents are all given in the
interaction eigenbasis. In order to rotate to the fermion mass eigenbasis, the following
transforms should be performed:

ur, — UuuL, Ur — WUUR, dL — UddL, dR — deR, (27)

where U, 4 and W, 4 are 3 X 3 unitary matrices introduced to diagonalize the Yukawa
matrices

UlY W= g, UV, W, = A, (2.8)



Therefore, the CKM matrix is given by V = UlU,. In the following, we turn to the
fermion mass eigenbasis and derive explicit expressions of the MFV couplings.

The current gv*Cq involves the following down-type quark interactions in the
mass eigenbasis:

dpUly, MV Uy, = diy" Vi (eo + 602 + 04V, (2.9)

where d;, denotes now the left-handed down-type quark in the mass eigenbasis, and A
denotes the diagonal Yukawa coupling matrix for up-type quarks, whose diagonal ele-
ments are given by \,, = \/ﬁmui /v with the vacuum expectation value v = 246 GeV.
It is noted that, due to the large hierarchy among the diagonal elements \,,, the
matrices 615\5 and EQS\ﬁ have almost the same structures. Therefore, one can obtain
the following approximation [72]:

Viar2 + )V = Vi )V = g A, (2.10)

which is equivalent to taking the approximation A\f — X, . = A7(A7 — A ) and redefin-
ing €; + €222 — €;.% For the observables investigated in this paper, we have verified
that the numerical differences caused by this approximation are negligible. Finally,
by defining the basic FCNC couplings

A, =VIAY, (2.11)
we arrive at
dLUJWMCMFVUddL ~ CZL")/M (60]1 + €1Aq)dL. (212)

Similarly, from the current gCd, the following scalar interactions among the
down-type quarks are obtained in the mass eigenbasis:

JLUC}[CMFVdeR ~ JLVT (60]1 + 615\5 + EQj\i)VS\ddR ~ dL (EOS\d + ElAqS\d) dR, (213)

where dg is the right-handed down-type quark in the mass eigenbasis, and the di-
agonal elements of the diagonal Yukawa coupling matrix for down-type quarks are
given by A, = v/2my, /v. Here the approximation in eq. (2.10) has been used. In
addition, due to the same flavour structure as of the scalar interactions, the tensor
interactions d,U gJ“"CMFVde r resulting from the current Go**CM¥Vd have the same
MFV coupling as in eq. (2.13).

For the vector interactions originating from the current dy*Cd, the MEV coupling
in the mass eigenbasis is given by

dRW;’}/ucMFVdeR ~ C{R’}/H(EQ]UCZR. (214)

2Using the unitarity of the CKM matrix, one can obtain [V (e; A2 +-eaA3)V]i; = A2 (e1+€a02)8;—
7 = W2)fes + 2N+ NIV Vag — (F — A)[er + €20 + NDIViVey ~ M(er + e2\)di5 — (NF —
M) [er 4+ A VEV — (A2 = A2)[e1 + eX2]VEV.; = (e1 + €A2)[VIA2V];;, where the approximation
A7 + A2 . ~ A7 have been used.



This implies that the vector interactions among the right-handed down-type quarks
are approximately flavour diagonal and universal. Thus, the FCNC vector interac-
tions among the right-handed down-type quarks are forbidden in the MFV scenario.

As a summary, the MFV couplings for various down-type quark currents are
given in the mass eigenbasis by

enl + el A, for d;y*Cidy,
CV = edg+eiA N for drCidg, dpo*Cidp, (2.15)
enl for dgy"Cidp.
It is then clear that only two types of MFV couplings, A, and AqS\d, can generate

FCNC interactions among the down-type quarks and their numerical values are given,
respectively, by

0.8 —3.3—1.51 79.3 +35.4i
A,=| —33+1.5i 16.6 —397.548.1i | x 1074 (2.16)
79.3 — 35.4i —397.5 —8.1i  9839.0
and
0.0021 —0.18 — 0.08; 191.3 + 85.43
AgAg = | —0.009 + 0.004i 0.88 —958.7 4+ 19.6i | x 107°. (2.17)

0.21 -0.10c —21.1-0.4: 23728.1

One can see that a large hierarchy exists among the down-type FCNC interactions,
ie., CFV > CMFV > CMFV. Tt is also seen that the flavour-conserving couplings

CMFV is more than one order of magnitude larger than all the other couplings.

2.2 Lepton sector

One can also apply the MFV hypothesis to the lepton sector. However, since the
mechanism of neutrino mass generation is still unknown, there are different ap-
proaches to formulate the leptonic MFV [73-79]. Here, we consider the realization
of leptonic MFV within the so-called minimal field content [73, 74|, in which the
neutrino masses are generated by the Weinberg operator. In this case, the Yukawa
interactions in the lepton sector can be written as

—AL=eY.H'l+

T (I°nH)Y, (H ml) + hc., (2.18)

where [ denotes the left-handed lepton doublet with the charge conjugated field given
by I¢ = —ivl*, and e is the right-handed charged lepton singlet. Apy denotes the
breaking scale of the lepton number symmetry U(1)pn. Y. and Y, stand for the
3 x 3 Yukawa coupling matrices in flavour space. In the absence of these Yukawa
couplings, the lepton sector respects the flavour symmetry

Gir = SU(3), ® SU(3).. (2.19)



Analogous to the quark sector, this flavour symmetry can be restored by promoting
the Yukawa couplings Y., to spurion fields. Then, the relevant building blocks are
A, =YY, and B, = Y'Y,, which transform as (1 & 8,1) under the lepton flavour
group Grp.

For the three SMEFT operators, Ql(;’?’) and Qy4, relevant to the BY — Ktvw
decay, they contain the lepton current

IvCl, (2.20)

where C denotes the Wilson coefficient of the operator Q and is a 3 X 3 matrix in
lepton flavour space. In the MFV hypothesis, analogous to the quark current, the
Wilson coefficient C should take the form Cyry = h(As, By), where h(As By) is a
finite polynomial of A, and B,. After neglecting all the terms involving By, which are
suppressed by the small lepton Yukawa couplings Y., we obtain

CMFV ~ Ko+ :‘ilAg + KQA?, (221)

where the coefficients k¢ ;2 are free real parameters. In the numerical analysis, we
keep only the leading lepton flavour violation term A, for simplicity, i.e., ko = 0.
Turning to the lepton mass eigenbasis, the current [v*Cl gives in the MFV hypothesis
the following interactions:

ery" (Kol + KoAr)er + vy (Kol + /‘ioj\z)VL, (2.22)
where the basic LFV coupling A, can be obtained from A, and takes the form
Ay =UNUT, (2.23)

where U is the PMNS matrix. Here ey, and v, denote the left-handed charged lepton
and neutrino in the mass eigenbasis, respectively. 5\,, = 2m, A n/v? stands for the
diagonal effective neutrino Yukawa coupling and m, the diagonal neutrino mass
matrix. As can be seen from eq. (2.22), the lepton vector current does not induce
neutral LFV in the leptonic MFV with minimal field content.?

As discussed above, the charged LFV interactions are governed by the MFV
coupling A,. Numerically, we obtain

—0.19 —0.01i —0.25—0.02i  0.31 — 0.04
ANO — | 0.12+40.01i 0.28—0.00i 0.29+0.04i |, (2.24)
—0.37—0.01i  0.21 —0.05; —0.03 4 0.01

3This is, however, not true for the most generic leptonic MFV. For example, in the leptonic
MFV with type-I seesaw mechanism, the basic LFV coupling A, = U 5\,,U t should be replaced
by U;\},/QOOTS\imUT, where O is a general complex orthogonal matrix satisfying OO = 1 [71].
Therefor, any non-diagonal matrix OOT can induce neutral LFV.



for normal ordering (NO), and

0.21 +0.09i —0.34 +0.05;  0.03 +0.113
AP = 10314012 0.19+0.00i —0.15—0.14i | , (2.25)
0.12—0.02s 0.04 —0.19; 0.34 — 0.10

for inverted ordering (IO) of neutrino masses. Here Arx = 10 GeV and the lightest
neutrino mass m,, = 0.2eV have been taken. One can see that the magnitudes of
all the matrix elements of A, are of similar size except for (AY9)s3, which has much
smaller magnitude than the other couplings.

Let us finally make a comment on the DSMEFT with MFV. In general, similar
to the SM fermions, the DM particles can also appear in a form of multiple gen-
erations. In this case, the SM flavour symmetry could be extended to include the
global symmetry associated with the DM multiplet and the MFV hypothesis can be
generalized to the DM sector [80-84]. In this paper, we focus on a minimal DM
sector, which contains only one or two DM generations, and leave a detained study
of the DM with MFV for future work.

3 M; — Ms—+ v

In this section, we first summarize the SMEFT framework with the most general
flavour structure as well as in the MFV hypothesis. Then, the NP effects on various
rare FCNC decays are discussed.

3.1 SMEFT

If new particles are much heavier than the electroweak scale and the electroweak
symmetry breaking is realized linearly, their effects can be parameterized by a series
of higher dimensional gauge-invariant operators in the SMEFT (see refs. [33, 34] for
recent reviews). The SMEFT Lagrangian at dim-6 takes the form [85, 86]

C;
»CSMEFT = Z FQZ’ (3'1)

where A denotes the NP scale. The dim-6 effective operators Q; are built out of the
SM fields and respect the SM gauge symmetry SU(3)c ® SU(2)r, ® U(1)y, with C;
the corresponding dimensionless Wilson coefficients.

For the b — svv transition, the relevant operators are given by

—_ H _
QLY = (1,7"1) (@) - QW — (0D H) (34a),  (32)
— H _
Q;j) = (lp/yHTIZT) (QSTI/YM%) 9 QSEI — (HTl D fLH) (quI’)/MqT)7
Qu = ("1 (dsuch), Qua = (H'iD H) (d"d,).



where D), = 0, +igs TG}, +igot! Wi +1i¢1Y B,, denotes the covariant derivative under
the SM gauge symmetry. Here T* = \%/2 and ¢/ = 71/2 are the SU(3) and SU(2)
generators, where A\* and 7/ stand for the Gell-Mann and Pauli matrices, respectively.
[ and ¢ denote the left-handed lepton and quark doublets respectively, while d is the
right-handed down-type quark singlet, all being given in the mass eigenbasis. The
generation indices of the SM fields are characterized by p, r, s, t.

The operators Q(hl,()l, Q(H?’()] and Qpq can induce a tree-level 5v#bZ, coupling, and
thus contribute to the b — svv transition. However, the same 57#0Z, interaction
also affects the b — s¢T¢~ processes [2, 3]. Due to the SU(2), gauge invariance,
its contributions to these two processes are of equal magnitudes and lepton flavour
universal. Thus, it is impossible to explain the Belle II data on the branching ratio
B(BT — K*tvp) while satisfying the stringent constraints from the precisely mea-
sured b — s¢T¢~ observables, e.g., the branching ratio B(Bs — p* ™). Explicitly, it
is found that B(B™ — Kvp) can only be enhanced by about 20% after considering
other relevant experimental constraints [16]. Therefore, we will not consider these
operators and focus on the remaining three four-fermion operators in the following.

In the MFV hypothesis, by using eqs. (2.12), (2.14) and (2.22), the relevant
four-fermion operators take the following forms:

C1gQia = [éL7u (Kol + k1) er, + 71y, (Kol + Klj‘Z)VL] [5R7u(€01)d1%]7 (3.3)
Cl(ql’g) Q;;’B) D) |:éL’Y,u (/io]l + /ilAg) €r, + I7L’)/u (:‘io]l + /ilj\?,) l/L:| |:CZL’}/M (60]1 + 61Aq) dL:| s

in the mass eigenbasis. Here we have suppressed the operator indices for the MFV
parameters €, and rg; are suppressed. It is noted that Q;; does not involve any
quark FCNC interactions, and thus has no contribution to the b — svv transition.

3.2 Observables
3.2.1 b — s(d)vv decay

The B — K®uvp decays are induced by the b — sv;v; transitions. In the most
general case, the effective weak Hamiltonian contains only two operators and can be
written as [2, 3]
4G F Qe
V2 4r

with the effective operators defined by

HS?SW — V;tbvtz Z (Cziujozwj + C;Vjogw) + h_c., (3.4)

17.]:67/"‘77—

Ozi’/j — (EPYyPLb) (Df}/MPLVj)a O;{Vj = (5’yuPRb) (ﬂi")/MPLVj)' (35)

In the SM, C;" is negligible and C}""7 = C$M§;; with CPM = —12.64 +0.14 [3] after
including the NLO QCD corrections [87-89] and the two-loop electroweak contribu-
tions [90]. In the SMEFT, by comparing eqgs. (3.1) and (3.4), one can derive that

— 10 —



the NP contributions to these two operators are given, respectively, by

OZZKIJP = CV([Cl(ql)sz:% - [Cl(;)]ij%)’ Ozyzi,lll\ljp =G [Cld} ij23 (3.6)

with the normalization factor ¢, = (27/(c.VipV;3)) - (v*/A?). In the MFV framework,
by using eq. (3.3), we find that

Oy = e AB [V (k6 + £VA2) — (1) — (3))]d3, (3.7)
Crxrv =0,

where 65”) and I{((fl) denote the MF'V parameters associated with the operator Ql(g),

with n = 1,3. Thus, one can see that the transition b — sy in the MF'V hypothesis
is only induced by the effective operator O7"*, which also conserves the lepton flavour.
In addition, it is straightforward to obtain the operators and Wilson coefficients for
the b — dy;v; transitions by changing the corresponding flavour indices.

Starting with the effective weak Hamiltonian in eq. (3.4), we can write the dineu-
trino invariant mass spectrum of the B — K*vv decay as [2, 3]

dl'(B — K*vv)
dSB

oy Y (12 + [ o)+ a7enl) 6

Z?j:e7u77—

where sp = ¢*/m%, and ¢* denotes the dineutrino invariant mass squared in the

B-meson rest frame The three polarization amplitudes A 1.0 are functions of the

B — K* transition form factors and the Wilson coefficients, and take the form
V(SB)

1+ mgs’

A (sp) = =2V2N (14 1) (C7 = CR™) Au(sp),

g N Cuiuj o Clliljj ) )
Af(sp) = — ( %K*@R ) (1 — m3. — sp)(1 + mg«)AL(sB)
AQ(SB)

1+ e

A (sp) = 2V2N N2 (1,m5., s5) (C}" + CR™)

— A(1,M%-,55) . (3.9
with rivges = myes /mp and N = 1/2V Vi [GRa2mbspA2(1,m%., sp) /(3 - 21071'5)]1/2.
Similarly, the dineutrino invariant mass distribution of the B — Kvv decay can be
written as [2, 3, 91]

dU(B — Kvi)  Gia?

e 2
dsp - 3.21045

‘Vibv{gﬁm%)‘?’/z (17 Th%{, SB) [ f_)K (SB)}

< Y |orr ot (3.10)

Z7‘7:67M7T

For convenience, all the relevant form factors present in the above expressions are
given in appendix A.2. In addition, it is straightforward to obtain the distributions
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of other b — s(d)vv decays, such as B — wvv and By — ¢vi, from the above
expressions with some replacements. Finally, one should notice that for charged B-
meson decays, there is a long-distance contribution arising from the tree-level weak
annihilation mediated by the on-shell 7 lepton [92]. For example, the BT — 77 (—
K*v)v process provides an additional O(10%) contribution to the BT — Ktvw
decay, and constitutes a background in the experimental extraction of the branching
ratio [11]. Here we do not include the tree-level contribution, which has already been
subtracted away during the experimental data analysis [11].

3.2.2 b — sll decay

The quark-level b — s¢*¢~ transitions, such as the rare B, — ¢t¢~, B — K" ¢t¢~
and By — ¢lT¢~ decays, can provide promising probes of various NP effects (see
refs. [93, 94] for a recent review). For a general b — s{; £ transition, the effective
weak Hamiltonian can be written as [35]

4GF 62

qioostt 5 T6r — ViV Z CrOr + hec., (3.11)

where the most relevant operators are (’)g) and (’)E/g. They are defined, respectively,
by

Ogj = (E’YMPLb) (gi’}/ugj), Oijo - (E'YMPLb) (Zi7M75£j)a (312)
O = (57, Prb) (ly"t;), O = (57, Prb) (€ir"y54;).

In the SMEFT, the NP contributions to their Wilson coefficients are given by

Cé{NP - +C€([Cl(ql)}ij23 + [Cl(j)]ijQS)’ CE/)ZIJ\TP =+ [C ] j23? (3'13)
C%,NP = _C@([Cl(ql)}ijzg + [Cl(;)]ms)? C{E) NP — — & [Cld] ij23°

with the normalization constant ¢, = (7/(a.Vip Vi) (v?/A?). In the MFV framework,
from eq. (3.3), we can further obtain

Cé{MFV = C% MFV — CZAS?’ [Ggl) (’fél)(sij + Hﬁl)A?) + ((1) — <3>)},
Cotry = Ci(l),MFV =0, (3.14)

where (—:g and £ (") denote the MFV parameters for the operator Qz (n=1,3). For

the B — wlil;, B — K™y, ¢; and By — (;{; decays, which are all induced by the
quark-level b — s(d)¢;¢; transitions and will be included in our numerical analysis.
These decays have been studied in refs. [72, 95-98] and the explicit expressions of
their branching ratios can be found in, e.g., refs. [72, 97, 98].
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3.2.3 s — dvv decay

Both the K™ — nfvi and K, — 7b decays are induced by the s — dyv;
transition. The corresponding effective weak Hamiltonian, including the effective
operators and their Wilson coefficients, can be obtained from the ones of the b — svv
transition in section 3.2.1 by replacing the related flavour indices. In addition, for
the K — wtvr decay, a non-negligible charm contribution must be taken into
account [88, 89].

In absence of the operator Oy 7, the branching ratio of the K™ — ntvi decay
is given by [99-101]

viVj 2
B(K+ — 7T+I/17) = /€+(1 + AEM) Z % {(sin2 HW%)

. 2\
L,]=€1,T
Re. b Re[MC7 1\
+ (TPC(X)(SJ — sin? ew%) ] ., (3.15)

where \; = V'Vig, A = |V,s|, and sin® fy, = 0.23116 is the weak mixing angle. The
parameter k; = (5.173 +0.025) x 10711()\/0.225)® contains, besides some other fac-
tors, the hadronic matrix element of the weak current 57v,FPrd that can be extracted
from the K3 data with the help of isospin symmetry [102]. Agy = —0.003 accounts
for the isospin-breaking electromagnetic corrections [100, 101]. P.(X) = 0.40440.024
comprises the short- and long-distance charm contributions [102-105].

The rare decay K — v proceeds almost entirely through direct CP violation
in the SM [106, 107], and the charm contribution can be fully neglected [99]. The
branching ratio of this decay can be written as [99, 108]

1 [sin?6 2
B(Kp — 7vv) = k(1 —6,) Z - ( Y Im [Aﬂf’ﬂ) : (3.16)

3 2)\°

Z?.]:e?l‘t77-

where k, = (2.231 £ 0.013) x 107!%()\/0.225)® encodes, besides some other factors,
the hadronic matrix element that can be again extracted from the K3 decay with
the help of isospin symmetry [100, 109]. The parameter J. encodes, on the other
hand, the highly suppressed indirect CP-violating contribution [107].

4 M; — M, + DM

In this section, we first recapitulate the theoretical framework of the DSMEFT and
DLEFT, and then detail the calculation of M; — My 4+ DM decays.

4.1 DSMEFT

It is known that EFT can provide a systematic framework for parameterizing var-
ious effects induced by the DM particles. The DSMEFT is a generalization of
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the SMEFT [85, 86] to include the DM particles, which can be either lighter or
heavier than the electroweak scale and are gauge singlets under the SM gauge
group [45, 46, 48]. It is also assumed that electroweak symmetry breaking must be

implemented via the usual Higgs mechanism. Following the convention of ref. [45],
the DSMEFT Lagrangian takes the form

1 1
LpsmerT D N Z CiQES) + e Z C; Q§~6), (4.1)
i J

where A is the NP scale above which new degrees of freedom appear and interact with
the SM and DM particles. The dim-d effective operators di) involve at least one
DM field and respect the SM SU(3)¢c ® SU(2), @ U(1)y gauge symmetry. C; denote
the corresponding dimensionless Wilson coefficients. We will define the DSMEFT at
the electroweak scale pugw.

In the DSMEFT framework, three types of DM particles can be added: spin-0
scalar ¢, spin-1/2 fermion y and spin-1 vector X. Generally, each type of the DM
particles can have multiple generations. For simplicity, the case of one generation
DM will be assumed in this paper. For the operators vanishing in the case of one
generation, however, two generations of DM particles will be considered. Further-
more, in order to affect the rare B-meson and kaon FCNC decays, only the operators
that can induce tree-level FCNC interactions among the down-type quarks are in-
cluded in our analysis. Finally, motivated by the large excess of B(Bt — Kt + vp)
reported by Belle IT [11], we will focus on the dim-5 and dim-6 operators, which are
less suppressed than the ones with dim > 7. Consequently, the DSMEFT operators
we are considering must involve two down-type quarks and at least one DM field.
Furthermore, in order to mimic the rare B-meson and kaon FCNC decays involving
a dineutrino final state, the DM particles must be light enough to be produced in
these decays. For each type of the DM particles, the relevant effective operators are
given in the following.

For the scalar DM particles, there are four operators,

Qip = (QPdTH)Qb +he, Qagz = (qz)drH) ¢2 +h.c,
Qpq = (%’Yu%) (2.¢1§”>¢2), Qpa = (ajpﬁyﬂdT) (z’¢1<3_”>¢2>, (4.2)

where ¢1<§>¢2 = ¢1(0*P2) — (0 1), and ¢(; is the real scalar DM field with

the generation index characterized by i. For the operators which are not hermitian,

“+h.c.” should be added to them to indicate that the hermitian conjugated operators

should be included in the DSMEFT Lagrangian eq. (4.1). In addition, constructions

of the operators Q,, and Qg requires at least two generations of scalar DM fields.
For the fermionic DM particles, there are only two operators,

Qux = (qzﬁu‘]r) (X'YMX)a Qiy = (Jp'yudr) ()Z”Y“X)a (4.3)
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where y denotes the fermionic DM field. In this paper, all the observables considered
are insensitive to the chirality of the fermionic DM. Without loss of generality, x will
be therefore chosen as the right-handed Dirac field.

For the vector DM particles, by using the field strength tensor as the building
block, there is only one operator,

Qunx = (Gowd,) HX" +hec., (4.4)

where X, = 0,X, —0,X,, and X, denotes the real vector DM field. Taking X,, an
additional building block, the following operators also appear [46]:

Qux = (dpyud,) X*, Quax = (H'H) (d"d,) Xy,

Qux = (% WJT)X“, Oy = (H'H) (47" 4,) X,

Qux> = (qd, H) X, X" + h.c., oY« = (H'7'H) (g,7""¢,) X,..
Quxx = ( ’VNQT)XWXV, Quxx = ( ) "Xy,

qu(x = ( qu?”)XWXVv Quxx = (CZ ) "Xy,
Opgx2 = z(’py“D”qr)X X, + h.c., Opaxz = z( d,y"D"d, )X X, + h.c.,
Qanx? = (Gpouwd, H)X{ X7 + h.c., (4.5)

where X = o X s0/2. It is noted that the rare B-meson and kaon decay rates
induced by the operators involving the vector DM field X, are divergent in the
myx — 0 limit. Such a divergence is caused by the longitudinal polarization of
the vector field and related to the phenomenon that it is impossible to consistently
define a massless limit for a vector field without an active gauge symmetry [42].
As in refs. [42, 47, 110], this singularity is treated by assuming some kind of Higgs
mechanism in the dark sector. As a result, the Wilson coefficients of the operators
in eq. (4.5) should be proportional to some powers of (mx/A) and can be redefined
as

C, = C~i ) {(mx/A)2 for Q; = Qux2, Qpax>, QDqXZa Qarx?, (4.6)

(mx/A)  for Q; = others.

These redefined Wilson coefficients C; will be used in the following analysis.

We can also include the axion or axion-like particles (ALPs) [49-52] in the EFT
approach [53-58]. They are pseudo Nambu-Goldstone bosons with non-trivial prop-
erties, and can emerge from spontaneous breaking of some global symmetries. Up to
dim-5, there are only two operators,

Qo = (ij%tqr)a“a, Qo = (czp%dr)a“a, (4.7)

where a denotes the ALP field.
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In the MFV hypothesis discussed in section 2, the Wilson coefficients of the
DSMEFT operators should take special flavour structures. Explicitly, by using the
quark currents in eqgs. (2.12)-(2.14), we obtain

ebha + €10 for Q; = Qug, Qusz, Qurrx, Qunxz, Quxe,
CMEY = ebl + el A, for Q; = Qyq, Qovr Quxxs Qx> Cpgx2s Qyx, ng))(a Qga;
el for Q; = Qga, Qay, Laxx, Lux x> Lpax2, Lax, Qrax, Ddas
(4.8)

for the DSMEFT operators discussed above. Here the Wilson coefficient CM*V' are
given for the down-type quark currents expressed in the mass eigenbasis, and they
are 3 X 3 matrices in flavour space. Generally, the real parameters 6671 are different
from each other for different operators Q;. We can see that the operators listed in the
last line of the above equation do not generate tree-level FCNC interactions among
the down-type quarks.

4.2 DLEFT

Below the electroweak scale, the NP effects induced by the DM particles can be
described by the DLEFT [45]. This EFT is obtained by integrating out all the heavy
particles with masses at or above the electroweak scale and can be considered as an
extension of the LEFT [35, 36] by including besides the light SM fields also the light
DM particles. The DLEFT respects the SM SU(3)c ® U(1)em gauge symmetry, and
does not contain the Higgs boson. Thus, it can be considered without reference to
the DSMEFT for the light DM and light SM particles interacting at energies below
the electroweak scale. Following the same convention as in ref. [45], we can write the
DLEFT Lagrangian as

1 1
Lowerr O § > LOY + N > 1,09, (4.9)
{ J

up to dim-6, where Ogd) denote the dim-d effective operators and L; the corresponding
Wilson coefficients.

Analogous to the DSMEFT case, we can write down all the relevant DLEFT
operators involving the scalar, fermionic and vector DM fields. For the scalar DM,

we have
Oy = (drpdre)¢ +hoc., Ofy = (CZLp’YudLr)(WlWCbz%
_ - L=
Oup2 = (drpdry)d* + hoc., 0% = (dryyudry) (ig1 0" ¢2), (4.10)

where d;, and dg denote the left-handed and right-handed down-type quarks, respec-
tively. For the fermionic DM, the relevant operators are given by

O3 = (dip i) (Xa?"X0), O™ = (drpyudrr) (X X0),
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O3 = (drpdrr) (Xt Cxs) + hic, OFFR = (dpydr,) (xECxs) + hc.,

Ogy " = (dipo" drr) (Xg Copxs) + huc, (4.11)

with the charge conjugate operator defined by C' = iv?4". For the vector DM, there
is only one operator,

Olx = (drpouwdp ) X1 + hc., (4.12)

by using the field strength X, as the building block. However, including X, as
additional building block, the following operators are obtained:

Olx = (dpyuder) X*, O = (drpyudrr) X",

OéXX - (JLqudLT>XWXV= OfXX = (JRp’YudRr)XWXm

05)@( = (CZLp’YudLr)XWXV, OCI;}(X = (CZRp’YMdRr)XWXu,

Opaxz = i(dryy' D'dr) X, X, + hee., O 2 = i(dryy’ D"dp,) X, X, + h.c.,
Oaxz = (drpdpry) X, X" + hoc., Oly2 = (dryoudr,) X1 XY + hee., (4.13)

where D), = 0, +ig,T*G%. +ieQA, denotes the covariant derivative of the SU(3)c ®
U(1)em gauge symmetry. Here we have chosen the basis where the combinations of
X, and X, are similar as in the DSMEFT operators of eq. (4.5). One can prove
that this basis is equivalent to the one adopted in ref. [47]. In addition, there are
two operators involving the ALP field, which take the form

Ol = (dipyudir) 0*a, OF = (dryyudry)0"a. (4.14)

Although the DLEFT can be considered without reference to the DSMEFT,
the former should arise as the low-energy limit of the latter, if we start from the
DSMEEFT. At the electroweak scale pgw, the tree-level matching conditions between
these two EFTs are summarized below:

e Scalar DM:

L R v v
Lgf)d == C¢q, L(jbd = C¢d, Ld¢2 = —

\/§A6d¢2’ Ld¢) = mC(M) (415)

e Fermionic DM:

dx
e Vector DM:
T v L v L 3\ 7R v?
LdX - ﬁCdHX, LdX = CqX + W(CH‘IX + CHqX)7 LdX = CdX + WCHdX7

v
L _ L _ L _ _
LdXX - CqXX’ LdXX - CqXX7 LDdX2 - CDqX2> Lix2 = ﬁACdX2,

(%
R _ R _ . R _ T
LdXX — CdXX, LdXX — CdXX’ LDdXQ — CDdXQ, LdX2 — ﬂACdHXQ.

(4.17)
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o ALP:

LL =C,, LY = Cyq. (4.18)

Here all the Wilson coefficients are given in the mass eigenbasis. In the MFV hy-
pothesis, the Wilson coefficients in DSMEFT take the form of eq. (4.8).

Since the above matching conditions are given at the electroweak scale, i.e.,
L; = Li(ugw) and C; = C;(pugpw), the renormalization group (RG) evolution should
be performed in the DLEFT to obtain the corresponding Wilson coefficients at the
typical scales of B-meson and kaon decays. In the DLEFT, as the DM particles
are color singlet, we need only consider the QCD RG evolution of the quark current
in each DLEFT operator. Furthermore, the different DLEFT operators do not mix
under the QCD RG running. Accordingly, the RG equations take the form

dL;(jt) Qs

N AL 4.1
dln 47T% i(h), (4.19)

where L;(u) denote the Wilson coefficients of the operators O; at the scale p. ~;
denote the anomalous dimension matrices (ADM) for the operators O;. They can be
obtained from the ADM of the semi-leptonic operators in the LEFT [35, 111]. For
the DLEFT operators with a non-zero matching condition, the values of these ADM
are given by

—6OF for Oz = Od¢, Od¢2, dez,
%= +2Cr for O; = OFy, Ol (4.20)

_ mL,R V,.LR V,RR L,R L,R L,R L,R
0 fOI‘ OZ — O¢d ,de ,de 7OdX ’OdXX7 OdXX7ODdX27

with Cr = (N? —1)/(2N,) and N, = 3. Numerically, we find

1.37 for O; = Ouy, Oz, Oz,
Li(4.8CeV) = Li(my) - o A dg?, HdX (4.21)

0.90 for O; = Ol O,

159 for O; = Oy, Oase, Oux2,
Li(2.0GeV) = Li(my) - o day = dg, X (4.22)

which can be used in the B-meson and kaon decays, respectively.

4.3 Observables

Within the DLEFT, by using the similar treatment as for the d; — d;vv transi-
tions discussed in section 3.2, one can calculate the various d; — d; + DM processes.
Generally, the amplitudes of these decays can be factorized into the product of the
Wilson coefficient and the hadronic matrix element of the corresponding effective
operator that can be parameterized form factors or decay constants. In appendix A,
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we summarize the relevant hadronic matrix elements used in this paper. For the
explicit expressions of the decay rates, we refer the readers to refs. [42, 112-117]
for the d; — d; + ¢ (+¢) decays, refs. [5, 42, 118, 119] for the d; — d; + x + x
decay, refs. [42, 47, 116] for the d; — d; + X (+X) decays, and refs. [120-122] for the
d; — d; + a decays. To the best of our knowledge, a complete computation of the
longitudinal polarization fraction F}, of the vector meson V in P — V 4+ DM decays
within the DLEFT is still missing, although the cases with some effective operators
have been studied previously, e.g., in refs. [2, 42]. In this work, we systematically cal-
culate the polarization observables in the DLEFT. All the relevant analytical expres-
sions have been implemented in our recently developed package HadronToNP [123],
which will be used in the following numerical analysis.

5 Numerical analysis

In this section, we proceed to present our numerical results and discussions. In
table 1, we list the main input parameters used in our numerical analysis. Table 2
summaries our SM predictions and the up-to-date experimental measurements of
the relevant observables. We take Axp = 1TeV in the SMEFT and DSMEFT. In
the following, we investigate two explanations to the recent Belle II measurement of
B(Bt — K*vw) [11]. In section 5.1, we consider the b — s + v transition in the
SMEFT. In section 5.2, the missing energy signals in the Belle II measurement are
interpreted in the DSMEFT as contributions from DM particles.

5.1 M1 — M2 4+ vr

The recent Belle IT measurement of the BT — K +inv decay could be explained by
NP contributions to the b — svv transition. In this case, the theoretical prediction
of the related M; — Ms + inv processes takes the form

Bth(Ml — My + iIlV) = Z B(Ml — Mgl/iljj). (51)

1’7]:e7l’l’77—

The NP contributions to these processes can be generally described in the framework
of SMEFT. We refer to refs. [15, 16, 27, 131] for the recent relevant studies. In the
following, we also focus on the SMEFT but with the MFV hypothesis.

In the SMEFT, as mentioned in section 3.2.1, one interesting implication of
the MFV hypothesis is that the d; — d;vv transitions are all governed by only
one effective operator at low energy. As a consequence, the ratio of the branching
fractions of any two b — svv decays should be independent of the NP contribution.
Considering as an example the Bt — K*vi and B® — K*%vv decays, we obtain

B(BT — Ktvw) B(Bt — KTvi)g

M
= = 0.46 £ 0.07 5.2
BB = Kvp) _ B(BY — K0vi)su 007, (5:2)
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Input Value Unit Reference
mpoe 172.69 + 0.30 GeV 31]
V.| (semi-leptonic) 41.15+0.34 + 0.45 1073 [124]
| V| (semi-leptonic) 3.88 4 0.08 £ 0.21 1073 [124]
Vs fE77(0) 0.2165 % 0.0004 [124]
v 72,1134 ° [124]
K=m(0) 0.9675 + 0.0009 =+ 0.0023 [124]
Am?, 74103 (741752 ) | 1070 - eV? [31]
Am2, 2.43770:058 (—2.49870052) | 1072 - eV? 31]
012 33417075 (33.417575) ° 31]
O 49.1719 (49.5%99) ° [31]
013 8.54707; (8.572517) ° [31]
Scp 19742 (28672) ° [31]

Table 1: Main input parameters used in our numerical analysis. The values (in
brackets) of the parameters in the lepton sector correspond to the NO (IO) of neutrino
masses.

where summation over the neutrino flavours has been taken into account. In this
ratio, all the relevant SMEFT operators, i.e. Ql(;) and Ql(s’), have been included
simultaneously.* When deriving this ratio, it is noted that only the MFV hypothesis
in the quark sector is required to eliminate the right-handed operator Og. Therefore,
the ratio still holds even by assuming generic couplings in the lepton sector, i.e.,
without the leptonic MFV. In addition, as both the CKM and Wilson coefficients
involved are cancelled in this ratio, the theoretical uncertainty is reduced compared
to that of the individual branching ratios. If future experimental measurements
find any deviation from the theoretical value, it could imply new sources of flavour
violation beyond the Yukawa couplings. By using the above ratio, the Belle 90% CL
bound B(B? — K*%vp) < 18 x 107¢ would imply that

B(BT — Kt vo)ypy < 10.5 x 107°, (5.3)

which is obviously lower that the 90% CL lower bound of the Belle IT measurement,
B(BT™ — KTvi) > 12.5 x 1075 Or inversely, the Belle IT measurement B(BT —
K*vp) = (2377) x 107¢ would indicate that

B(B® — K vi)ury = (5071f) x 107, (5.4)

4The ratio still holds after including the operators Q(}}(’;’), although they are not considered in
our analysis as mentioned in section 3.1.
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Observable SM Exp Unit Sensitivity
B(BT — K*vp) | 4164057 | 23457 [125] 1076 19% [13]
B(B° — K%w) | 3.8540.52 < 26 [126] 106 87% [13]
B(BT — K**vp) | 9.70 4 0.94 < 61 [126] 10-6 75% [13]
B(B° — K*%vp) | 9.00 £ 0.87 < 18 [126] 106 40% [13]

B(Bs — ¢vv) | 9.93£0.72 < 5400 [127] 10-6 2% [128]
B(B* — 7fvp) | 1.40 £0.18 < 140 [126] 1077
B(B° — m°vi) | 6.52 £ 0.85 < 900 [126] 108
B(B* — ptvp) | 4.06 £0.79 < 300 [126] 1077
B(B° — pv) | 1.8940.36 < 400 [126] 1077
B(K* — ntvp) | 8424061 | 10.673940.9 [129] | 1071
B(Kp — 7vp) | 3.414+045 < 300 [130] 10~
B(Bs — vv) < 5.9 [32] 107% | < 1.1 x 1075 [12]
B(B° — vp) < 1.4 [32] 107* | < 5.0 x 1076 [12]

Table 2: Our SM predictions and the experimental measurements of the relevant
observables. Upper limits are all given at 90% confidence level (CL). The last column
shows the expected sensitivities at the Belle II (5ab™") or at the CEPC (Tera-Z
phase). The sensitivities at the FCC-ee are very similar to that at the CEPC, and
hence are not given here.

which is incompatible with the Belle 90% CL bound B(B° — K*%vi) < 18 x 1075.
As a conclusion, the recent Belle II measurement of the Bt — KTvi decay cannot
be explained in the SMEFT with MFV hypothesis. However, the MF'V prediction
of B(B® — K*vp) is well within the reach of Belle IT at 5ab~" (cf. table 2), which
can be used as a further test of the MFV hypothesis considered here.

Similarly, the ratio of the branching fractions of a b — sy and a b — dvv decay
is also independent of the NP contribution in the SMEFT with MFV hypothesis. As
an illustration, let us consider the BT — K*Tvv and BT — ntvi decays, and obtain

B(B* — K*vv) B(B™ — K*vp)g
B(BT — wtvp)

M —929.745.6,

B(Bt — mtvi)sum (5:5)

where summation over the neutrino flavours has been included. Taking as input the
Belle II measurement in eq. (1.1), this ratio implies that

B(BY — ntvi)wpy = (7.87355) x 1077, (5.6)
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which shows a 2.30 deviation from the SM prediction B(Bt — 7t vv)gu = (1.40 +
0.18) x 1077, but is still compatible with the current 90% CL experimental bound
B(B* — ntvw) < 140 x 1077, Of course, similar ratios can also be constructed for
other processes to test the framework used here.

In the MFV framework, all the quark FCNC or the LFV processes are related
with each other. Explicitly, for the operators Ql(é) (1 = 1,3), all the quark FCNC
transitions are governed by the two parameter products egi)méi) and eﬁ%i"). In order
to constrain them, we consider several quark (and lepton) FCNC processes, including
the B — K®vp, B — K®eu, B — meu, By — ey, By — ptpu~ as well as K — o
decays. Besides the input parameters listed in table 1, the lepton number breaking
scale Ay = 10 GeV and the lightest neutrino mass m,, = 0.2eV are used in the

leptonic MFV. Numerically, we find that the dominant constraints come from the
Bt — Ktvi, B® - K*%w, B® - K*% u* and B, — p"pu~ decays. The allowed
parameter regions of egi)/f(()i) and eﬁ%ﬁ“ are shown in figure 1. We can see that there
is a small gap between the allowed regions of the BY — K*vi and B® — K*%vw
decays. This reflects the discrepancy between the MFV prediction in eq. (5.4) and
the current Belle bound on B(B® — K*%vv).

Since the uncertainty of the recent Belle II measurement is still quite large, we
use instead all the processes except the BT — Ktvi decay to derive the allowed
parameter space. As shown in figure 1, the upper bounds on the magnitudes of the
products egi)méi) and e%?) for the two operators Ql(;’?’) are all around 0.05 in the
cases of NO and IO of neutrino masses, which are much smaller than the parameter
regions required to explain the BT — K1vv excess. Using the allowed parameter

regions for Ql(;), we can derive the following numerical predictions:

3.4(3.5) x 107% < B(BY — K vi)ypy < 5.0(4.9) x 107,
7.4(7.5) x 107% < B(B® = K*vo)ypy < 10.8(10.6) x 1079,
1.1(1.2) x 1077 < B(BY — 7t vd)ypy < 1.7(1.7) x 1077, (5.7)

which correspond the NO (IO) of neutrino masses. The numerical results show less
than 0.5% difference between Ql(;) and Ql(f;’), implying that both of these two operators
coincide with each other under the above bounds. From these bounds, we can see
that the NP contributions to the B — Kvv and B — mvv decays should be less than
~ 20% of their SM predictions. It is noted that the leptonic MFV has been used
to derive the allowed parameter space and the above bounds. Therefore, the bound
on B(BT — K*vp) is more stringent than the one in eq. (5.3) derived without the
leptonic MFV.

5.2 M; - M, + DM

The large excess of B(BT — KTvi) reported by Belle IT can also be explained by
light NP particles that contribute to the signal as BT — KT + missing energy. In
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Figure 1: Constraints on the MFV parameter products (egi)/féi),egi)/sgi)) for Q; =
Ql(;) (left) and Q; = Ql(f;’) (right) in the cases of NO (upper) and 1O (lower) of neutrino
masses. The allowed regions by the measurement of B(BT — KTvi) are at 20 level,
while the regions by B(B® — K*vv), B(B® — K*%u*e™) and B(Bs, — putp~) at
90% CL. The allowed regions by all the last three observables are shown in blue. The
black points (0,0) denote the SM case.

this case, the theoretical predictions of the M; — M + inv decay can be written as
Bth(Ml — My + iIlV) = BSM(MI — My + 1/17) + BNP(Ml — My + DM) (58)

As discussed in section 4, the effects of light NP particles in the second term can
be generally described in the EFT framework. In the following, we investigate this
explanation in the DSMEFT framework, in which the Wilson coefficients are taken
to be the most general form or satisfy the MFV hypothesis.
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5.2.1 General flavour structure

In the DSMEFT with general flavour structure, only the b — s + inv processes are
directly related to the Bt — K% + inv decays, which include B° — K° + inv,
B%* — K*OF 4 inv, B, — ¢ + inv and B, — inv decays. In the following, we
investigate constraints on the DSMEFT operators from the experimental data on
these decays as summarized in table 2, and discuss future prospects at Belle II,
CEPC and FCC-ee. As discussed in section 4.1, seven DSMEFT operators are not
hermitian. In order to compare with the MFV analysis in the next subsection,
contributions from the hermitian conjugation of these operators are neglected in the
numerical analysis in this subsection, i.e., C;; = 0 is taken for d; — d; processes.”
For example, contributions to the b — s¢¢ processes from the operator Qg4 are
calculated by taking [Cgs2]2s # 0 and [Cyp2]32 = 0. T'wo exceptions are the operators
Qpyx2 and Qpgx2. Consider the former as an example, we take [Cpgx2]j; = [CDQXQ];‘J.
for the d; — d; processes to compare with the MFV analysis, where its MF'V coupling
matrix in eq. (2.16) also implies a hermitian Cp,x2. In this case, the hadronic matrix
elements of the weak currents can be parameterized in terms of the transition form
factors of the vector current as discussed in appendix A.2.

For the scalar DM, there are three operators (Qgg2, Qpq and Qgq, cf. eq. (4.2))
contributing to the three-body d; — d;¢¢ and one operator (Qgy, cf. eq. (4.2)) to the
two-body d; — d;¢ decay. Allowed regions of the Wilson coefficients for these four
operators are shown in figure 2. From this figure, we make the following observations:

e The B — K*+inv decay provides the strongest constraints on the parameter
regions allowed by the Belle II measurement of the BT — Kt + inv decay.
Especially, for the operators Q4, and Quq, the regions of my, < 2.0 GeV (my, <
mg, is assumed without loss of generality) are excluded by the decay. For
the operator Qg,, on the other hand, large part of the parameter region with

mg S 3.8 GeV is excluded.

e Another stronger constraint arises from the B, — inv decay, which benefits
from the large phase space. As a result, it excludes the parameter region for
large DM mass, e.g., the region with my 2 2.3 GeV is excluded for the operator
Qip2. For the operators Qg4, and Qyq, however, the By — ¢1¢, amplitude
vanishes in the case of my, = mg, due to the derivative term ¢, 0" ¢, in the
operators. Therefore, only the parameter regions with mg, # mg, receive
constraint from the By, — inv decay.

e Compared to the B® — K** + inv and By — inv decays, the B® — K° + inv,
BT — K**+inv and B, — ¢+inv decays provide almost no further constraints.

°Let us consider Qg4 as an example. For the b — s¢¢ process, [Cyp2]az # 0 and [Cyp2]32 = 0
are taken in the general DSMEFT analysis. In the MFV hypothesis, the coupling matrix eq. (2.17)
implies that [Cgg2]23 > [Cge2]32, which results in the approximation [Cyg2]32 =~ 0.
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Figure 2: Constraints on the Wilson coefficients of the operators involving scalar
DM as a function of the scalar mass mgy. The blue band denotes the 20 allowed
region by the recent Belle IT measurement of the B* — K + inv decay. The upper
bounds from other measurements are shown by the solid lines, while the expected
sensitivities at Belle IT and CEPC by the dotted lines. The sensitivities at FCC-ee
are very similar to that at CEPC and hence are not shown. For the operators Qg,
and Qyq, we have considered four different cases for the DM masses, as indicated in
the last four plots.

The upper bounds from these three decays are comparable to or weaker than
the upper limits of the 20 allowed region required to explain the BT — Kt +inv
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Figure 4: Same as in figure 2, but for the operators involving fermionic DM.

excess.

e All the processes put very weak constraints on the parameter regions with
mg S 2.3 GeV for the operator Q2.

In addition, constraints on the operators involving ALP are shown in figure 3, which
are very similar to the ones for the operator Qg but with much larger allowed Wilson
coefficients.

For the fermionic DM, there are only two relevant operators Q,, and Qg, (cf.
eq. (4.3)) in the DSMEFT. The experimental constraints are shown in figure 4. In
the cases of m, < 0.6GeV and m, 2 2.3GeV, the parameter spaces required to
account for the Belle IT measurement are already excluded by the B® — K* + inv
and By — inv decays, respectively. In the range of 0.6 < m, < 2.3 GeV, however,
large part of the parameter space survives all the constraints. This is quite different
from the case of the SMEFT operator Ql(; ) discussed in section 5.1, due to the massive
fermionic DM fields in the operators Q,, and Qg . In the massless limit, their effects
on the decay width are the same as that of the operator Ql(;).(j

6 Although the leptonic and DM currents in these operators have different chiralities, the total
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Figure 5: Same as in figure 2, but for the operators involving one vector DM.

For the vector DM, there are 8 operators (Qux2, Quxx, Qaxx, Q. xx: Quxx
Qpyx2, Qpax2 and Quux2, cf. eq. (4.5)) contributing to the three-body d; — d; X X
and 6 operators (Qumx, Qax, Qyx, Quax and Q%’q?})(, cf. egs. (4.4) and (4.5)) to the
two-body d; — d; X decay. For the Wilson coefficient of each operator, the parameter
region required to account for the Belle IT measurement of the B* — K +inv decay
as well as the experimental bounds from other processes are shown in figures 5 and
6. The following observations are made:

e For the operators involving one DM field, the high-mass region of 4.3 < my <
4.6 GeV does not suffer from any constraint, while large part of the parameter
region with my < 4.3GeV is excluded by the B® — K** + inv decay. Specif-
ically, for the operator Qupx, the unique one built from the field strength
tensor X,,, the parameter region with myx < 4.3GeV is excluded; for the

other operators, parts of the parameter region still survive for myx < 2.5 GeV
or 4.3 Smx < 4.6GeV.

e For the operators involving two DM fields, except for Qg x2, the parameter
spaces with mx 2 2GeV are all excluded by the B, — inv decay. For Qp,x2,

decay width does not depend on the chirality of the currents.

— 27 —



10* Fr—r—rTr—rrrrrrrrrrrrry= g 10 11—
Fl— BB =Kk xx) « B(B¥ =K *XX)@Belle 1 5ab™* E —— B(B* K *XX) (B K+ XX) fi E
—— B(B'-K'XX) B(B'-K'XX) @Belle 1 5ab ! ] —— B(B'-K'XX) - BB'5K'XX) G ]
— B(B* K" XX) - B(B"-+K*XX) @ Belle Il Sab ! Il B — B(B*—K'" XX) - B(B*-+K"XX) @ Belle I 5ab E
g 103 —— B(B*+K"XX) -+ B(B,—XX) @ Belle Il 5ab~! I — g 103 —— B(B"-K"XX) - B(B,»XX)@ n
'_k;‘ F \— B(B.—~XX) B(B,—+¢,XX) @ CEPC Tera-Z / '—>'< B(B,—~XX) B(B,~¢,XX) @ CEPC Tera/Z E
E B(B,~¢,XX) B(B,~¢,XX) ] 3
< ELS < AN — ]
= =
) ) 1
N B E
— — =
b = ]
i & .
= K
Q ) E
E =(@70) X7 E Qu5x = (@7,0) X" X, |3
o Quxx = (dyyudy) XX, | o Quix = (dyyudr) XM X, |4
100|||||||||||||||||||||||||| 100||||||||||||||||||||||||||
0 500 1000 1500 2000 2500 0 500 1000 1500 2000 2500
mx [MeV] mx [MeV]
N
*
* 10° P S 10" P —
— E T T T T T T T T T T3
N E|l— B(B*>K*XX - B(B*—K " XX)@Belle Il Sab E — BB K" XX) - B(B* K" XX)@Belle Il Sab ™! E
F ) = )
E‘S [ |— BB-K'XX) - B(B'-K"XX) @ Belle II 5ab ] F|l— B(B-K°XX) - B(B"K°XX) @BelleTl 5ab ' [} 3]
Q F|— BB =K XX) - B(B'=K"XX) @ Belle 11 Sab/ E [ |— BB =K XX) ..o BBSKOXX)@Belle Tl 5ab~!/ | 1
~ I |— B(B'-K"XX) + B(B.—XX) @Belle Il 5ab " - [ |— BB -K"XX) - B(B.—~XX) @ Belle Il 5ab !
>< {—— B(B,~+XX) B(B,~+¢,XX) @ CEPC Teyh-Z)" 3 —— B(B,~+XX) B(B,~¢,XX) @ CEPC Tera-.
S 105 = B(B,~6.XX) 10 B(B,~6.XX)
E 0, X2 0,2
QO E ]
., F &l
r o~
Il L S
<
)
] [\ 2
- 4! == S R
2, 10 3
b 3
= B
Q ]
<;<“ x = (80" (D"q:)| X, X,
= - 1
S i (D)X, X, 10 Qux: = (4, Hd,) XX, 3
18 103 | BT PRI BRI BRI PRI T [T T S N T T T T N Y N S S S T N
— 0 500 1000 1500 2000 2500 0 500 1000 1500 2000 2500
my [MeV] my [MeV]
10° Frr—r—rT T — 10° T T g
F|l— B(B*—K~XX) B B(B’HK’XX)@BeIleIISnb”E — B(B*>K*XX) - B(B* K" XX)@Belle 11 Sab/ ! E
[ |— BB -K'XX) - B(B'KXX) @Belle 1l Sab | | ] [ — B(B'-K'XX) - B(B»K'XX) @Belle Il Sab " ]
L |— B(B*K'*XX) -+ B(B"K*XX) @ Belle Il Sab™" | - | — B(B*—K'* XX) B(B*+K"XX) @ Belle Il Sab" | -
104 | |— B(B*+K"XX) B(B,~+¢,XX) @ CEPC Tera-Z 104 —— B(B"»K"XX) B(B,—~¢,XX) @ CEPC Tera-Z. .
E B(B,~+6,XX) B(B,~,XX) 3
o) L ] ] ]
N N
Y I T T~ T
%10 F 4 > i
jas] E 3 Jas] 3
= F 3 = 3
1\ ] R h
2
107 e E E
F Quirx* = (qpowdr H) X{ X3 |4 r Qurx: = (@7, H) X1 X5 |
10]|||||||||||||||||||||||||| 101||||||||||||||||||||||||||
0 500 1000 1500 2000 2500 0 500 1000 1500 2000 2500
my, [MeV] (mx, =myx,) my, [MeV] (myx, =myx, +200MeV)
10° Fro—r—r T g 10° e e e e s
E|l— B(B* K xx) - B(B'—K ' XX) (@ Bellg Il Sab ! E — BB K" XX) (B K ¥ XX) @ Belle I Sab ! E
[ |— B(B"-K'XX) - B(B"-K"XX) @Belle If 5ab~" ] [ |— B(B-K"XX) (B~ K" XX) @ Belle 11 Sab ™! ]
F |— BB =K XX) - B(B'—K*XX) @ Belle 1 Sab ™ B F|l— B(B* =K XX) (B~ XX) @ Belle Il Sab~! E
104 | |— B(B"=K"XX) B(B,~+¢,XX) @ CEPC Tera-Z ] —— B(B"—K"XX) B(B. . XX) @ CEPC Tera-Z _
E B(B,~6,XX) i 3 E B(B,+6.XX) i 3
) F ] o) c ]
™ o™
~ I T i B T
510’ E E 510’ E E
Jau) E 3 o E 3
= F 3 = F 3
) E h ) E h
2 2
107 E 3 10 3
o Qunx? = (Gp0ud, H) X{ X5 | r Qunx> = (qy0,0d, H) X1 X5 |
101|||||||||||||||||||||||||| 101||||||||||||||||||||||||||
0 500 1000 1500 2000 2500 0 500 1000 1500 2000 2500
myx, [MeV] (myx, =myx, +1000MeV) my, [MeV] (mx, =my, +2000MeV)

Figure 6: Same as in figure 2, but for the operators involving two vector DM fields.
For the operator Qg x2, we have considered four different cases for the masses of
the two DM particles, as indicated in the last four plots.
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Opaxz and Qgx2, the B, — inv decay also provides almost the strongest con-
straints in the whole DM mass region, although the constraints in the region
of my < 1.7GeV are quite weak. For the other operators, the parameter re-

~

gions with mx < 1.7GeV are highly constrained or largely excluded by the

~Y

B — K*Y + inv decay.

e Constraints on the operator Qurx2 are quite different from the other ones.
As the tensor hadronic matrix element (0|bo,,s|Bs) vanishes identically, this
operator does not contribute to the By — inv decay. Therefore, the high-
mass regions do not suffer from any constraint. However, most of the low-
mass regions are excluded by the BY — K*¥ + inv decay, e.g., the one with
myx, S 1.8GeV is excluded in the case of my, — mx, = 200MeV.

All the data on b — s decays discussed above will be significantly improved in the
future [12, 13, 128, 132]. Considering the expected sensitivities at Belle II (5ab™),
CEPC and FCC-ee (Tera-Z phase) listed in table 2, we also show in figures 2-6 the
projected 90% CL bounds on the DSMEFT operators. It is observed that

e At the Belle II with 5ab™", the relative uncertainty of the measured B(B* —
K*vr) is expected to be 19%. Using the SM prediction to estimate the future
experimental central value, the projected bound covers all the parameter space
explaining the recent Belle II excess. If the central value of the current Belle II
data remains unchanged in the future, the future experimental measurement
of B(BT — K*vi) is expected to be (234+4) x 107%, which would deviate from
the current SM prediction by about 4o.

e For the B® — K° + inv decay, the projected bound can cover most of the
parameter regions required to explain the B* — KT + inv excess. Therefore,
this decay can provide an independent probe of the proposed mechanism behind
the Belle II excess.

e The B, — ¢ + inv and B; — inv decays can strongly constrain the low- and
high-mass regions of the parameter space used to explain the Belle II excess,
respectively. Their combination can even exclude almost all the parameter
regions. It is also noted that the operators Qg2 and Q x> affect the By — inv
decay without helicity suppression, which makes the projected bound of the
B, — inv decay cover the whole parameter space of these two operators.

e All the operators involving one DM (such as Qg, and Qg,), as well as the
operator Qg x2, do not contribute to the B, — inv decay. Therefore, the

high-mass regions do not suffer from any constraint, even at the Belle II with
5ab~! or at the CEPC and FCC-ee during the Tera-Z phase.
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Figure 7: Constraints on the MFV parameter ¢; for the operators involving scalar
DM as a function of the scalar mass mg4. The blue band denotes the 20 allowed region
by the recent Belle IT measurement of the Bt — KT + inv decay, while the upper
bounds obtained from all the other processes are shown by the solid and dashed lines.
The red points denote the benchmark points used to investigate the ¢? distributions
in figure 12; see text for more details.

5.2.2 MFV

As demonstrated in eq. (4.8), once the MFV hypothesis is assumed, 8 out of the 22
DSMEFT operators do not induce down-type FCNC interactions. Therefore, these
operators cannot account for the recent Belle II measurement of the B* — KT +inv
decay. For the remaining 14 operators, their MFV couplings make the b — d and
s — d processes also relevant. We consider the constraints from the experimental
measurements summarized in table 2, which include the branching ratios of the
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Figure 9: Same as in figure 7, but for the operator involving fermionic DM.

B — K% 7 p+inv, K* — 7t +inv, K — 7° +inv, B, — ¢ +inv and B, 4 — inv
decays. It is noted that, as discussed in the last subsection, the b — s transition in the
MFV hypothesis approximately depends only on one Wilson coefficient. Numerically,
this situation is similar to the treatment in the general DSMEFT discussed in the
last section; see footnote ° for an example. Consequently, the relative strength of
the constraints from the various b — s processes are the same between the general
case and the MFV hypothesis. Therefore, in the following, we focus on whether the
s — d and b — d processes can provide further constraint with respect to that from
the b — s processes.

For the three operators with scalar DM (cf. eq. (4.2)), the allowed regions of the
MFYV parameter €} are shown in figure 7. In the low-mass region of my4 < 200 MeV,
the K™ — 7t 4 inv decay puts the strongest constraint for the operators Qg, and
Qup2. For all the operators, the Bt — 7 + inv or the BT — p* + inv decay,
depending on the DM mass, provides the strongest constraint among all the b — d
processes. However, this decay provides no further constraint after considering the
constraints from the b — s processes. The only exception is the constraint for the
operator Qg in the case of my, = my, = my. In the region of my, 2 2.3GeV,
the strongest constraint is provided by the BT — 7" + inv decay (as well as the
T(1S) — inv decay; see the later discussion), because my, = mg, makes the NP
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Figure 10: Same as in figure 7, but for the operators involving one vector DM.

contribution to the By, — ¢1¢2 decay vanishing. In addition, Q,, is the unique
operator involving ALP in the MFV framework. The constraints on this operator
are shown in figure 8, which are, as in the general case, very similar to the ones for
Qa4 but with a much larger allowed Wilson coefficient.

Among the operators with fermionic DM, there is only one relevant operator
(Qqgy: cf. eq. (4.3)) in the MFV hypothesis. The experimental constraints are shown
in figure 9. We can see that, after considering the constraints from the b — s
processes, all the s — d and b — d decays provide no further constraints, except in
a narrow window near m, =~ 2.3GeV, where the BT — 7" + inv decay gives the
strongest bound.

For the vector DM, in the MFV framework, there are five operators (Q,xx,
Q,xx» Qaxz, Qpgxz and Qupxz, cf. eq. (4.5)) contributing to the three-body d; —
d; X X and four operators (Qumx, Qux and Qgi))(, cf. egs. (4.4) and (4.5)) to the two-
body d; — d; X decay. The relevant experimental constraints are shown in figures 10
and 11. For the operators Q,x and QHar the K+ — 7% + inv decay provides the
strongest constraint for mx < 0.35 GeV and exclude the parameter region required
to account for the Belle II excess. For the four operators involving one DM, the
BT — 7t + inv decay excludes the mass window around myx =~ 4.8 GeV. For the
five operators involving two DM, neither the s — d nor the b — d processes can put
further constraints after considering those from the b — s decays. One exception
is the operator Qgpy2, where the decay BT — 7" + inv excludes the tail in the
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Figure 11: Same as in figure 7, but for the operators involving two vector DM fields.
For the operator Qg x2, we have considered four different cases for the DM masses,
as indicated in the last four plots.

high-mass region.
In the MFV hypothesis, as indicated by eqs. (2.16) and (2.17), the flavour-
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conserving couplings to the third generation are much larger than all the other FCNC
couplings.” Therefore, the Y — DM-+DM decay could be highly enhanced. However,
the current experimental bounds on the invisible T decays are still quite weak. For
the T(1S) — inv decay, the 90% CL upper limit on its branching ratio is 3.0 X
10~* [133], which is about one order of magnitude higher than the SM prediction
9.9% 1075 [134-136]. Constraints from this process are also shown in figures 7-11. For
the operator Qy, with mg, — mg, < 200 MeV, we can see that the constraints from
the T(1S) — inv decay are much stronger than from all the b — d decays in the high
mass region of my, 2 2GeV and, especially, exclude the regions of mgy, 2 2.3 GeV
required to explain the Belle II excess. However, the constraints for all the other
operators are much weaker than from the B-meson and kaon decays in the range of
mpy S mp/2. On the other hand, the constraints from invisible charmonium decays
are totally negligible, because the NP contributions are suppressed by a factor of
O(M\}) in the MFV hypothesis.

The ¢? distributions of the FCNC decays can also provide useful information
about the NP effects. Considering the large uncertainty of the Belle II measurement,
we take a conservative estimation of the NP contributions to the ¢? distributions:
For each DSMEFT operator, the minimal value of the MFV parameter allowed by
all the experimental constraints is chosen as the benchmark point, which is also
shown in figures 7-11. Therefore, all the benchmark points actually correspond to
the same branching ratio B(BT™ — KT + inv) = 4.8 x 107°%, which is the 20 lower
bound allowed by the Belle II measurement. Furthermore, we choose two typical
values of the DM masses, 700 MeV and 1500 MeV. By using these benchmark points,
we show in figure 12 our predictions for the ¢? distributions of B¥ — KT + inv
and B — K* + inv decays.® In the case of mpy = 700 MeV, we can see that,
for the operators Qg, and Qg42, the distributions are close to each other in the
Bt — KT + inv, but distinguishable in the B® — K** + inv decay. However, for
the operators Q,xx and Q %y, the distributions are quite close in both of these
two decays. In the case of mpy = 1500 MeV, the distributions are quite different,
and hence distinguishable from each other for most operators. Therefore, all the
operators are distinguishable from each other by combining the two decay spectra.

As can be seen from ref. [11], excesses of the BT — KT +inv events mostly appear

TAs can be seen from eq. (4.8), the flavour-conserving couplings can also be altered by the
MFV parameter ¢y. However, this parameter does not affect the FCNC processes, e.g., the BT —
KT + inv decay. For simplicity, we take ¢¢ = 0 to derive the bounds on €; from the invisible
decays of charmoniums and bottomoniums. For a non-zero ¢q, it is straightforward to obtain the
corresponding bounds on €; by using eq. (4.8).

8The ¢? distributions of other P — P + inv and P — V + inv decays are similar to that of
BT — KT +inv and B° — K*° + inv respectively, and hence are not shown here anymore. In
addition, for comparison, we show the ¢? distributions of these decays by considering the benchmark
values of the Wilson coefficients of the operators Qgq, Qanx and Qgpx2, although they are already
excluded by the B — K*9 + inv bound.
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Figure 12: Differential branching ratios of the B¥ — K+ +inv and B® — K* +inv
decays both within the SM and in the DSMEFT with MFV hypothesis. For each
effective operator, the DM mass is chosen either as 700 MeV or 1500 MeV, and the
MFV parameters are fixed at the corresponding benchmark points shown in figures 7—
11. For the operators involving one DM field, mpy = 1.7, 2.0, 2.2 and 2.4 GeV are
chosen and the corresponding averaged branching ratios in the [2, 3], [3, 4], [4, 5]
and [5, 6] GeV? bins are shown, respectively.

in the bins 2 < ¢® < 7GeV?, although the uncertainties are still quite large. From
the predictions shown in figure 12, one can see that the ¢? distribution resulting from
the operator Q,, with m, = 700 MeV can closely match that of the Belle II excess.
As another possibility, the two-body decay with a DM mass around 2 GeV could
also contribute to the observed distribution. In this case, the DSMEFT operators
involving one DM field become relevant, and there are 6 such operators in the MFV
hypothesis, i.e., Qap, Qga, Larx, Qgx and ng))(. In order to study the possible
excesses in the [2, 3], [3, 4], [4, 5] and [5, 6] GeV? bins, we choose mpy = 1.7, 2.0,
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Figure 13: Longitudinal polarization fraction of the B® — K*° 4 inv decay both
within the SM and in the DSMEFT with MFV hypothesis. The benchmark points
used in this figure are the same as the ones in figure 12.

2.2 and 2.4 GeV as benchmarks, respectively. For the MFV couplings of these 6
operators, we choose the minimal values allowed by all the experimental constraints,
as done for the operators involving two DM fields. By using these benchmark points,
we also show in figure 12 the bin-averaged branching ratios of the BT — KT + inv
and B — K* 4 inv decays. Since the minimal values allowed by the Belle II
measurement are chosen, the distributions resulting from these operators are the
same for the BT — KT + inv decay spectrum. The resulting B® — K*0 + inv decay
spectra are, however, distinguishable from each other for the operators Quux, Qg
and Q4. They can also be distinguished from that resulting from the operators Q,x
and ng))(, which have the same distribution. As the two-body decay kinematics is
quite different from that of the three-body decay, a dedicated statistical analysis can
provide more insightful information, for which we refer to ref. [23] for a recent study.

For the B — K*+inv decays, the polarization of the K* meson can be extracted
via an angular analysis of its decay products. This virtue allows us to define an addi-
tional observable, the longitudinal polarization fraction F = (dI'y/dq¢?)/(dT/d¢?),
where dI';, denotes the differetial decay width with a longitudinally polarized K*. By
using the same benchmark points used to investigate the branching ratios in figure 12,
our predictions for the longitudinal polarization fraction of the B® — K**+inv decay
are shown in figure 13. Comparing figures 12 and 13, we can see that the longitudi-
nal polarization fraction is complementary to the branching ratio and can, therefore,
serve as an additional observable to distinguish the various DSMEFT operators.
For example, in the case of mpy = 1500 MeV, the operators Q,, and Q,x2, while
predicting quite similar B® — K* + inv decay spectra, result in quite different F.
However, in the case of mpy = 700 MeV, the operators Q,xx and Q gy, which
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are the remaining indistinguishable operators by combine the Bt — K+ + inv and
B® — K* + inv decay spectra, show at most around 5% difference in F.

From figures 7-11, we can see that the benchmark points actually correspond to
the minimal allowed parameter values required to explain the BT — K +inv excess.
They are irrelevant to the b — d+inv and s — d—+inv decays. Therefore, the predicted
branching ratios and longitudinal polarization fractions of the B* — K* + inv and
B? — K*® + inv decays in figures 12 and 13 can also be applied to the general
DSMEFT case discussed in the last subsection.

6 Conclusion

The recent Belle II measurement of B(Bt — K*tvw) is about 2.7¢ higher than
the SM prediction. In this work, we have deciphered the data with two different
NP scenarios: the underlying quark-level b — svv transition is, besides the SM
contribution, further affected by some heavy new mediators that are much heavier
than the electroweak scale, or amended by an additional decay channel with light
new final states that are sufficiently long-lived to escape the detector and appear as
missing-energy signals. To make our analyses model-independent as much as possible,
we have studied these two scenarios in the SMEFT and the DSMEFT framework,
respectively. Furthermore, the flavour structures of the resulting effective operators
are taken to be either of the most generic form or satisfy the MEF'V hypothesis, both
for the quark and lepton sectors.

In the first scenario, we have focused on the implications of the MFV hypothesis.
It is found that, once the MFV hypothesis is assumed for the quark sector while
without any assumption on the lepton sector, only one SM-like low-energy effective
operator Q" can be induced by the SMEFT dim-6 operators. As a consequence, the
ratio of the branching fractions of any two b — sv decays remains a constant, which
can be used to test the MFV hypothesis. In particular, the resulting ratio B(BT —
K vo)ypv/B(BY — K*uv)ypy = 0.46 & 0.07 is inconsistent with the current 90%
CL lower limit 0.70 derived by combining the recent Belle IT measurement of B(B* —
K*vw) and the Belle upper bound on B(BY — K*'vi). Thus, the Belle IT excess
cannot be explained in the SMEFT with MFV hypothesis for the quark sector. Such
a conclusion is true irrespective of the flavour structure of the lepton sector. As
the uncertainty of the Belle IT measurement of B(B™ — K*vp) is still quite large,
we have also used all the relevant processes but without the BT — K*vr decay
to constrain the parameter space of the MFV parameters, and then predicted that
B(BT — K vi)ypy < 10.5 x 1075 and 3.5 < B(BT — KTvi)ypy < 5.0 x 1079,
which correspond to the cases without and with the leptonic MFV, respectively.
These predictions can be further tested at the Belle II with more statistics.

In the second scenario, it is found that the Belle II excess can be accommodated
by 22 DSMEFT operators with dim < 6, which include 4 operators involving scalar,
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2 operators involving fermionic, 14 operators involving vector DM, as well as 2 op-
erators involving ALP. For each operator, the current experimental constraints on
the corresponding Wilson coefficient and DM (ALP) mass are derived. For most
of these operators, large parts of the parameter spaces required to account for the
Bt — K* +inv excess are excluded by the B® — K*° + inv and B, — inv decays.
Nevertheless, none of the operators is fully excluded by the current data. The future
Belle IT (5ab™'), CEPC and FCC-ee (Tera-Z phase) data on B, — ¢ + inv and
B, — inv decays are, however, expected to cover almost all the parameter spaces
needed for explaining the Belle II excess. Furthermore, the B — K°+4inv decay can
provide an independent probe of the NP mechanism proposed for the Belle II excess.
Once the MFV hypothesis is assumed, 8 out of the 22 viable DSMEFT operators
do not induce the down-type FCNC interactions, and hence cannot account for the
Belle IT excess. For the remaining 14 operators, their MF'V couplings make the b — d
and s — d processes also relevant. For Qg4, Qqq, Dgx and Qg’q?})(, which all involve
one DM field, the Kt — 7 + inv decay provides the strongest constraint in the
low-mass region mpy S mg — my. For Qg , Qunx, Qyx, ng))( and Qupx2, espe-
cially for the ones (e.g., Qg x2) that make no contribution to the By — inv decay,
the BT — 7" +inv decay puts the most stringent bound in the high-mass region. In
addition, the Y(1S) — inv decay provides the strongest constraint in the high-mass
region for the operator Qg4, with mg, —mg, < 200MeV. Within the parameter space
allowed by all the current experimental data, the differential branching ratios (as
well as the longitudinal polarization fractions) of the B — K® + inv decays are
then studied for each viable operator. We find that the resulting prediction of the
operator Qg = ((jpfyuqr) ()‘(y“x) with a fermionic dark matter mass m, ~ 700 MeV
can closely match the Belle II event distribution in the bins 2 < ¢? < 7GeV2. Our
numerical results also show that the longitudinal polarization fractions are comple-
mentary to the branching ratios. By combining them, all the DSMEFT operators
are distinguishable from each other, except the operators Q xx and Q gy in the
case of mx = 700 MeV.

At the Belle II with 5ab™" dataset, the branching ratio B(BT — K* + inv)
is expected to be measured with an uncertainty of 19%. If the central value of
the current Belle II measurement remains unchanged but the uncertainty is reduced
accordingly in the future, the discrepancy from the SM prediction will increase to
40 level. At the same time, in the future, the B — K° + inv, B® — K*° + inv,
Bt — 7" 4+ inv, Bt — p' +inv and By — inv decays at Belle I [12, 13], the
By — ¢ + inv at CEPC [128] and FCC-ee [132] as well as the K — 7 + inv at
NA62 [137] and KOTO [138], are all expected to provide complementary information
about the (D)SMEFT operators as well as the validity of the MF'V hypothesis studied
here.

The new singlets introduced in the DSMEFT could be the DM candidates in
the universe. In this case, the parameter space derived in our work could be further
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constrained by cosmological observations, such as the DM relic density and the Big
Bang nucleosynthesis, as well as the DM direct detection [139-143]. For the oper-
ators involving one new particle, their couplings should also suffer from additional
constraints to ensure that the particle is sufficiently long-lived to escape the detector.
In addition, the DM FCNC couplings can affect the neutral-meson mixings, such as
B, — B, mixing [120, 121]. At the LHC, the large couplings of the new singlets to
the third generation in MFV can lead to the DM production associated with top
and bottom quarks [144]. However, a complete and dedicated study of all these
constraints should go beyond the EFT framework and specific UV completions are
needed. Therefore, we leave these explorations for our future work.
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A Hadronic matrix elements

For the B-meson and kaon decays discussed in sections 3 and 4, as well as the invisible
decays of charmoniums and bottomoniums, we need the hadronic matrix elements
between the vacuum and the initial hadronic states or between the initial and the
final hadronic state, which can be parameterized by the decay constants or by the
transition form factors. For convenience, they are recapitulated in appendices A.1
and A.2, respectively. The matrix elements of other bilinear quark currents not
mentioned explicitly are zero due to parity invariance of strong interaction.

A.1 Decay constants

For the B, meson (¢ = u,d), the non-vanishing annihilation matrix elements are
defined as

2

_ 5 iy A . mp,
(01q7, 7501 By(p)) = ifB, Pus (0|gvsb| By(p)) = ) + T

I, (A

with m,(1) and m,(p) denoting the b- and g-quark running masses at the scale u
defined in the MS scheme. Here f B, denote the B,-meson decay constants, and their
up-to-date Lattice QCD values can be found in ref. [145] and references therein. For
the vector quarkonium V' (such as T and J/v), the relevant hadronic matrix elements
are given by [146, 147]

Olgv"q|V (p,e)) = fumye”,
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(0lgo™q|V (p,e)) = i fy () (e"p” — "), (A.2)

where £* denotes the polarization vector of the vector quarkonium, and f‘(,T) is the
decay constant. The matrix element of the axial-tensor current can be related to
that of the tensor current, while the ones of all the other currents are zero. In
the numerical analysis, we use the values of fy in ref. [147], f;/, in ref. [148], and
fE(2GeV)/ fy in ref. [149].

A.2 Transition form factors

The transition form factors for a B meson decaying into a pseudoscalar meson P
(e.g., B — K) are defined by [150, 151]

cp(P(®)|gy"0| B(p)) = f1(4%) (P“ - %q“) + fo(qz)%q‘ﬂ
e (PW)IIBw) = BT (),
er (P 0" W) B ) = ity (a?) (A3

where ¢ = p—p/, P =p+p', and ¢p = —v/2 for 7° and ¢p = 1 otherwise. For a
B meson decaying into a vector meson V', the relevant transition form factors are
introduced by the following Lorentz decompositions of the bilinear quark current
matrix elements [150, 152]:

e (VI )bl BD)) = —eupoc Prg7— )
’ K Hvp mpg + mv’

_ . ) e
ev (V0 )|y 7B B(p)) = ie™(mp + my) Ay(¢7) — iPP———L— Ay ()
mpg -+ my

—ig" (" - q) 2? [A3(¢°) — Ao(d”)]

e (V (1, €)|ay°blB(p)) = _Zim(u) ) (" q)Ao(q?),

cv (V(p',€9)]q0wq b B(p)) = —i€uwpee™ PP¢°T1(q%),

ev(V(p,€)qowq" v bl B(p)) = [((mB — mi)ey, — (" - q) P] Ta(q?)

) (0 Do P T (A

mp —my

where € denotes the polarization vector of the vector meson, and ¢, = —/2 for p°
0123 — 41 and 0, = /2 [V, 7).
With the above parameterizations, the absence of dynamical singularities at ¢ = 0
implies that f,(0) = fo(0) and Ay(0) = A3(0). In addition, the algebraic relation

and cy = 1 otherwise. We adopt the convention e

— 40 —



between o, and 0,75, 0,75 = 1/2€,,a50°, gives rise to the identity T1(0) = T5(0).
It is also noted that the form factor A; is redundant and can be written as a linear
combination of A; and A, [152]

Asfa?) = BT 4 g2 -

The hadronic matrix elements of the tensor and axial-tensor currents can also be

mp —my 2
—A : A.
2my 2(q”) (A.5)

decomposed as [153]
*\ | = _uv D, - *0 m2 B m2 *O 6* ) o
cv(V(p',€%)|qo" b| B(p)) =i€upo {P”ﬁ - %q% + ngqu } T1(q%)

. m B m *xO 8* ) q o
+ 1€upo [%st + —2qu ] T2(q2>

. £ -q o
+'L€p,upo‘Wqu T3(q2)7

B~ My
m2 —m2
cev(V(V',€%)|qo""+°b B(p)) = {( PV — Pre) 4 BV (g — )
e*-q ,
+ P - ) }
2 _ 2
* {%(a*w” q"e )+ (“P” P | To(q?)
£ . q . ) )
o (P = PR T A6
+m23_m%/(q ¢) Ts(q7), (A.6)

from which the forms given in eq. (A.4) can be obtained by multiplying both sides
by q,. All the By — P (V) and K — 7 form factors can be defined similarly.

Numerically, we use the values obtained in ref. [151] for the B — P and in
ref. [152] for the B — V transition form factors. As the Lattice QCD results are still
not available for all of these form factors, especially for the tensor ones (see ref. [145]
and references therein), we use instead the calculations based on the light-cone sum
rule approach [151, 152]. For the K — 7 vector and scalar form factors, the results
obtained in refs. [154, 155] are adopted, while the value in ref. [156] is used for the
K — 7 tensor form factor.

For the operator Qpgx2 defined in eq. (4.5), the relevant form factors are not
available in the literature so far. However, when the Wilson coefficient Cpyx2 is
assumed to be hermitian, they can be derived from the above form factors. Taking
the B — K° transition as an example, we have the relation (K°(p')|(9*5)y" Prb +
57/ P(9"b)|B(p)) = —ig"(K°(p')|5v" PLb| B(p)).
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