arXiv:2503.09772v1 [hep-ph] 12 Mar 2025

Nice and precise K^∗(892) → Kπ branching fractions

Vladimir V. Gligorov^1 and Dean J. Robinson^{2, 3} 1LPNHE, Sorbonne Université, Paris Diderot Sorbonne Paris Cité, CNRS/IN2P3, Paris, France 2Ernest Orlando Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory, University of California, Berkeley, CA 94720, USA 3Berkeley Center for Theoretical Physics, Department of Physics, University of California, Berkeley, CA 94720, USA

Although discovered more than sixty years ago, direct measurement of the K^∗(892) → Kπ branching fractions is a formidable challenge that has not been attempted. Typically they are assumed to obey the isospin limit in hundreds of particle data measurements. We show that an abundance of recent amplitude analyses and other data, however, enables recovery of the ratios B(K^{∗+} → K^+π^0)/B(K^{∗+} → K^0_S π^+) and 4B(K^{∗0} → K^0_S π^0)/B(K^{∗0} → K^+π^−) at ∼ 5% precision.

Introduction. In the isospin limit, the three branching ratios B(K^{∗+} → K^+π^0) = B(K^{∗+} → K^0_{S,L}π^+) ≃ 1/3 up to subpercent corrections from Kγ radiative decays. Similarly B(K^{∗0} → K^+π^−) = 4B(K^{∗0} → K^0_{S,L}π^0) ≃ 2/3. Isospin-breaking effects are naively expected to arise at most at the few percent level. While not a relevant source of phenomenological uncertainty today, these types of effects may become important at the ultimate sensitivities to quark-mixing processes targeted by the second upgrade of the LHCb detector, anticipated measurements by the BESIII and/or Belle II experiments, and any upgrades thereof, and the planned FCC-ee or CEPC Z-pole flavour programmes. It is therefore interesting to understand to what extent they can be directly constrained by experimental measurements.

Direct measurement of these K^∗ decay modes would require a means to isolate the broad P -wave contribution from continuum effects, to reconstruct the K_Sπ or K^+π final states containing a π^0, and to accurately normalize the yield in order to extract a branching fraction. The latter problem may be avoided by instead measuring ratios of branching fractions for “K^∗ cascade pairs”, i.e. pairs of processes of the form X → Y (K^∗ → K_Sπ) versus X → Y (K^∗ → K^+π), though the problem of reliably estimating the different experimental efficiencies remains. Thus such an approach has been historically highly nontrivial to achieve, and in the absence of such data over the intervening sixty four years since the K^∗(892) discovery [1], it has become the custom of experimental collaborations to use the isospin limit values.

The last twenty years, however, have seen a sizeable number of analyses involving the required K^∗ cascade pairs, including a variety of amplitude analyses and other measurements [2]. While these analyses did not aim to measure K^∗ branching fractions per se, we show that their results can be used for this purpose, and that there are now enough such measurements that a combination can approach several percent precision. Sensitivity to the isospin-breaking corrections in K^∗ → Kπ may be possible in the near future, especially if experiments report individual product branching fractions involving the various K^∗ modes they reconstruct. This would in turn allow the use of isospin limit values to be reconsidered.

Process B×B[K^± π^0] B×B[K^0_S π^±] r+ Refs D^+ → K^0_S K^{∗+} 2.89(30) × 10^{−3 †}2.91(11) × 10^{−3} 0.99(11) [3–5] D^0 → K^{∗−}e^+ν 7.03(84) × 10^{−3 †}6.82(15) × 10^{−3} 1.03(12) [6, 7] D^0 → K^{∗−}μ^+ν^†6.91(17) × 10^{−3} 6.30(80) × 10^{−3} 1.10(14) [8, 9] D^0 → K^{∗−}π^+ 2.31(30) × 10^{−2} 1.64(15) × 10^{−2} 1.41(22) [2, 10–12] D^0 → K^{∗+}K^− 1.52(8) × 10^{−3} 1.89(30) × 10^{−3} 0.80(13) [2, 13, 14] D^0 → K^{∗−}K^+ 5.4(4) × 10^{−4} 6.2(1.1) × 10^{−4} 0.87(17) [2, 13, 14] D^+_s → K^{∗+}K^0_S 2.04(33) × 10^{−3 ∗}3.19(29) × 10^{−3} 0.64(12) [15–17] B^+ → K^{∗+}π^0 2.70(64) × 10^{−6} 2.13(34) × 10^{−6} 1.27(36) [18, 19] B^+ → J/ψK^{∗+} 4.43(57) × 10^{−4} 4.10(62) × 10^{−4} 1.08(22) [20] B^0 → K^{∗+}π^− 2.67(45) × 10^{−6} 2.46(16) × 10^{−6} 1.09(20) [2, 21–24]

Process B×B[K^0_S π^0] B×B[K^± π^∓] r0 Refs D^+ → K̄^{∗0}e^+ν^†8.27(22) × 10^{−3} 3.77(17) × 10^{−2} 0.88(5) [2, 25–27] D^+ → K̄^{∗0}π^+ 2.64(32) × 10^{−3} 1.04(12) × 10^{−2} 1.02(17) [2, 28–30] D^+ → K̄^{∗0}ρ^+ 9.7(9) × 10^{−3 †}4.15(18) × 10^{−2} 0.93(10) [2, 31, 32] D^+ → K̄^{∗0}K^+ 5.2(1.4) × 10^{−4} 2.49(10) × 10^{−3} 0.84(23) [2, 3, 5, 33] D^0 → K̄^{∗0}π^{0 ∗}5.97(90) × 10^{−3} 1.95(25) × 10^{−2} 1.22(24) [10, 34, 35]

D^+_s → K̄^{∗0}K^{+ ∗}4.81(44) × 10^{−3 ∗}2.62(5) × 10^{−2} 0.73(7)

[16, 17, 36, 37] D^+_s → K^{∗0}π^{+ ∗}4.3(1.2) × 10^{−4 ∗}1.68(26) × 10^{−3} 1.02(33) [17, 38–40] B^+ → K^{∗0}π^+ 1.68(33) × 10^{−6} 6.69(54) × 10^{−6} 1.01(21) [19, 41, 42] B^0 → J/ψK^{∗0} 2.00(42) × 10^{−4} 8.67(87) × 10^{−4} 0.92(21) [20]

TABLE I. K^{∗+,0} data and derived r+,0 ratios. For amplitude analyses, we cite the PDG [2] in the case that a normalization mode is obtained by a PDG fit. References with weak pulls on combinations are not included. Asymmetric uncertainties are averaged. Results with updated normalizations are marked by an asterisk, and new results versus the PDG [2] by a dagger.

Data and results. Table I lists those K^∗ cascade pairs that we are able to identify in the 2024 PDG listings [2], as well as in several new results [4, 7, 9, 27, 32], from which one may obtain the ratios r_+ ≡ B(K^{∗+} → K^+π^0)/B(K^{∗+} → K^0_S π^+) or r_0 ≡ 4B(K^{∗0} → K^0_Sπ^0)/B(K^{∗0} → K^+π^−). Other measurements may also constrain r_{+,0}, but their publications provide insufficient detail to unambiguously determine the contributions from the different Kπ final states. In addition, we do not include measurements that reconstruct the K^∗ solely via a mass window, such as in the B → K^∗γ measurements [43–45]. When computing our averages we update several D^+_s normalization modes affected by the recent Ref. [17], which is not yet included in the PDG listings, and supersedes some previous BESIII results.

The cited measurements can be grouped into those which are limited by the available statistics [4, 6, 8, 15, 19, 21, 34, 40], those which are limited by systematic effects [3, 10–12, 14, 28, 29, 31, 32, 41, 42], and those in which these two sources of uncertainty are of roughly equal size [5, 7, 9, 13, 16–18, 20, 22–27, 30, 33, 35–39]. As the majority of the cited measurements fall into the latter two categories, combining them requires assumptions about potential correlations in the methods used to evaluate systematic uncertainties.

This is especially relevant for amplitude analyses in which the chosen amplitude model and lineshape parameters are a notable source of systematic uncertainty. Unfortunately, none of the cited analyses report correlations between their systematic uncertainties, and only one [14] reports a full covariance matrix for the measured physical observables including both statistical and systematic effects. Around a third do not report the relative contribution of individual systematics to the total uncertainty, and none report the sign of the shift in the measured physical observables associated with any given systematic uncertainty, even though in several cases the total reported systematic uncertainty is highly asymmetric.

Particularly problematic is the treatment of meson radii, which are parameters of the resonant lineshapes that typically have to be fixed in amplitude analysis fits in order to ensure a stable convergence. These radii are frequently among the leading sources of uncertainty for the fit fractions in our cited amplitude analyses, yet we find in e.g. Refs [3, 4, 9, 14, 24, 25, 31, 39, 40] differences in both the chosen nominal values for these parameters as well as in the range of the parameters considered as an appropriate systematic variation. Several of the analyses make fully disjoint choices, such that the nominal value of one analysis is not even within the range of systematic uncertainty considered by another. Similar comments could be made about the choice of fit components in the different amplitude analyses which enter our combination. It is entirely possible that a coherent analysis of these datasets would change both the average central values and their uncertainties, but there is no way to quantify this supposition given the information reported in these analyses. Given the available information, we combine measurements assuming that the reported systematic uncertainties are fully uncorrelated.

With these caveats in mind, we proceed to combine the r_+ and r_0 results similarly assuming that their uncertainties are fully uncorrelated. This yields

r_+ = 0.95 ± 0.06 , and r_0 = 0.87 ± 0.03 , (1)

including a PDG-style uncertainty rescaling ‘S factor’ of

S = 1.3 and S = 1.0, respectively.

Downward pulls arise in the averages for both r_+ and r_0 from D^+_s data. In the case of r_0, the amplitude analyses for D^+_s → K̄^{∗0}(→ K^−π^+)K^+ [36, 37] agree well with each other. While there is only one analysis for D^+_s → K^{∗+}(→ K^0_S π^+)K^0_S [15], it nevertheless seems plausible that the D^+_s → K^0_S K^+π^0 amplitude analysis [16], which affects both r_+ and r_0, may be the sole source of the observed tension from D^+_s data in our averages. Further, a moderate downward pull arises in r_0 from D^+ → K̄^{∗0}e^+ν. We note a significant tension in the PDG fit for the D^+ → K^−π^+e^+ν normalization mode, measured by Refs. [25, 26]: using only the direct measurement [26] one finds for this mode r_0 = 0.93(3) and the weighted average becomes r_0 = 0.91(3) with S = 1.1. If we exclude the D^+_s → K̄^{∗0}K^+, D^+_s → K^{∗+}K^0_S and D^+ → K̄^{∗0}e^+ν ratios from the weighted averages, the obtained results become r_+ = 1.01(5) and r_0 = 0.97(7).

Conclusions. We have demonstrated that existing measurements of processes involving the charged and neutral K^∗(892) resonances allow their Kπ branching fractions to be constrained at the level of a few percent. We anticipate that the much larger datasets to be collected by ongoing and planned flavour experiments will allow percent-level determinations, provided systematic effects can be controlled. We have highlighted the way in which correlated assumptions in the different analyses contributing to the r_{0,+} combinations may complicate their precise evaluation. These difficulties can be overcome by performing coherent combined analyses of the various experimental datasets which have been, or will be, collected. In the meantime, these concerns, combined with large pulls in the weighted averages, warrant caution in the interpretation of any apparent sizeable tensions with the isospin limit.

The K^∗(892) branching fractions considered here may be just one example of the way in which flavour datasets can be leveraged to improve our knowledge of fundamental interactions, beyond the headline measurements that the experiments are ostensibly built to perform. This communication therefore motivates ongoing work to facilitate joint analyses of these experimental datasets in order to unlock their full scientific potential.

Acknowledgements. We thank Frédéric Blanc, Tim Gershon, Zoltan Ligeti, Marco Pappagallo, Ezra Robinson, and Piotr Zyla for discussions and comments on this manuscript. We thank the generations of experimentalists whose tireless efforts enabled this analysis. DJR is supported by the Office of High Energy Physics of the U.S. Department of Energy under contract DE-AC02- 05CH11231.

[1] M. Alston, L. W. Alvarez, P. Eberhard, M. L. Good, W. Graziano, H. K. Ticho, and S. G. Wojcicki, Resonance in the Kπ System, Phys. Rev. Lett. 6, 300 (1961).

[2] S. Navas et al. (Particle Data Group), Review of particle physics, Phys. Rev. D 110, 030001 (2024).

[3] M. Ablikim et al. (BESIII), Study of the decay D^+ → K^∗(892)^+K^0_S in D^+ → K^+K^0_S π^0, Phys. Rev. D 104, 012006 (2021), arXiv:2104.09131 [hep-ex].

[4] M. Ablikim et al. (BESIII), Study of D^+ → K^0_S K^∗(892)^+ in D^+ → K^0_S K^0_S π^+, Phys. Rev. D 110, 092006 (2024), arXiv:2409.01419 [hep-ex].

[5] M. Ablikim et al. (BESIII), Measurements of the absolute branching fractions and CP asymmetries for D^+ → K^0_{S,L}K^+(π^0), Phys. Rev. D 99, 032002 (2019), arXiv:1812.05400 [hep-ex].

[6] T. E. Coan et al. (CLEO), Absolute branching fraction measurements of exclusive D^0 semileptonic decays, Phys. Rev. Lett. 95, 181802 (2005), arXiv:hep-ex/0506052.

[7] M. Ablikim et al. (BESIII), Study of the semileptonic decay D^0 → K̄^0π^−e^+νe, (2024), arXiv:2412.10803 [hep-ex].

[8] J. M. Link et al. (FOCUS), Analysis of the semileptonic decay D^0 → K̄^0π^−μ^+ν, Phys. Lett. B 607, 67 (2005), arXiv:hep-ex/0410067.

[9] M. Ablikim et al. (BESIII), Test of Lepton Universality and Measurement of the Form Factors of D^0 → K^∗(892)^−μ^+νμ, Phys. Rev. Lett. 134, 011803 (2025), arXiv:2403.10877 [hep-ex].

[10] S. Kopp et al. (CLEO), Dalitz analysis of the decay D^0 → K^−π^+π^0, Phys. Rev. D 63, 092001 (2001), arXiv:hep-ex/0011065.

[11] H. Muramatsu et al. (CLEO), Dalitz analysis of D^0 → K^0_S π^+π^−, Phys. Rev. Lett. 89, 251802 (2002), [Erratum: Phys.Rev.Lett. 90, 059901 (2003)], arXiv:hep-ex/0207067.

[12] B. Aubert et al. (BaBar), Improved measurement of the CKM angle γ in B^∓ → D^{(∗)}K^{(∗∓)} decays with a Dalitz plot analysis of D decays to K^0_S π^+π^− and K^0_S K^+K^−, Phys. Rev. D 78, 034023 (2008), arXiv:0804.2089 [hep-ex].

[13] B. Aubert et al. (BaBar), Amplitude analysis of the decay D^0 → K^−K^+π^0, Phys. Rev. D 76, 011102 (2007), arXiv:0704.3593 [hep-ex].

[14] R. Aaij et al. (LHCb), Studies of the resonance structure in D^0 → K^0_S K^±π^∓ decays, Phys. Rev. D 93, 052018 (2016), arXiv:1509.06628 [hep-ex].

[15] M. Ablikim et al. (BESIII), Study of the decay D^+_s → K^0_S K^0_S π^+ and observation an isovector partner to f0(1710), Phys. Rev. D 105, L051103 (2022), arXiv:2110.07650 [hep-ex].

[16] M. Ablikim et al. (BESIII), Observation of an a0-like State with Mass of 1.817 GeV in the Study of D^+_s → K^0_S K^+π^0 Decays, Phys. Rev. Lett. 129, 182001 (2022), arXiv:2204.09614 [hep-ex].

[17] M. Ablikim et al. (BESIII), Measurement of absolute branching fractions of D^+_s hadronic decays, JHEP 05, 335, arXiv:2403.19256 [hep-ex].

[18] J. P. Lees et al. (BaBar), Observation of the rare decay B^+ → K^+π^0π^0 and measurement of the quasi-two body contributions B^+ → K^∗(892)^+π^0, B^+ → f0(980)K^+ and B^+ → χc0K^+, Phys. Rev. D 84, 092007 (2011), arXiv:1109.0143 [hep-ex].

[19] J. P. Lees et al. (BaBar), Evidence for CP violation in B^+ → K^∗(892)^+π^0 from a Dalitz plot analysis of B^+ → K^0_S π^+π^0 decays, Phys. Rev. D 96, 072001 (2017), arXiv:1501.00705 [hep-ex].

[20] K. Abe et al. (Belle), Measurements of branching fractions and decay amplitudes in B → J/ψK^∗ decays, Phys. Lett. B 538, 11 (2002), arXiv:hep-ex/0205021.

[21] A. Garmash et al. (Belle), Dalitz Analysis of Three-body Charmless B^0 → K^0π^+π^− Decay, Phys. Rev. D 75, 012006 (2007), arXiv:hep-ex/0610081.

[22] B. Aubert et al. (BaBar), Timedependent amplitude analysis of B^0 → K^0_S π^+π^−, Phys. Rev. D 80, 112001 (2009), arXiv:0905.3615 [hep-ex].

[23] J. P. Lees et al. (BaBar), Amplitude Analysis of B^0 → K^+π^−π^0 and Evidence of Direct CP Violation in B → K^∗π decays, Phys. Rev. D 83, 112010 (2011), arXiv:1105.0125 [hep-ex].

[24] R. Aaij et al. (LHCb), Amplitude analysis of the decay B^0 → K^0_S π^+π^− and first observation of the CP asymmetry in B^0 → K^∗(892)^−π^+, Phys. Rev. Lett. 120, 261801 (2018), arXiv:1712.09320 [hep-ex].

[25] P. del Amo Sanchez et al. (BaBar), Analysis of the D^+ → K^−π^+e^+νe decay channel, Phys. Rev. D 83, 072001 (2011), arXiv:1012.1810 [hep-ex].

[26] M. Ablikim et al. (BESIII), Study of D^+ → K^−π^+e^+νe, Phys. Rev. D 94, 032001 (2016), arXiv:1512.08627 [hep-ex].

[27] M. Ablikim et al. (BESIII), Analysis of the dynamics of the decay D^+ → K^0_S π^0e^+νe, JHEP 10, 199, arXiv:2408.04422 [hep-ex].

[28] G. Bonvicini et al. (CLEO), Dalitz plot analysis of the D^+ → K^−π^+π^+ decay, Phys. Rev. D 78, 052001 (2008), arXiv:0802.4214 [hep-ex].

[29] J. M. Link et al. (FOCUS), The K^−π^+ S-wave from the D^+ → K^−π^+π^+ decay, Phys. Lett. B 681, 14 (2009), arXiv:0905.4846 [hep-ex].

[30] M. Ablikim et al. (BESIII), Amplitude Analysis of the D^+ → K^0_S π^+π^0 Dalitz Plot, Phys. Rev. D 89, 052001 (2014), arXiv:1401.3083 [hep-ex].

[31] M. Ablikim et al. (BESIII), Amplitude analysis and branching fraction measurement of the decay D^+→K^0_Sπ^+π^0π^0, JHEP 09, 077, arXiv:2305.15879 [hep-ex].

[32] M. Ablikim et al. (BESIII), Amplitude analysis and branching fraction measurement of the Cabibbofavored decay D^+ → K^−π^+π^+π^0, (2024), arXiv:2412.11040 [hep-ex].

[33] P. Rubin et al. (CLEO), Search for CP Violation in the Dalitz-Plot Analysis of D^± → K^+K^−π^±, Phys. Rev. D 78, 072003 (2008), arXiv:0807.4545 [hep-ex].

[34] N. Lowrey et al. (CLEO), Analysis of the Decay D^0 → K^0_S π^0π^0, Phys. Rev. D 84, 092005 (2011), arXiv:1106.3103 [hep-ex].

[35] D. M. Asner et al. (CLEO), Determination of the D^0 → K^+π^− Relative Strong Phase Using Quantum-Correlated Measurements in e^+e^− → D^0D̄^0 at CLEO, Phys. Rev. D 78, 012001 (2008), arXiv:0802.2268 [hep-ex].

[36] P. del Amo Sanchez et al. (BaBar), Dalitz plot analysis of D^+_s → K^+K^−π^+, Phys. Rev. D 83, 052001 (2011), arXiv:1011.4190 [hep-ex].

[37] M. Ablikim et al. (BESIII), Amplitude analysis and branching fraction measurement of D^+_s → K^+K^−π^+, Phys. Rev. D 104, 012016 (2021), arXiv:2011.08041 [hep-ex].

[38] J. M. Link et al. (FOCUS), Study of the doubly and singly Cabibbo suppressed decays D^+ → K^+π^+π^− and D^+_s → K^+π^+π^−, Phys. Lett. B 601, 10 (2004), arXiv:hep-ex/0407014.

[39] M. Ablikim et al. (BESIII), Amplitude analysis and branching fraction measurement of the decay D^+_s → K^+π^+π^−, JHEP 08, 196, arXiv:2205.08844 [hep-ex].

[40] M. Ablikim et al. (BESIII), Amplitude analysis and branching-fraction measurement of D^+_s → K^0_S π^+π^0, JHEP 06, 181, arXiv:2103.15098 [hep-ex].

[41] A. Garmash et al. (Belle), Evidence for large direct CP violation in B^± → ρ(770)^0K^± from analysis of the three-body charmless B^{+−} →

K^±π^±π^∓ decay, Phys. Rev. Lett. 96, 251803 (2006), arXiv:hep-ex/0512066.

[42] B. Aubert et al. (BaBar), Evidence for Direct CP Violation from Dalitz-plot analysis of B^± → K^±π^∓π^±, Phys. Rev. D 78, 012004 (2008), arXiv:0803.4451 [hep-ex].

[43] B. Aubert et al. (BaBar), Measurement of Branching Fractions and CP and Isospin Asymmetries in B → K^∗(892)γ Decays, Phys. Rev. Lett. 103, 211802 (2009), arXiv:0906.2177 [hep-ex].

[44] T. Horiguchi et al. (Belle), Evidence for Isospin Violation and Measurement of CP Asymmetries in B → K^∗(892)γ, Phys. Rev. Lett. 119, 191802 (2017), arXiv:1707.00394 [hep-ex].

[45] I. Adachi et al. (Belle-II), Measurement of B → K^∗(892)γ decays at Belle II, (2024), arXiv:2411.10127 [hep-ex].