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Abstract

By employing the QCD factorization approach, we calculated the next-to-leading order new
physics contributions to the branching ratios, CP asymmetries, isospin and U-spin symmetry
breaking of the exclusive decays B — Vv (V = K*, p), induced by the charged Higgs penguins in
the general two-Higgs-doublet models. Within the considered parameter space, we found that (a)
the new physics corrections to the observables are generally small in the model I and model I1I-A,
moderate in model II, but large in model I1I-B; (b) from the well measured branching ratios and
upper limits, a lower bound of My > 200 GeV in model II was obtained, while the allowed range
of My in model III-B is 226 < My < 293 GeV; these bounds are comparable with those from
the inclusive B — Xy decay; (c¢)the NLO Wilson coefficient C7(m;) in model III-B is positive
and disfavered by the measured value of isospin symmetry breaking AG™ (K*vy) = (3.9 = 4.8)%,
but still can not be excluded if we take the large errors into account; (d) the CP asymmetry
Acp(B — pv) in model I1I-B has an opposite sign with the one in the standard model (SM),
which may be used as a good observable to distinguish the SM from model III-B; (e) the isospin
symmetry breaking A(py) is less than 10% in the region of v = [40 ~ 70]° preferred by the
global fit result, but can be as large as 20 to 40% in the regions of v < 10° and ~ > 120°.
The SM and model III-B predictions for A(p7y) are opposite in sign for small or large values
of the CKM angles; (f) the U-spin symmetry breaking AU(K™*, p) in the SM and the general
two-Higgs-doublet models is generally small in size: ~ 1077.
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I. INTRODUCTION

As is well known, the inclusive radiative decays B — X,y with ¢ = (d,s) and the
corresponding exclusive decays B — Vv (V = K* p) are very sensitive to the flavor
structure of the standard model (SM) and to the new physics models beyond the SM and
have been studied in great detail by many authors|l, 2, 3].

For the inclusive B — Xy decay mode, the world average of the branching ratio [4] is

B(B = Xyv) = (3.34+0.38) x 10~* (1)

which agrees perfectly with the SM theoretical prediction at the next-to-leading order
(NLO) |4, 6, @, 8, 9] and puts perhaps most stringent bounds on many new physics
models [L0, [L1, [12, [13] where new particles such as the charged Higgs bosons may provide
significant contributions through flavor changing loops.

The exclusive decay B — K*v has very clean experimental signal and low background,
which was first observed by CLEO in 1992 [14], and measured recently by BaBar and Belle
with good precision [[15, [16]: the world averages of the CP-averaged branching ratios are
i3

B(B — K v) = (4.17£0.23) x 1077,
B(B — K* v) = (4.18 £ 0.32) x 1077, (2)

and have reached a statistical accuracy of better than 10%. The measurements of the
Cabibbo suppressed B — (p,w)y decays are difficult because the signal is about 20 times
smaller, and the continuum background is about 3 times larger than the B — K*~ decay
mode. Consequently, experiments have so far provided only upper bounds|14, [L3, [16], but
they will be surely measured at B factories in the near future. The currently available
data as presented at the LP’2003 conference [17] are summarized in Table [

When compared with the inclusive B — X ;v decays, the corresponding exclusive
B — V' decays are experimentally more tractable (specifically for B — py mode) but
theoretically less clean, since the bound state effects are essential and need to be de-
scribed by some no-perturbative quantities like form factors and light-cone distribution
amplitudes (LCDAS).

In Refs.[18, 119, 20], the branching ratios and rate asymmetries of B — V+ decays
were investigated in leading order (LO) and next-to-leading order (NLO) by employing
the constituent quark model (CQM) [18]. In Ref.|21], the exclusive B — K*y decay
was studied by using the perturbative QCD approach. Very recently, in the heavy quark
limit my, > Agep, the decay amplitudes for the exclusive B — (K*, p)y decay modes
have been calculated in a model-independent way by using a QCD factorization approach
[22, 123, 24] , which is similar in spirit to the scheme developed earlier for the non-leptonic
two-body decays of B meson [24]. The NLO standard model predictions for the branching
ratios, CP and isospin asymmetries,as well as the U-spin breaking effects for B — K*vy
and B — p7y decays are now available [22, 23, 24, 26, 27]. The new physics effects on
isospin symmetry breaking and direct CP violation in B — py decay have also been
studied recently in supersymmetric models [2§].

In a previous paper, we calculated the NLO new physics contributions to the B® — B
mixing and the inclusive B — X, v decay from the charged Higgs loop diagrams in the
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TABLE I: Experimental measurements of the CP-averaged branching ratios and/or CP violating
asymmetries Acp (at 90%C.L.) of the exclusive B — V' decays for V = K*, p and w.

Channel CLEO[14] BaBar[15] Belle[16] Average
B(B — K*0)(10~7) [4.55  0.70 = 0.34]4.23 =+ 0.40 = 0.22]4.09 £ 0.21 + 0.19]4.17 + 0.23
B(B — K*F)(1077) [3.76 £ 0.86 = 0.28]3.83 =+ 0.62 = 0.22[4.40 = 0.33 + 0.24]4.18 + 0.32

B(B — p’y)(107%) |< 17 <1.2 <26
B(B — ptv)(107%) |< 13 <21 < 2.7
B(B — wy)(1079) < 1.0 < 4.4
Acp(B — K*%9)(%) |8 £13 £ 3 ~354+94422 |-61+59+1.8
Acp(B — K**) (%) +53+83+1.6

third type of two-Higgs-doublet model (model I1T) and the conventional model II. In this
paper,we calculate the new physics contributions to the branching ratios, CP asymmetries,
and isospin and U-spin symmetry breaking of the exclusive radiative decays B — (K*, p)~y
in the framework of the general two-Higgs-doublet models, including the conventional
models I and II, and the model III. The QCD factorization method for exclusive B — V'~
decays as presented in Refs.[22, 23, 24] will be employed in our calculations.

This paper is organized as follows. In Sec. I, we describe the basic structures of the
general two-Higgs-doublet models, give a brief review about the calculation of B — V7~
at NLO in QCD factorization approach in the SM and present the needed analytical
formulas for the calculation of Wilson coefficients and physical observables. In Sec. 111
and IV, we calculate the NLO new physics contributions to the B — K*y and B — pvy
decay, respectively. The conclusions are included in the final section.

II. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

For the standard model part, we follow the procedure of Ref.[24] and use the formulas
as presented in Refs.[24, 26]. The QCD factorization approach to the exclusive B —
Vv decays was applied independently in Refs.[22, 23, 24] with some differences in the
definition and explicit expressions of functions. We adopt the analytical formulas in the
SM as presented in Refs.[24, 26] in this paper, since more details can be found there.

In this section, we present the effective Hamiltonian and the relevant formulas for the
exclusive decays B — V' in the framework of the SM and the general two-Higgs-doublet
models.

A. Effective Hamiltonian for inclusive b — sy decay

In the framework of the SM, if we only take into account operators up to dimension 6
and put mg = 0, the effective Hamiltonian for b — sv transitions at the scale p reads [24]

8
% S x|+ oe+ Y 00, (3)

p=u,c 7j=3

Hepr =



where A = V>V, for ¢ = (d, s) is the Cabibbo-Kobayashi-Maskawa (CKM) factor [29].
And the current-current, QCD penguin, electromagnetic and chromomagnetic dipole op-

erators in the standard basis ! are given by 2

Q7 = (3p)v-a(pb)v_a,

Q3 = (Sapp)v-a(Psba)v-a,

Q3 = (sb VAZQQV A

Qs = (sa V—AZ (89a)v—-a,

Qs = (Sh)v_a Y _(@@)vsa,

Qs = (Sabs)v—a Y _(q3da)v+a,

Qr = #mbs‘aa"”(l + Y5)ba Fu

Qs = %mbsaa“ (1 +75)T55b5G, (4)
where T, (a = 1,...,8) stands for SU(3). generators, a and ( are color indices, e and

g, are the electromagnetic and strong coupling constants, ()1 and () are current-current
operators, ()3 — Qg are the QCD penguin operators, ()7 and ()g are the electromagnetic
and chromomagnetic penguin operators. The effective Hamiltonian for b — d- is obtained
from Eqgs.(@]) - @) by the replacement s — d.

To calculate the exclusive B — V'~ decays complete to next-to-leading order in QCD
and to leading order in Agep/Mp, only the NLO Wilson coefficient C7(11,) and LO Wilson
coefficients C;(up) with i = 1—6, 8 and u, = O(my,) are needed. For the sake of the readers,
we simply present these Wilson coefficients at the high matching scale My, and the low
energy scale p, = my here, one can see |1, i] for more details.

In literature, one usually uses certain linear combinations of the original C;(u), the so-
called “effective coefficients” C°f(y) introduced in Refs.[, 3(], in ones calculation. The
corresponding transformations are of the form

Czeﬂ(lu) = Cz‘(:u)v (7:: 17"’76>7 (5>
CsM(n) = Crlp) + Z yiCi(p), (6)
(k) = Cs(w) + D =Cilw), (7)

with ¥ = (0,0,0,0,—1/3,—1) and 2" = (0,0,0,0,1,0) in the NDR scheme [30], and § =
(0,0, —1/3,-4/9,-20/3,-80/9) and Z = (0,0,1,1/6,20, —10/3) in the M S scheme with
fully anticommuting s [5]. In order to simplify the notation we will also omit the label
“eff” throughout this paper.

! There is another basis: the CMM basis, introduced by Chetyrkin, Mosiak, and Miinz [A] where the
fully anticommuting 5 in dimensional regularization are employed. The corresponding operators and

Wilson coefficients in the CMM basis are denoted as P; and Z; in [24]. More details see |4, 12€].
2 For the numbering of operators QY .2, we use the same convention as Ref. [26] throughout this paper.
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Within the SM and at the matching scale u = My, the leading order Wilson coefficients
are

CY (M) = 1, (8)
Clon(My) = 0,i=2,...,6 (9)
C? (M) = —A(;t), (10)
€ (bt) =~ (11)
with
Alz) = %’E’“‘i‘_ﬁ Inz, + _8221(;?? 1;75’”, (12)
D(z) = %lnxmt _xigji%l;zxt, (13)

while the NLO results for C7(My ) and Cs(My,) are

4 3 2 4 3 2
Ol (My) = 200 ;?jft_ﬁ)iozt L Lis(1 - :cit> = —?E(fz_t 1)528% n
—10227 — 588z} — 2262} + 324427 — 1364z, + 208
+ In T
81(zy — 1)°
1646xt + 1220523 — 107402? 4 2509z, — 436 (14)
486(z; — 1)4 ’
1 —dx} + 40x] + A1af + 2y 1 —1723 — 3122
C18 S]\/I(MW) = 6(!13',5 _ 1)4 Lz2(1 - l'_t) + 2( — 1) hl:l:’t
n —21027 4 10862} + 4893z7 + 28577 — 1994z, + 208 o
216(x; — 1)° !
737xt — 1410223 — 2820927 4 6102, — 508 (15)
1296 (z; — 1)*

where z; = m2/m?2, and Liy(x) is the dilogarithm function.
At the low energy scale = O(my), the leading order Wilson coefficients are

8
CJOSM( ) = ijinai? fO’f’ ]: 1?"'76a (16)
\ 8 10 &
16 1 16 a;
C?SM( ) = TI%C'?,SM(MW) + 5(772' - 7723)CE(3],SM(MW> + Zhln B (17>
1=1
14 i
Clanl) = CLan(Mw)i® +)  sn® (18)



in the standard basis, while

8
ZJOSM(:“) = Zhjinaia for j=1..6, (19)
Z’?SM(/J“) = C’?SM(:U) (20)
ZE?SI\/I(/J’) = Cgszw(“) (21)

in the CMM basis.
The NLO Wilson coefficient Cr (1) at scale p, = O(my,) can be written as

Cronlb) = O i) + 21001 () (22)
with

39 8 [ a1 39
C’%,SI\/I(/J“) =n= C%,SM(MW) + g (7723 - 7723> 08 SI\/I(MW)

207664 1 7164416 S 250568 6698884 2) 0 )
14283 7 7 357075 14283 T 35075 ) Yesu W
37208
+T61 <7723 _7723> C?SM(MW _'_Z WIE xt)"‘ft"‘.@l )77 ) (23>
with
r(x? + 11z — 18)  2?(42? — 162 + 15) 2 2

B(z) = Inz— “lnx— = 24
(z) R@—17 7 @1t T3y (24)

where 1 = o, (Mw) /o (1), and the “magic numbers” a;, €;, f;, gi, Kj; and hy;, h; and k;
are summarized in Table [

Using the central values of the input parameters as given in Table [T, we find the the
numerical results of the Wilson coefficients C;(my) and Z;(mp) in the SM

55(mb) — {1.1167, —0.2670, 0.0120, —0.0274, 0.0078, —0.0340, —0.3212, —0.1519} (25)
?(mb) — {—0.5339, 1.0280, —0.0055, —0.0727, 0.0005, 0.0012, —0.3212, —0.1519} (26)

at the leading order, and

Cr(my) = —0.3212+0.0112 = —0.3100 (27)
OY(my)  ACNLO

at the next-to-leading order, the second term denotes the NLO QCD correction to C9(my).

B. B — Vv decay in the QCD factorization approach

Based on the effective Hamiltonian for the quark level process b — s(d)~y, one can write
down the amplitude for B — Vv and calculate the branching ratios and CP violating
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TABLE II: The "magic numbers” appeared in the calculations of the the Wilson coefficients
Ci(p) in the rare decay b — ¢y with ¢ = (d, ).

= 0.0094 -0.01  0.001 -0.0017
—2 0.0108 0.0163 0.0103 0.0023
e L 0 -1.9043 -0.1008 0.01216 0.0183
fi -17.3023 8.5027 4.5508 0.7519 2.0040 0.7476 -0.5358 0.0914
g; 14.8088 -10.809 -0.8740 0.4218 -2.9347 0.3971 0.1600 0.0225
hi 22996 -1.0880 —2  —L -0.6494 -0.0380 -0.0185 -0.0057
h; 0.8623 0 0 0 -0.9135 0.0873 -0.0571 0.0209

i1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
a; 34 o & —12 0.4086 -0.4230 -0.8994 0.1456
ki 0 0 : 3 0 0 0 0
ke 0 0 : -1 0 0 0 0
ks 0 0 -4 % 00510 -0.1403 -0.0113 0.0054
ky 0 0 -4 —% 0.0984 0.1214 0.0156 0.0026
ks 0 0 0 0 -0.0397 0.0117 -0.0025 0.0304
ke 0 0 0 0 0.0335 0.0239 -0.0462 -0.0112
hii 0 0 1 -1 0 0 0 0
hai 0 0 2 : 0 0 0 0
hsi 0 0 2 —3 -0.0659 0.0595 -0.0218 0.0335
hi 0 0 = £ 0.0237 -0.0173 -0.01336 -0.0136

0 0 55 1

0 0

|
-
e
~
[an]
(00

TABLE III: Values of the input parameters used in the numerical calculations [31, 132, 33]. For
the value of Fi+«, we use the lattice QCD determination of Fi, = 0.25 4 0.06[33] instead of the
result F« = 0.38£0.06 as given in Ref.[32]. The smaller value of Fi~ gives a better agreement
between the SM predictions and the data. Ry, = /p? + 772, and A, \,p and 7] are the ordinary
Wolfenstein parameters of the CKM mixing matrix.

A A Rb Yy GF Qe

0.854 0.2196 0.39 £ 0.08 (60 = 20)° 1.1664 x 10-°GeV 2 1/137.036
as(Myz) myw my A% me(mp) My

0.119 80.42 GeV 174.3 GeV 225 MeV 1.3+£0.2 GeV 4.2 MeV
IB AB mp, my(my) T+ TR

200 MeV (350 £ 150) MeV 5.279 GeV 4.2 GeV 1.671ps 1.537ps
Fi« Jr fie M af” ag”
0.25 +0.06 230 MeV 185 MeV 894 MeV 0.2 0.04
Fy fo fpl Mp of o
0.29 £0.04 200 MeV 160 MeV 770 MeV 0 0.2




asymmetries once a method is derived for computing the hadronic matrix elements.One
typical numerical result obtained by employing the constituent quark model [1§] is

B(B — K*y) ~5x 107" (28)

at both LO and NLO level [2(]. Although this theoretical prediction is in good agreement
with the data numerically, but the hadronic models used in [1&, 19, 20] did not allow a
clear separation of short- and long-distance dynamics and a clean distinction of model-
dependent and model-independent features. By using the QCD factorization approach [22,
23, 24], one can separate systematically perturbatively calculable hard scattering kernels
( 7! and T!? ) from nonperturbative form factors and universal light-cone distribution
amplitudes of B, K* and p mesons. The higher order QCD corrections can therefore be
taken into account consistently.

In this paper, we calculate the new physics contributions to the exclusive decays
B — K*y and B — pv in the general two-Higgs-doublet models by employing the
QCD factorization approach. We will always consider the decay widths or branching
ratios averaged over the charge conjugated modes with an obvious exception of the CP
asymmetries.

In QCD factorization approach, the hadronic matrix elements of the operators ); with
i=1,...,8 for B— Vv decays can be written as [24]

1
(Vy(6)|Qi| B) = {FB*V(O) T/ +/ d€ dv T (€,v) Dp(€) Dy (v) | - € (29)
0
where € is the photon polarization 4-vector, FZ=V is the form factor describing B — V
decays, g and Py are the universal and nonperturbative light-cone distribution ampli-
tudes for B and V meson respectively 3, v (o = 1 — v ) is the momentum fraction of a
quark (anti-quark) inside a light meson: I = vk™ and I = vk* while k* = (k*, k™, k,)
is a four vector in the light-cone coordinator, £ describes the momentum fraction of the
light spectator quark inside a B meson: {T = &pf, with € = O(Agep/my), and T} and T}
denote the perturbative short-distance interactions. The QCD factorization formula (29)
holds up to corrections of relative order Agep/my.

In the heavy quark limit, the contributions to the exclusive B — Vv decay can be
classified into three classes®:

1. The “Type-I" or “hard vertex” contributions include (a) the contribution of the
magnetic penguin operator Q7 described by form factor FZ=V which is the only
contribution to the amplitude of B — V' at the LO approximation; and (b) the
O(ay) contribution to the hard-scattering kernels T from four-quark operators Q.6
and the chromomagnetic penguin operator (Jg.

2. The “Type-I1" or “hard spectator” contributions include the O(ay) contribution to
the hard-scattering kernels TiH from four-quark operators ()1 ¢ and the chromo-
magnetic penguin operator (g.

3 For explicit expressions and more details about ®5 and @y, one can see Refs.[22, 28] and references
therein.

4 For more details of various contributions and the corresponding Feynman loops, see for example Ref. [26]
and references therein.



3. The “Weak annihilation” contribution, which is suppressed by one power Agcp/my,
when compared with the Type-I and II contributions, and the dominant annihilation
amplitudes can be computed within QCD factorization.

Combining all parts together, the decay amplitude to O(ay) for exclusive B — Vv
decay takes the form of

AB = V) = G—\/ngWvIQ?IF) , (30)

with
Ry = A2 [a2(V7y) + al, (V)] + A2 [a5(VA) + ag, (V)] (31)

where ¢ = s for V.= K*, ¢ = d for V = p, and a? (p = u, c) denote the hard vertex and
hard spectator NLO contributions

(V) = Crlp) + 2

Y BWGilz) + Y Z(wG

i=1,2 j=3..6,8

CY (pun)HY (2,) + Z CO (pn)H

j=3..6,8

+a8(ﬂh)c

4w ’ (32)

where 2z, = mg/mi, wn = +/0.5u, Cp = 4/3, the Wilson coefficients can be found in
previous subsection, the explicit expressions of the functions G; and H ]V can be found in
Ref.[26] and in Appendlx [Al The functions a* , and a,, in above equation denote the
weak annihilation contributions and take the form of [26]

am(f(*%) = Qua[ad™ +ag (d +d57)],
alo(K*7) = Qu[aib™ + asb™ +ag (=245 +aX7)],
W (K*7) = Qu [ad™ + ag (—2d" +d57)], (33)
for B — K*~y decays, and
ann( 7) Qd [ a2bﬁ + a4bp + ag (dﬁ + dg)] )
ann( 7) Qu [albp + a4bp + ag ( 2d5 + dg)] )
ann( 7) Qd [a4bp + ag (d5 + dg)] )
U (07Y) = Qu [aad” + ag (—2d}) + df)] (34)

for B — py decays, where @, = 2/3 and Qg = —1/3 are the electric charge of up and
down quarks, a; denote the combinations of LO Wilson coefficients

1

a1 = C?,z‘i‘ 503,1,
1

ays = Cg + gcg,

1



And finally the functions b, d¥ and dY are [26]

27 fgmy fv

I J2 VAT 36
FV mmeAB’ ( )
An? fpfi

d}’;) = _F—VmBan (IFal +ay +...). (37)

The values of all parameters appeared in above two equations can be found in Table [TIl
One special feature of the B — pvy decay is that the weak annihilation can proceed
through the current-current operator with large Wilson coefficient C. Although the
annihilation contribution is power-suppressed in 1/my, but it is compensated by the large
Wilson coefficient and the occurrence of annihilation at tree level.
From the decay amplitude in Eq.(B0), it is straightforward to write down the branching
ratio for B — V' decay

B(B — V) Grompm; (1 m%)gm 2 2| Fy|? (38)
V=T |\l —=% v vI%
3274 m% v

where function Ry has been given in Eq.(BIl), and ¢y = 1 for V. = K*, p~ and ¢y = 1/V/2
for V' = p°. The branching ratios for the CP-conjugated B — V' decay are obtained by
the replacement of A — M?* in function Ry

C. Outline of the general 2HDM’s

The simplest extension of the SM is the so-called two-Higgs-doublet models [12]. In
such models, the tree level flavor changing neutral currents are absent if one introduces an
ad hoc discrete symmetry to constrain the 2HDM scalar potential and Yukawa Lagrangian.
Let us consider a Yukawa Lagrangian of the form[34]

Ly = nz‘lgj‘Qi,LﬂglUj,R + nﬁQi,chﬁle,R + ngi,LﬁlgzUj,R + €5Qi,L¢2Dj,R + H.e., (39)

where ¢; (i = 1,2) are the two Higgs doublets, ¢;, = iT¢7 5, Qir (Ujr) with i = (1,2,3)
are the left-handed isodoublet quarks (right-handed up-type quarks), D; g are the right-
handed isosinglet down-type quarks, while ngj’-D and ng’-D (1,5 = 1,2, 3 are family index )
are generally the nondiagonal matrices of the Yukawa coupling. By imposing the discrete
symmetry

o1 — —P1, P2 — @2, Dj — —D;, Uy — FU; (40)

one obtains the so called Model I and Model 1II.

In model I1I [34, 135], the third type of two-Higgs-doublet models, no discrete symmetry
is imposed and both up- and down-type quarks then may have diagonal and/or flavor
changing couplings with ¢; and ¢9. As described in [34], one can choose a suitable basis

to express two Higgs doublet ¢; and ¢, and define the mass eigenstates (H=*, Fo, ho, A%).
After the rotation of quark fields, the Yukawa Lagrangian of quarks are of the form [34],

Ly = nZQi,nglUj,R + ngQi,Lglej,R + éZQz’,LQ§2Uj,R + égQi,L¢2Dj,R + H.c.,, (41)
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where nZ’D correspond to the diagonal mass matrices of up- and down-type quarks, while
the neutral and charged flavor changing couplings will be [34]

~U,D _ ¢UD (U _ U D _ D
gneutral - 6 ’ charged — 6 VCKM’ gcharged - VCKM&“ ’ (42)
with

v,p _ IV
K V2My

where Vog s is the CKM mixing matrix [29], i, 7 = (1,2, 3) are the generation index. The
coupling constants \;; are free parameters to be determined by experiments, and they
may also be complex.

The two-Higgs doublet models have been studied extensively in literature at LO and
NLO level [§, [13, 134, 35, 36, 37, 3], 39, 40, 41, 42, 43] and tested experimentally [31].
For the model I, the new physics corrections to physical observables are usually very
small and less interesting phenomenologically. The model II, however, has been very
popular, since it is the building block of the minimal supersymmetric standard model and
may provide large contributions to the mixing and decay processes of K and B meson
systems. The most stringent constraint on model IT may come from the inclusive B — Xy
decay. From the experimental measurements and currently available studies at NLO level
I8, 113, 131, 38, 39], one get to know the following main features of the conventional models
I and II, and the model II1

§ (43)

e For the model I, no bound on My can be obtained from B — Xy [44], since
the charged Higgs loops interfere destructively with the SM penguin diagrams and
decouple for large tan 5.

e In model II, the charged Higgs penguins interfere constructively with their SM
counterparts, and thus always enhance the branching ratio B(B — Xy7v). The
measured mass splitting AMp, = 0.502 & 0.007ps™! and the decay rate B(B —
X,v) = (3.34 £ 0.38) x 107* leads to strong bounds on both the tan 8 = v,/v; and
the mass My [13, 44]. The typical bounds at NLO level as given for example in
Ref. [13] are

tan 5 > 0.6 (44)
and
My 2 300GeV (45)

for any value of tan 3, and the tan 8 dependence of the lower bound saturates
for tan = 5. This NLO lower bound on My is much stronger than the direct
experimental bound My > 78.6 GeV [31] and the bound from other observables,
such as Ry, and B — 7 decays [8].

11



e For the model III ®, the charged-Higgs loop diagrams can provide significant contri-
butions to B® — B’ mixing, the inclusive B — X,y decay and many other physical
observables [34, 41]. In a previous paper [13], we calculated the charged-Higgs con-
tributions to the mass splitting AMp, and the decay rate B(B — X,v) at the NLO
level, and found the strong constraints on free parameters Ay, Ay and My from
the well measured AMp, and B(B — Xyv). Two typical choices of (Ay, App) and
the corresponding constraint on My obtained from the measured branching ratio
of B — X, decay are

I —A: (A ) = (0.5,1), My > 150GeV (46)
as shown in Fig.9 of Ref.[13]; and
II—B: (Au, ) = (0.5,22), 226 < My < 285GeV. (47)

For the first case, the new physics contribution to B — X,y is very small and
become negligible for My > 250 GeV. For the second case (in [13], it was denoted
as the case C), the new physics contribution can be rather large, the sign of the
dominant Wilson coefficient C;f ! (my) changed its sign from negative to positive
due to the inclusion of the charged-Higgs penguin contributions. In this paper, we
denote these two typical cases as the model III-A and III-B, respectively.

D. NLO Wilson coefficients in the general 2HDM’s

The new physics contributions to the quark level b — s/d~y transition from the charged
Higgs penguins manifest themselves from the correction to the Wilson coefficients at the
matching scale My,. In Ref.[37], the authors calculated the NLO QCD corrections to
the B — X vy decay in the conventional models I and II. In Ref.[13], we extended their
work to the case of model ITI. Here we firstly present the Wilson coefficients at the energy
scales My and p = O(my) in a general 2HDM and then calculate the branching ratios,
CP and isospin asymmetries, and the U-spin symmetry breaking of the exclusive decays
B — K*vy and B — pvy in the following sections.

Note that the CMM basis was used in Refs.[13, 3], the Wilson coefficients C// (1)
there are indeed the Wilson coefficients Z;(i) in this paper. For the exclusive decays
B — Vv and to the first order in «y, only the NLO expression for C7(u) has to be used
while the leading order values are sufficient for the other Wilson coefficients appeared in
at(Vv) in Eq.(B2). Therefore, only C7(u), C’éo)(,u) and Zéo)(,u) in Eq.[B2) are affected
by the charged-Higgs penguin contributions, while all other Wilson coefficients for i =
1,...,6 remain the same as in the SM. Since Z94(p) = CPg(p), and C7(p) = Z3 (1) [26],
so we here use the terms C7¢ and C7 for convenience.

5 In this paper, the term model III always means the scenario of a general model III as presented in
Ref.[41l]. In such model IIT |41}, only the couplings Ay and App remain non-zero, and only the charged
Higgs boson penguin diagram provide a new physics contribution to b — sv decay at one loop level.
For more details see Refs. |13, 41]).
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The new physics part of the LO Wilson coefficients C’%s at the matching energy scale
My, take the form,

Cn (M) = —5|Y PA(y) + (XY)B(yo) (15)
C (M) = — VD) + (XY*) (), (19)

where y; = m?/M%, and the functions A(x) and D(z) have been given in Eqs.(TOITT),
while

3y —by? 2y — 3y

B@):lﬂl—w2 GG_beﬂm, (50)
Bly) = §5 = + gy el 61)

The new physics parts of the NLO Wilson coefficients C%,s at the matching scale py
can be written as

C%,NP(MW) = ‘YP C%,YY(MW) + (XY*) C%,XY(MW)7 (52>
081,NP(MW) = |Y|2 Cé,YY(MW) + (XY*) Cél,xy(MW) ) (53)
with
4
ChinMiw) = Wogy + Moy ] + i (nfe = 3) (51)
4
CZ{XY(MW) = VVi,XY + Mz’,XY ln[yt] + Tz’,XY (hl[l't] - g) . (55)

The explicit expressions of functions W, ;, M;; and T;,; (i = 7,8 and j =YY, XY ) can
be found in Refs.[37] or in Appendix B. The T;; terms appear when expressing m,(Mw)
in terms of the pole mass m; in the corresponding lowest order coefficients [31].

At low energy scale = O(my), the Wilson coefficients CY' (1) and C9(u) after the
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inclusion of new physics contributions can be written as

Cg(:u) = 77% [C'?,SM(MW) + C’?,NP(MW)]

8/ 1 16 : w
"'_5 (7723 - n2g> [CgSM(MW) + Cg,NP(MWﬂ + Z hﬂ] ‘, (56>
i=1
Cg(:u) = 7723 [CS SM(MW) + CS NP MW + Z hi ™ (57>

071(/“7) = 7723 [07 SI\/I( )_'_C? NP(MW)}
8 31 3
5 (1% —nB) [Chaw (M) + G (M)
(297664 16 7164416 1 256868 s 6698884 %>

142837 " 357075 1 T 1aos3 1 T 3n7075
[Cg SM(MW) + Cg NP(MW):|

37208
4761 (7723 - 7723> [07 SM(MW> + C? NP(MW>:|

+ Z lenE(z) + fi + gimn™]n™ (58)
i=1
where the “magic numbers” are listed in Table [l
In the conventional model I and II, the general Yukawa couplings X and Y are real
and given by

X = —cotf, Y =cotf (Model I), (59)
X =tanf, Y =cotf (Model II). (60)

In the Model IIT where only the couplings A\;; and Ay, are non-zero, the relation between
the couplings (X,Y") and (Ay, \w) is also simple

X =X Y =X (Model III). (61)

Now we are ready to calculate the numerical results for the B — V'~ decay in the
general 2HDM’s with the inclusion of NLO QCD corrections.

III. B — K*y DECAY

For the numerical calculations, unless otherwise specified, we use the central values
of the input parameters as listed in Table [, and consider the uncertainties of those
parameters as given explicitly in Table [Tl

From Egs.(B0) and (BY), the decay amplitude and branching ratio for B — K*v decay
can be written as

_ Gp _
A(B = K*y) = TRK*< v|Q7|B) (62)

— G2am?2,m? m2.\*
B(B K*~) = TETBT [ K R |?

|l (63)
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with
Rice = Vi Vi [a7(K™Y) + agp (K™)] + ViV [a7(K™) + ag,,, (K™)] (64)
The CP asymmetry of B — K*v can also be defined as |15, [16]

I'(B— K*y) —T(B— K ~)
I'(B— K*y)+T(B— K 7)

Acp(K™y) = (65)
Another physical observable for B — V= decay is the isospin symmetry breaking in
the K** — K™ or pt — pY system. Since the branching ratios of both B~ — K*~~ and

B = f*ofy decays have been measured, the study of the isospin breaking in B — V7~
decays becomes very interesting now [27, 28]. Following Ref.[27], the breaking of isospin

symmetry in the K*~ — K system can be defined as

BB —K"y) - B(B > K*)
mB(B — K ) + B(B — K* )

Do (K™) (66)

where 7, = T+ /Tpo, and the CP-averaged branching ratios are understood.
By using the world averages as given in Eq.([) and the ratio 75+ /750 = 1.083 £ 0.017
[31], we find numerically that

Ag_ (K*™y) = (3.9 + 4.8)%, (67)

where the errors from the two measured branching ratios and the ratio 75+ /750 have been
added in quadrature. The measured value of isospin symmetry breaking is indeed small
as expected previously [17, [16]. Any new physics contribution producing large isospin
breaking for B — K*v decays will be strongly constrained by this measurement.

A. Branching ratios and CP asymmetries

By using the formulas as given in Eqs.([B2) and (B3] and the central values of input
parameters in Table [IIl we find the SM predictions for ab(K*y) and ag,,(K*7y) at the
low energy scale 1 = my,

a;(K*y) = =0.321240.0113 —0.1407 — 0.06837 0.0330 — 0.00027

C%SM (my) ACT gpy TT—contribution T —contribution
— _0.4177 — 0.0685i, (68)
az(K*y) = —=0.3212+40.0113 —0.0802 — 0.0131¢ —0.0161 — 0.0120¢
C?,SM (mp)  ACT gpy TT—contribution T —contribution

= —0.4063 — 0.0251z,

K%)= a5, (K" ) = —0.0092,

(69)
(70)
a' (K*~) = 0.1933, (71)
ag,,(K*7y) = 0.0046. (72)
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It is easy to see that (a) the type-I contribution is about 4 times larger than the type-
IT contribution, and (b) only the weak annihilation factor a¥,,(K*7) contributes to
the decay B — K™y effectively, since for b — wu transition the power suppression is
compensated by the large Wilson coefficient C'; and the occurrence of annihilation at tree
level.

The corresponding NLO SM predictions for branching ratio B(B — K*v) are

B(B — K™ = [3.35518(Fie ) 105 (1) 7030 (As) £0.20(m,)] x 1077

= (3.357712) x 1077, (73)
B(B — K™7)*" = [3.25115(Fk *8:2?( )10 i(As) £0.20(m)] x 107°

= (3.257173) x 1077, (74)

where the four major errors have been added in quadrature. The uncertainty of the form
factor Fi+ dominate the theoretical error, and the remaining errors from other input
parameters are negligibly small. Although the central values of the SM predictions for
the decay rates are smaller than the world average as given in Eq.( ), but they are in
good agreement within 1o theoretical error. The effect of annihilation contribution on
the decay rates is less than 5% numerically.

If we use F+~ = 0.38 £0.06 obtained from the light-cone sum rule (LCSR) [32] instead
of F« = 0.25 4 0.06 in numerical calculation, we find

B(B — K y)5M = (7.27423) x 107, (75)
B(B — K* )™ = (7.311357) x 107°. (76)

Here the central values are much larger than the measured values as given in Eq.([H),
but still agree with the data within 20 errors because of the large theoretical error. For
the purpose to study the new physics contributions to the exclusive decays B — V7,
one prefers a better agreement between the SM predictions and the high precision data.
Therefore, we will use Fi~ = 0.25 + 0.06 in this paper, unless otherwise specified.

For the model I, the theoretical predictions for branching ratios are

B(B— K" y)" = (3.35717) x 107, (77)
B(B — K*v)! = (3.2577]3) x 1077, (78)

for tan f = 4 and My = 200 GeV. The My dependence of the branching ratio B(B —
K*v) is very weak: it will change by less than 2% in the range of 200 < My < 600 GeV.

Fig[ll shows the tan 5 dependence of the branching ratio B(B — K*~v) in model I
for My = 200 GeV. The dots and solid line shows the central value of the NLO SM
and model I prediction, respectively. The region between two dashed lines shows the
NLO SM prediction with error as given in Eq.([Zd). The shaded band shows the data:
B(B — K*~)%® = (4.18 4 0.32) x 1075. From this figure, one can see that (a) the NLO
SM prediction agree with the data within 1o error; and (b) the new physics contribution
in model I is negligibly small for tan § > 1, while a tan 8 < 0.5 is also strongly disfavored.
For B — K*%y decay mode, we have the same conclusion.
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In the popular model II, the numerical results for a2(K*v) at the low energy scale
= my are,

ad(K*y)" = —0.3100 — 0.06523 —0.1436 — 0.07244 +-0.0481 — 0.00037

Crsm(my)  ACT NP T1 —contribution T11 _contribution
= —0.4707 — 0.0728s, (79)
a?(K*v)H = —0.3100 — 0.0652 —0.0831: 0.01724 —0.0265: 0.0182;
Crsm(my)  ACT NP T! —contribution T1T —contribution
= —0.4848 — 0.0354z, (80)

for tan 8 = 4 and My = 300 GeV. The second terms in above two equations are the new
physics corrections to the NLO Wilson coefficient C7 g, (M), the hard vertex and hard
spectator contributions are also changed slightly because of the variations of Zg(u) and
C2(uyp,) after including the charged-Higgs contributions. The total new physics contribu-
tion to af in model II is around 10% for tan § = 4 and My = 300 GeV. The annihilation
parts remain unchanged.

For the model II, the theoretical predictions for branching ratios are

B(B — K1 = [4.54722(Fye ) 5585 (1) 103 (\5) + 0.22(m,)] x 1077

= (45473) x 1077, (81)
B(B — K )" = [447TH 3 (Fk- *82?)( ) 017(AB) £0.23(me)] x 107°

= (4.47773%) x 1077, (82)

for tan = 4 and My = 300 GeV.

Fig. @ shows the My dependence of the branching ratio B — K*v in model II for
tan = 4. The dot-dashed and solid curve shows the central value of the NLO model II
prediction for the branching ratio B(B — F*Ov) and B(B — K*~ ), respectively. Other
band or lines show the same thing as in Fig. [[l

Fig. B shows the tan 5 dependence of the branching ratio B — K™~ in model II for
My = 300 GeV. The dot-dashed and solid curve shows the central value of the NLO model
IT prediction for the branching ratio B(B — F*Ov) and B(B — K*v), respectively.
Other band or lines show the same thing as in Fig. [l

It is easy to see from FigP] that a charged Higgs boson with a mass around 200
GeV is still allowed by the measured branching ratio of the exclusive B — K*v decay,
which is weaker than the lower bound of My 2 300 GeV obtained from the data of
the inclusive B — X,y decay. This is consistent with general expectation. The key
point here is the large uncertainty of the non-perturbative form factor F«. If we use
Fy = 0.38 £0.06 and keep all other input parameters unchanged, we get a much strong
lower limit on My, as can be seen from FigHl where the solid and dot-dashed curves show
the NLO model II prediction for B(B — F*Ov) and B(B — K*~7), respectively. The
dots line and the band between two dashed lines show the corresponding SM prediction
of B(B — K*™) = (7.311333) for Fx- = 0.38 + 0.06.

Now we study the model III. According to previous studies in Ref.[13], we got to know
that the charged Higgs penguins can provide a significant contribution to the dominant
Wilson coefficient C7(p) and changed its sign from negative to positive. Of course, the
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size of the new physics contributions is strongly constrained by the measured branching
ratio of the inclusive B — X7, as investigated in detail in [13].

For the model I1I-A, i.e. (Ay, Aw) = (0.5, 1), the new physics contributions are small,
the numerical results for a?(K*v) at the low energy scale u = m,, are,

ad(K*y)M=4 = —0.3100 +0.0299 —0.1394 — 0.0664i +0.0336 — 0.0002;
H/_/ \/_/ . /A _

~~ -~

Crsm(my) ACT NP T! —contribution T —contribution
= —0.3859 — 0.06667, (83)
as(K*y)M=* = —0.3100 + 0.0299 Z0.0788 — 0.0112 —0.0155 — 0.0120;
Crsm(my)  AC7T NP T! —contribution TII —contribution
— _0.3744 — 0.02314, (84)

for My = 300 GeV. The total new physics contribution to @b in model ITI-A is also around
10% in magnitude for Mz = 300 GeV, but in the opposite direction of that in model II.
The annihilation parts also remain unchanged.

Fig. B shows the My dependence of the branching ratio B — K*v in model ITI-A.
The dot-dashed and solid curve shows the central value of the NLO model III prediction
for the branching ratio B(B — F*Ofy) and B(B — K*~v), respectively. Other band or
lines show the same thing as in Fig. [[l The new physics contribution here is small are
consistent with the SM prediction within 1o error. Numerically, we have

B(B — K7 = (2.877139) x 107, (85)
B(B — K* )4 = (2.75513%) x 1077, (86)

for My = 300 GeV, where the four major errors as in Eqgs.(&1l) and (82) have been added

in quadrature.
For the model 11I-B, i.e. (Ay, Aw) = (0.5,22), the new physics contributions are large,
the numerical results for a?(K*~) at the low energy scale u = my, are,

a%(K*y)™™P = —0.3100 4 0.8485 —0.1049 — 0.0174¢ +0.0752 — 0.0003¢

-~ -~

C7,sm(my) AC7 NP TI—contribution TII —contribution
= 0.5088 — 0.0177, (87)
as(K*y)M™P = —0.3100 4 0.8485 —0.0443 0.0379% $0.0005 — 0.0182
C7.sm(my) AC7 NP TI —contribution TII —contribution
= 0.4947 + 0.0196t, (88)

for My = 250 GeV. The second terms in above two equations are the new physics cor-
rections to the NLO Wilson coefficient C7 s, (m), which is large and positive and makes
the af(K*v) to be positive also. The hard vertex and hard spectator contributions are
also changed moderately, but has only small effects on the branching ratios.

For model III-B, the theoretical predictions for branching ratios are

B(B = K"y = [4.23" 8 (Fie ) §3 () 1§85 (\s) £ 0.21(m,)] x 1077

= (4.23775) x 1072, (89)
B(B = K y)"™" = [5.07550 (Fie- *83‘&)( ) T6.05(Ap) £ 0.24(me)] x 1077

= (5.071313) x 1072, (90)
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for Mg = 250 GeV.
Fig. @ shows the My dependence of the branching ratio B — K™~ in model III-B. The
dot-dashed and solid curve shows the central value of the NLO model III-B prediction for

the branching ratio B(B — F*Oy) and B(B — K*~ ), respectively. Other band or lines
show the same thing as in Fig.

If we add the theoretical errors as given in Eqs.([8I80) with the corresponding experi-
mental errors in Egs.(l) in quadrature and treat them as the total 1o error, we then read
off the allowed regions of My from Figlg,

218 < My < 293GeV, and My > 1670GeV, (91)

allowed by the measured B(B — F*Ov), and
226 < My < 315GeV, and Mpy > 1490GeV, (92)

allowed by the measured B(B — K* ). These constarints on My are well consistent
with those obtained from the inclusive B — X7 decays as given in Ref.[13]. Of course,
the large theoretical error is dominated by the uncertainty of the form factor Fi« here.

For the exclusive B — K*v decay, the theoretical prediction for the CP symmetry
Acp as defined in Eq.(B3) is very small:

Aop(B — K| < 1% (93)

in the SM and all three types of the 2HDM'’s considered here, which is consistent with
the measurements as reported by BaBar [11] and Belle Collaboration [16]:

Acp(B — K*y) = [-0.17,+0.082], (94)
Acp(B — K*y) = —0.001 £ 0.044 £ 0.008. (95)

B. Isospin Symmetry

As can be seen in last subsection, the large uncertainty of the form factor Fy« domi-
nates the total error of the theoretical prediction of the branching ratios. For the isospin
symmetry breaking of B — K*v system, however, its dependence on the form factor F-
largely cancelled in the ratio. From Egs.(B8BT]), the isospin symmetry breaking Ag_ (K*7)
as defined in Eq.(@0) can also be written as

. 777—|RE*0‘2 - |RK*—
77¢|R?*0|2 + |RK*0

2

Ao (K7) (96)

2

where Ry~ have been given in Eq.([@4]). In our approximation, the isospin breaking is
generated by weak annihilation contributions, and has a residue sensitivity to the form
factors Fy induced through the Fy dependence of " and d" functions as defined in
Eqgs.(BaBD). Since A} = V.. V,;, is about two orders smaller than A\? = V2V, the function
Rk~ is largely determined by a$(K*y).

In the SM, we have numerically

Ao (K )™ = [5.6537(Fi) 250 (1) 15 (Ap) £ 0.1(m)] x 1072
= (5.675%5) x 1072, (97)
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where the errors added in quadrature. The dominant error comes from the uncertainty of
the low energy scale 1/2my, < p < 2m,. The SM prediction agrees well with the measured
value of AgP(K*y) = (3.9 + 4.8)%.

In the general two-Higgs-doublet models, by assuming tan f = 4 and My = 250 GeV,
we find numerically

Ao (K*y)' = (+5.7753) x 1072, (98)
Ag (K* = (+ 6+§1) x 1072 (99)
Ao (K )4 = (+6.2457) x 1072, (100)
Ao (K*y)"™ P = (=5.1155) x 1072, (101)

where the errors induced by the uncertainties of u, Fx«, Ag and m, have been added in
quadrature, and the uncertainty of ;1 dominates the total theoretical error.

Fig. [@ shows the p dependence of the isospin symmetry breaking Ag_(K*y) in the
general 2HDM’s for tan 5 = 4 and My = 250 GeV. Two coincided dot-dashed curves show
the SM and model I prediction , the dash and dots curve show the model II and model
IT1-A prediction respectively, and the solid curve refers to the model III-B prediction. The
error bar shows the data Ag_(K*v)*P = (3.9 + 4.8)%.

Fig. B shows the My dependence of the isospin symmetry breaking Aq_(K*v) in the
general 2HDM’s for tan 8 = 4 and p = my, GeV. Two coincided dot-dashed curves show
the SM and model I predictions. The dashed, dots solid curve show the model II, ITI-A
and ITI-B prediction, respectively. The error bar shows the data as in Figlll

From above two figures, one can see that only the theoretical prediction of the model
II1-B is rather different from that of the SM and looks like deviating from the data. But
the regions My < 200 GeV and 300 < My < 1500 GeV have been excluded by the data of
inclusive B — X,y [13] and by the constraint as illustrated in Figldl The main reason for
the great changes of the solid curve in Fig Bis the strong cancellation between the negative
C7.sm(myp) and its positive new physics counterpart as illustrated clearly in Figll where
the solid curve shows the summation of the SM and new physics contributions to the
dominant Wilson coefficient C7, i.e., C7(mp) = Crgp(my) + AC7 yp(my). When Cr(my)
approaches zero, the summation of other “originally small” parts (such as the T} | T!!
and a®_ = contributions ) becomes important and leads to an abnormally large isospin
breaking. The short-dashed and dot-dashed curves in Figll shows the absolute value
of Rz and Ry, respectively. The isospin breaking is proportional to the difference
of their squares. At the close region of the crossing point of Rz« and Ry, the ratio
Ay_(K*v) can be large and changes the sign. But as mentioned previously, this region
around My = 500 GeV has been excluded by the data of branching ratios from both the
inclusive and exclusive radiative B meson decays.

In the region of My ~ 250GeV, the model III-B is disfavered by the measured value
of isospin breaking Ag_(K*v) as can be seen from Figs. [ and B But taking the sizable
experimental and theoretical uncertainties into account, the theoretical prediction of the
model ITI-B is still compatible with the data within 20 errors. In another word, the
positive C7(my) is disfavored but can not be excluded by the present data.
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IV. B —py

When compared with B — K*~v decay, the B — pvy decay mode is particularly in-
teresting in search for new physics beyond the SM, because of the suppression of b — d
transitions in the SM and the simultaneous chirality suppression. For B — pvy decay,
we generally know that: (a) both a% and a$ contribute effectively since A\? and \¢ are
comparable in magnitude; (b) the branching ratios of B — py are suppressed with re-
spect to B — K*vy by roughly a factor of |Viq/Vis|* &~ 4 x 1072; (c) the CP asymmetry
Acp(B — py) is generally at 10% level, and may be observed in B factory experiments;
(d) the new physics may provide significant contribution to the observables of B — py
decay; and (e) only the experimental upper limits on the branching ratios of B — py are
available now.

A. Branching ratios and CP asymmetries

From Eq.(BY), the branching ratios of B — p7y decays can be written as

— G%am3m? m2 ’
B — F B'""% 1 o 2 2 F 2 1 2
BB = ) = o T (1= T8 ) (102)
with
R - V dVUb [a'? (,O’Y) + aann(p’y)] + ‘/;Z‘/;b [ag(p’y) + a’Znn(p’y)] . (103)

By using the formulas as given in Eqgs.(B82) and (B4)) and the central values of the input
parameters in Table [l we find the SM predictions for a%(py) and agn,(py) at the low
energy scale = my,

az(py) = —=0.3212+0.0113 —0.1407 — 0.0683¢ 0.0343 — 0.00034

-~ ~~

CO gar(my)  ACT gy T1—contribution T —contribution
= —0.4164 — 0.0686¢, (104)
az(py) = —0.3212 +w —0.0802: 0.0131¢ —0.0166: 0.01434
C g (my)  ACT gy T! —contribution T —contribution
= —0.4067 — 0.0274z, (105)
a’ (o) = —0.0032, af,, (p°y) = —0.0127,
as..(p™v) = 0.1883, ag,,.(p~v) = 0.0032. (106)

Here the values of weak annihilation factors are slightly different from those for B — K*vy
decay, and only the 7'/ contributions to ab(py) are different from those to ab(K*v) because
of the small differences of the H; functions between two decay modes as can be seen in
Appendix A.

The corresponding NLO SM predictions for branching ratio B(B — py) are

B(B — p"y)*M = [0.91 4 0.29() 035 (F,) £ 0.17(0) T0:03(Ap) £ 0.10(m,)] x 107°

(0.91%975) x 1079, (107)
B(B — p~v)* = [2.03 4 0.34(7)*) i?(Fp) +0.31(1) 1315 (\p) £ 0.12(m,)] x 107°
= (2.035587) x 1077, (108)
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where the individual errors have been added in quadrature. The uncertainties of the CKM
angle 7 ( here we take v = (60+20)° in the calculation) and the form factor F}, dominate
the total error, and the remaining errors from other input parameters are negligibly small.

The central values and theoretical uncertainties of the branching ratios B(B — pv) in
the SM and the general 2HDM’s are all listed in Table [M The SM prediction is well
consistent with the experimental upper limits within 1o error. The predictions of the
model I , II and III-A are also compatible with the data within errors, as illustrated in
Figll and Figl for B — p% and B — p~ 7, respectively. For model III-B, however,
the branching ratios can be changed significantly when the charged Higgs boson is light
or heavy, as illustrated by the solid curves in Figlll and Fig[ITl From the experimental
upper bounds on B(B — pv) as given in Table [, we find the lower limit on My

My > 206GeV (109)

when the 20 theoretical errors are also taken into account. This lower bound is compatible
with those obtained from the measured B(B — K*v) as given in Egs.(@l) and (@2) and
from the inclusive B — X, decay [13].

The CP asymmetry of B — py decays is defined in the same way as for B — K*v
decays in Eq.(B3). Using the input parameters as listed in Table [IIl one finds the NLO
SM predictions,

Acp(p™) M = [8.47F5() £ L9(Ry) £ 0.8(Ap) 1 (me) £ 0.4(F,)15(7)] x 1072

= (8.4753) x 1072, (110)
Acp(py)*™ = [104555(n) i24(Rb) o(Ap) £0.8(me) £ 0.1(F,)214(y)] x 1072

= (10.4%53) x 1072, (111)

where the errors have been added in quadrature. The CP asymmetry of B — py is large
is size and depends sensitively on the variations of the scale y and R, = /p? + 2. If we
consider the whole range of 0° < v < 180° instead of v = (60 % 20)° preferred by the
global fit result [31] , the CP asymmetry Acp(B — p7y) also shows a strong dependence
on the angle ~ as illustrated by Fig[? for B¥ — p*+ (solid curve) and B — p°y (dashed
curve) decays.

The numerical values of CP asymmetries in the SM and the general 2HDM’s are also
listed in Table [Vl The theoretical predictions of the SM and the model I, IT and III-A
are all compatible, around +10%. The CP asymmetry Acp(B — py) in model I1I-B,
however, is comparable in size with the SM prediction, but has an opposite sign, as
shown in Figl[3l where the upper and lower three curves show the theoretical predictions
for = my/2 (dashed curves), my, (solid curves) and 2my, (dots curves) in the SM and the
model III-B, respectively. For the B — p%y decay mode, we have the similar conclusion.
This feature may be served as a good observable to distinguish the model III-B (or a
positive C7(my)) with the SM (a negative C7(my)).

B. Isospin and U-spin symmetries

According to currently available data, the SU(2) isospin symmetry of the strong inter-
action is a very good symmetry with a breaking no more than 5%. The U-spin symmetry,
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TABLE 1V: The NLO theoretical predictions for branching ratios and CP asymmetries in the
SM and the models I, II, ITI-A and III-B, assuming tan 8 = 4 and My = 250GeV. The errors
induced by the uncertainties of six input parameters (u, Ry, A, m., F, and ) are taken into
account. Individual errors are added in quadrature.

Decays ‘ SM model I  model I model III-A  model I1I-B
BB’ — p"1)(10-%) 091078 090705 130703 07670 1o7igR
B(B~ — p7)(1079)| 20557 20157 29757 L7406 2471
Acp(B' = p")(%) | 84755 85741 70758 9.3739 ~7.255%
Acp(B~ = p 7)(%)| 104755 105755 87757 114759 —8.5%57

the SU(3) flavor symmetry of the strong interaction under exchanges of the down and
strange quarks, however, may have a breaking around 20% (i.e., ~ (Fx/Fr — 1) ) as
frequently used in the study of B — K7 decays. For the exclusive B — K*v decays,
the isospin breaking derived from the measured branching ratios is indeed around 5% as
given in Eq.([@7). For B — py decays, no measurements are available now.

As in Refs.[24, 26], we also define the isospin symmetry breaking of B — py decays as
the form of

L[T(BT = p™y)  T(B" = p"y)

Alpy) = = ~9l. 112
=37 S o) @ S ) (112)

Using the central values of input parameters as listed in Table [Tl and assuming tan =
4, My = 250 GeV, we find numerically that

[ (0.9723) x 1072 in SM,
(0.9%353) x 1072 in model I,

A(py) = ¢ (0.45357) x 1072 in model II, (113)
(1.31?2:8) x 1072 in model IIT — A,

[ (4.9%178) x 1072 in model III — B,

where the errors from uncertainties of input parameters have been added in quadrature.
The largest theoretical uncertainty comes from the the CKM angle ~.

In Figlldl we show the angle 7 dependence of the isospin breaking A(p7y) in the SM
and the considered 2HDM'’s for tan 8 = 4, My = 250 GeV and 0° <~ < 180°. It is easy
to see from Figlldl that (a) except for the model I1I-B, the isospin breaking in the SM
and other 2HDM'’s have the similar v dependence; (b) all theoretical predictions become
almost identical and very small in magnitude for v ~ 55°(the value preferred by the global
fit results), and the smallness of A(p7y) is also consistent with the general expectation and
other measurements; (c) the theoretical predictions in the SM and model III-B have a
very different v dependence, and have the opposite sign for small or large values of the
CKM angle 7.

The U-spin symmetry is another interesting observable for B — (K*, p)~ decays, and
has been studied for example in Refs.[24, 26, 45]. In the limit of U-spin symmetry, the
quantity

AU(K*, p) = AB(B — K*y) + AB(B — py) = 0 (114)
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with

AB(B = K*v) = B(Bt — K**y) — B(B~ — K*™), (115)
AB(B — py) = B(B™ — p™v) = B(B~ = p ™), (116)

should be satisfied. Using the central values of input parameters, we find the SM predic-
tion of AU(K™, p)

AB(B = K*y) = =3.7x 107", (117)
AB(B — py) = +4.4x 1077, (118)

where we have chosen v = 90° which maximizes the effects. The two parts have opposite
sign and cancels to a large extent, leaving a small U-spin breaking

AU(K*,p) =0.7x 1077, (119)

in the SM, which is only about 8% of B(B — py). In the general 2HDM’s, we find the
numerical results

0.7x 107" in model I,

0.9 x 107" in model II
AU (K™ = ’ 120
(17, p) 0.6 x 10~ in model III — A, (120)

—1.5x 1077 in model III — B,

for tan 3 = 4, My = 250 GeV and v = 90°. The new physics contributions in the
conventional model I , IT and the model III-A have little effect on the size of U-spin
symmetry breaking. In model I1I-B, although AU(K*, p) becomes negative, but it is still
small in magnitude.

V. CONCLUSIONS

By employing the QCD factorization approach for the exclusive B — V'~ decays
as proposed in Refs.[22, 23, 24], we calculated the NLO new physics contributions to
the branching ratios, CP asymmetries, isospin symmetry breaking and U-spin symme-
try breaking of the exclusive radiative decays B — K*vy and B — p, induced by the
charged Higgs penguin diagrams appeared in the general two-Higgs-doublet models in-
cluding the conventional model I and II, as well as two-typical cases of model III. The
NLO new physics contributions are included through their corrections to the NLO Wilson
coefficients C7(My,) and Cg(My) at the matching scale My, .

In section [ we gave a brief review about the effective Hamiltonian and the calcu-
lation of the exclusive B — Vv (V = K* p) decays at next-to-leading order in QCD
factorization, presented the relevant formulas for the calculation of Wilson coefficients
and physical observables in the SM and the general two-Higgs-doublet models.

In section [Tl and [V], we calculated the NLO new physics contributions to the branch-
ing ratios and other observables of B — K*v and B — p7y decays in the general 2HDM’s,
compared the theoretical predictions with those currently available experimental mea-
surements, and found the following points:
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The new physics corrections to the physical observables under consideration in this
paper are generally small in the model I and model ITI-A, moderate in model II, but
large in model III-B. And therefore the theoretical predictions in the SM, model I
and III-A are always in good agreement with the corresponding data.

For model II, a lower bound on the mass My can be obtained from the measured
branching ratios of B — K*~v decays:

My =200 or 300GeV, (121)

if one uses F« = 0.25 £ 0.06 or Fx« = 0.38 £0.06 in the calculation, as illustrated
by Figll and Figll From FigB, a lower limit of tan 3 > 0.5 can also be obtained
from the data.

In the model III-B, the new physics contributions to C7g(My/) are larger than its
SM counterparts in size and change the sign of the dominant Wilson coefficient
C7(my) from negative to positive, as given in Eqs.([&7) and (85).

In the model ITI-B, the ranges of
226 < My <293GeV, and My > 1670GeV, (122)

are still allowed by the measured B(B — K*y) as given in Eq.[). From the
experimental upper bounds on B(B — p), we find the lower limit on My

My > 206GeV (123)

when the 20 theoretical errors are also taken into account. Above limits on My are
comparable with those obtained from the inclusive B — X,y decay [13].

The model ITI-B prediction for the isospin symmetry breaking of B — K*v decay
is Ag_(K*y) = (—5.6753)%, which is small in size but has an opposite sign with
the measured value, as illustrated in Figs. M and B A positive C7(my) is therefore
disfavered by the measured value of AG™ (K*vy) = (3.9 +4.8)%, but still can not be
excluded if we take the large theoretical and experimental errors into account.

The theoretical predictions for CP asymmetry Acp(B — K*v) is always less than
one percent in magnitude in the SM and all three types of the general 2HDM’s
considered here. For B — pvy decay, however, its CP asymmetry can be as large
as about 10% in size in the SM and all three types of 2HDM’s and have a strong
dependence on the variations of the scale u = O(m;) and the CKM angle v, as shown
in Figs. [[2 and [[3 It is interesting to see from Figll3 that the CP asymmetry in
model ITI-B has an opposite sign with the one in the SM. This feature may be used
as a good observable to distinguish the model III-B (or a positive C7(m;)) with the
SM (a negative C7(my)).

For B — py decay, the isospin symmetry breaking is less than 10% in the region of
v = [40 ~ 70]° as preferred by the global fit result [31], but can be as large as 20
to 40% in the regions of v < 10° and v > 120°, as can be seen clearly in Fig. [[4
The SM and model III-B predictions for isospin breaking have an opposite sign for
small or large values of the CKM angle ~.

25



e The U-spin symmetry breaking AU(K™*,p) in the SM and all 2HDM’s considered
here is generally small in size: ~ 1077,
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APPENDIX A: G; AND HZV FUNCTIONS
In this Appendix, the explicit expressions or numerical values of all G; and H, func-

tions appeared in Eq.([B0) will be listed. For more details of these functions, one can see
Ref.[26]] and references therein.

92 w833 1 107

e P M Al
G1(2) o1 nmb + 973 4[a(z) +0(2)] + T (A1)
104 833 3 20im
= - In— 2242 b(2)] — = A2
GQ(Z) 27 nmb 162 + z[a(z) _'_ (Z)] 27 ) ( )
44 598 27 8 3 3 14im
Gy = —In— + 224 2 42X, — Za(1) + 2b(1) + — A3
s = ot gt g e+ )+ 5 (43)
38 p 61 1 4 1 5 3Tim
Gi(z) = =In—+—— — —— — X, + =a(1) + ~b(z.) - — A4
i(ze) = gy o+ o ~ 35 o T+ e - = (44)
1568, p 14170 87 32 224
Gs = —In— 4+ —— 4+ + 22X, — 12a(1) + 24b(1 A5
1156 . p 2855 4w 16
Golz) = — I+ =2 T =
o(z) 81V TA86 33 9
5 574im
8 p 11 27x% 2«
Gg 3 Ilmb + 3 9 + 3 s ( 7)
(A8)
where
1 1 1
Xy = / dx/ dy/ dvzylnjv + (1 —2)(1 —v)(1 —v+vy)] = —0.1684, (A9)
0 0 0
"
a(1) ~ 4.0859 + %T (A10)
320 47 63272 8 [d*InT(z) dim dim
b(1) = 22— — L —= ~0.0316 + —, (All
W=7 3v3 1215 45[ dx? ]_é+81 TR
a(z,) = (—1.93 +4.967) x 1077, (A12)
a(z) = 1.525+1.242i, (A13)
b(z,) = (1.11 4 0.28i) x 1077, (A14)
b(z) = —0.0195 + 0.1318i, (A15)

where z, = m?/mj and the masses m, (¢ = u,c,b) as listed in Table [Tl have been used
to obtain the numerical results. The explicit analytical expressions for a(z) and b(z) can
be found for example in Ref.[26].
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For the H) functions, we have

HY (2,) = —%ﬁf;{i@f /O o h(B, 5) 05 (0), (A16)
HY =0 (A17)
Y =~ [HY () + H] (0], (Al3)

HY (20) = HY ()~ 5HY (1) (A19)
HY = 2H/ (1), (A20)

HY (20) = —HY () + 3 HY (1) = ~HY (=), (A21)
HY = —%ﬁf}iﬁf (1—af +ay +--), (A22)

where the hard-scattering function h(u, z) is given by

4z 2 2

2
hu,z) = —{ Lig|————— | + Liy | ———— | } ==, (A23)
u 1— [ u—4z+ie 1+ [ u—4z+ie u

where Lis[z] is the dilogarithmic function, and the function h(u, 2) is real for u < 4z and
develops an imaginary part for u > 4z. The light-cone wave function ®;(v) takes the
form of

OF(v) = 6v(1 —v) [1 +aV (WCP 20 — 1) + oY (WCT (20 — 1) + - - ] (A24)

where C2/%(z) = 3z, C3(z) = 3(5a? —1).

APPENDIX B: NLO COEFFICIENTS AT u = My IN GENERAL 2HDM’S

For the completeness, we list here the expressions of the NLO functions W, ;, M, ;
and T;; (i = 7,8 and j = YY, XY) at the matching scale uy = My in the general
two-Higgs-doublet models. For more details see Ref.[37].

The NLO functions proportional to the term |Y|* are

2y [8y3 — 37y* + 18y _ . 1 3y3 + 23y — 14y .
Woyy(y) = 9 = 1) Li, 1—5 + =17 In"y
21y — 192¢% — 174y + 251y — 50
+ Iny
9y — 1)
—1202 + 7569y — 5436y + 797] 4
——F B1
108(y — 1)* g (B1)
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y [13y2 — 17y% + 30y _ . 1 17y* + 31y . ,
_ ¥ Lip (1-- ) - =L
Warvly) = 5 (y—1)! Uy (y—1)°
429* + 318y> + 1353y2 + 817y — 226 |
+ 5 ny
36(y — 1)
445193 + 7650y% — 18153y +- 11307 1
——-F B2
* 216(y — 1)* 6 " (B2)
y [—14y* + 149y3 — 153y% — 13y + 31 — (18y3 + 138y2 — 84y) Iny
M A
y [—7y* + 25¢% — 2792 + 223y + 38 + (1022 + 186y) Iny
M. = L B4
(o) = 2| e o my
y [47y® — 63y* + 9y + 7 — (18y> + 30y* — 24y) Iny
T =7 B
wy(y) = g { TEE , (B5)
2y [—y® — 9y + 9y + 1 + (6y> + 6y) Iny
T, = B
syy(y) = 3 { TEE , (B6)
with
y [Ty — 36y* + 45y — 16 + (18y — 12) Iny
E = = . B7
u(Y) 36 [ (y — 1) (B7)
The NLO functions proportional to the term (XY™*) are
4y [8y? — 28y +12 _ . 1 3y? + 14y — 8
W S Lig (1—— ) + 2L T2 %
o) =3 { 312\ y 3yt
4y — 24y® + 2 —2y% + 13y —
Yy y+4y+6myjL y°+ 3y3 7}’ (B3)
3(y—1) (y—1)
y [17y* — 25y + 36 _ 1 17y +19 5
=7 Lip (1——) — 222
Worrl) = 3 { 2y—1p P\ ) oy
14y% — 1292 + 1 29y? — 44 14
y y°+ 87y+3lny_3( 9y y + 143) ’ (B9)
Ay —1)* 8(y — 1)
2y [—8y3 + 55y% — 68y + 21 — (6y* + 28y — 16) Iny
M- = = B10
7,XY(y) 0 |: (y _ 1)4 ) ( )
y [—7y? + 23y* — 97y + 81 + (34y + 38) Iny
M, = = B11
8,XY(y) 6 [ (y _ 1)4 ) ( )
2y [13y? — 20y + 7 — (6y* + 4y — 4) Iny
T = = B12
wxy(y) = 5 { G , (B12)
2
—y =4y +5+ (4dy+2)Iny
Tsxy = 2y [ (y — 154 ) ) (B13)
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FIG. 1: Plot of the branching ratio B(B — K*~ =) vs tan § in model I for My = 200 GeV. The
dots and solid line shows the central value of the SM and model I prediction, respectively. The
region between two dashed lines shows the SM prediction: B(B — K*~v) = (3.2571'73) x 1072,
The shaded band shows the data within 20 errors: B(B — K*~7)%P = (4.18 4 0.64) x 107°.

6

B(B -> K* y) [10°°]

Y ]
2 L ]
1L ]
i Model 1 i
O [ 1 1 1 1 l 1 1 1 1 l 1 1 1 1 l 1 1 1 1 l 1 1 1 1 ]
100 200 300 400 500 600

M, [GeV]

FIG. 2: The My dependence of the branching ratio B(B — K*v) in model II for tan g = 4.
The dot-dashed and solid curve shows the central value of the NLO model II prediction for
B(B — K*%) and B(B — K*~ ), respectively. The region between two dashed lines shows the
SM prediction: B(B — K*~v) = (3.257]'13) x 107°. The shaded band shows the same data as
in Figll
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FIG. 3: The tan 8 dependence of the branching ratio B(B — K*~) in model II for My = 300
GeV. The curves and bands have the same meaning as in Figl
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FIG. 4: The same as Figll but for F+ = 0.38 + 0.06 instead of Fx+ = 0.25 + 0.06.
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B(B -> K* y) [10™°]

FIG. 5: The My dependence of the branching ratio B(B — K*v) in model III-A. The dot-dashed
and solid curve shows the central value of the NLO model III-A prediction for B(B — F*Oy)
and B(B — K* ), respectively. The region between two dashed lines shows the SM prediction:
B(B — K* ) = (3.257173) x 107°. The shaded band shows the measured B(B — K*~v)

within 20 errors.

B(B -> K* y) [107]

FIG. 6: The same as Fighl but for model III-B, i.e.
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FIG. 7: The p dependence of the isospin symmetry breaking Ag_(K*v) in the SM and the
general 2HDM’s. The error bar shows the data. For details see the text.
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FIG. 8: The My dependence of the isospin symmetry breaking Ag_(K*y) in the SM and the
general 2HDM’s. The error bar shows the data. For details see the text.
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FIG. 9: Plots of the My dependence of C7 s,,(my) (horizontal dots line), AC7 yp (dashed curve),
C7(my) (solid curve), 102|R(F*07)| (short-dashed curve) and 10%|R(K*~v)|(dot-dashed curve).

B(B->p’y)[10™°]
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FIG. 10: Plots of the My dependence of the branching ratio B — p’y in the SM (shaded
band), the model I and IT (dashed and dot-dashed curves), and the model III-A (short-dashed
curve) and III-B (solid curve). The horizontal dots line shows the experimental upper bound
(at 9%C.L. [15]): B(B — p’y) < 1.2 x 1076
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FIG. 11: The same as Fig[ll but for the decay B — p~ .
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FIG. 12: Plots of the angle v dependence of the CP asymmetries for B — p%y (dashed curve)
and BT — pT~ (solid curve) decays in the SM.
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FIG. 13: Plots of the angle v dependence of the CP asymmetry for B* — pT+ decay in the SM
and model III-B for p = my/2 (dots curves), m; (solid curves ) and 2my, (dashed curves).
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FIG. 14: The isospin breaking A(pv) vs the CKM angle v in the SM and general 2HDM’s for
tan 8 =4 and My = 250 GeV.
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