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We perform a combined study of the two hadronic decays DT — K~ w7 and
D} — KTK'rn~ using a detailed analysis of the semileptonic decays D* — K~ 7t {1y,
(¢ = e,u) thanks to the high-statistics dataset provided by the BESIII Collabora-
tion. We propose simple and suitable amplitude parametrizations of the studied reac-
tions that shall be of interest to experimentalists for upcoming analyses. These new
parametrizations are based on the naive factorization hypothesis and the description
of the resulting matrix elements in terms of well-known hadronic form factors, with
special emphasis on the K7 scalar and vector cases. Such form factors account for
final state interactions which fulfil analyticity, unitarity and chiral symmetry con-
straints. As a result of our study, we find a good prediction for the P-wave BR in
Dt — K~ntrt decays, while adopting a global phase and moderate rescaling for the
S-wave, that we ascribe to three-body effects, we find a reasonable description. The
resulting model is confronted against D} — KT K7~ decays, obtaining again a good
agreement with data.

1 Introduction

In 2009, one of us presented a model for the decay Dt — K~ ntn™ where the weak
interaction part of the reaction was described using the effective weak Hamiltonian in the
factorization approach, while the two-body hadronic final state interactions were taken
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into account through the K scalar and vector form factors, fulfilling analyticity, unitarity
and chiral symmetry constraints [1]. Due to the lack of precise data in semileptonic D" —
K~ 70"y, decays, the model required two free parameters that were fixed from experimental
branching ratios. Allowing for a global phase difference between the S and P waves, the
Dalitz plot of the Dt — K- w"n" decay, the K7 invariant mass spectra and the total
branching ratio due to S-wave interactions were well reproduced.

With the advent of new results for semileptonic decays by the BES-III Collaboration [2],
the free parameters employed in Ref. [1] can be fixed and some assumptions regarding the
form factors can be relaxed. In this study, we carefully analyze semileptonic decays by
employing simple yet well-motivated parametrizations fulfilling analyticity and unitarity
constraints to fix the relevant hadronic matrix elements, that might be of interest for future
experimental analysis. The corresponding matrix element is then used to describe the
Dt — K~ ntwt decay in the naive factorization approach. While our framework does
not account for genuine three-body effects' (see Refs. [3-7] regarding 3-body unitarity and
Refs. [8, 9] for previous works), it allows for a simple parametrization fulfilling two-body
unitarity and, not least, to connect D™ — K~ nt7nt decays to the isospin-related D —
KTK*n~ ones. As a result, we find that naive factorization performs reasonably well
for DT — K-ntnt decays regarding the P-wave contribution. Concerning the S-wave,
a reasonable description can be achieved once a global phase and a moderate rescaling
factor are allowed, that might be effectively ascribed to effective three-body unitarity effects.
Remarkably, the resulting description reproduces well existing results on D} — KTK*n~
decays, thus further supporting our approach.

The article is organized as follows: in Section 2, we outline the naive factorization
approach applied to DT — K- 7tx" decays, recapitulating all the necessary form factors
that enter the description; in Section 3, we review the semileptonic decays in detail, putting
forward a parametrization that is used to extract the relevant form factors based on BES-
IIT [2] results; in Section 4, we use the form factor from previous section to put forward a
description for DT — K~ 7ntx" decays; in Section 5, this parametrization is applied to the
isospin related D — KTK*n~ decays. Conclusions are given in Section 6.

2 Naive factorization in D™ — K~ 7t7" decays

For Dt — K- ntrntdecays, we closely follow Ref. [1]. The effective weak interactions
driving such decay follow from the Lagrangian at low energies

Gr
V2
where 1, 7 are color indices, and the Wilson coefficients above differ from those at the elec-
troweak scale due to renormalization [10]. In the following, we employ the naive factorization

Lo = VadVE[CL ()01 + Co(p)Oa] + hec., Oy = Aoy d [ 4*dl ], (1)

!The model does not account either for two-body m+7T final state interactions, but these are non-
resonant and presumably small, in such a way that naive factorization should encompass the most relevant
two-body interactions.



Figure 1: The O; (left) and Oy (right) operator contributions to D* — K~ w7 decays within naive
factorization. For each operator there is a NO- and N !-suppressed contribution, cf. left and right in each
figure.

hypothesis (see Fig. 1), that implies the following decomposition for the process [1]:

G
M = SV [ (|70 = ) |D) (i1 = 27010} +

az (K7 59"(1 = 7°)d [0) (73 | u,(1 = 7")e \D+>] +(m o), (2)

where a; = C; + N;7'Cy = 1.2(1), and ay = Cy + N;'C; = —0.5(1) have been taken
from Ref. [10].? Factorization boils down the problem to the description of the hadronic
matrix elements in Eq. (2): the matrix element (77 |uy"(1 — ~+°)d|0) = if,p" with f, =
130.2(1.7) MeV [11]; the matrix element (K~ 7" |5v*(1 —~°)d |0), that reduces to the well-
known scalar and vector K7 form factors that, following Ref. [1], we take from Refs. [12]
and [13]; the (7|uv,(1 — +°)c|DT) matrix element is connected via isospin symmetry to
D° — 7= (*v decays; finally, the remaining matrix element, (K7 |5y*(1 — v°)c|D™T),
corresponds to that appearing in semileptonic Dt — K~ 7"/*1, decays. Indeed, a closer
look reveals that all that is required for the current process is®

ifaley (K71 157u(1 = 7°)e |DT) = fr(me +my) (K™ | 5iy°c |DT) (3)

that selects a single form factor among those appearing in semileptonic decays. It turns out
that such a form factor produces a contribution to the semileptonic decays proportional to
the lepton masses, that is irrelevant for D — K~ ntetwv, decays (see Egs. (8), (12) and (43)
to (51)).

Potentially, D* — K~ 7" utv, decays could probe such a form factor. At the moment,
there is available data from FOCUS [14] and CLEO [15]. Regarding FOCUS, the available
statistics cannot discern a non-vanishing value for the form factor in Eq. (3). Concerning
CLEO, their results are controversial regarding the ¢>-dependency. Thereby, some modelling
is required. In the following we employ known relations due to Ward identities to suggest
a plausible low-¢? description based on existing results from semileptonic decays. To that
end, we revise the model put forward in Ref. [1] to describe the semileptonic matrix element,
taking advantage of the precise results from BES-III not available at the time.

2In principle, a; = a;(u) are scale-dependent parameters, but this does not appear at the leading order
factorization scheme employed here.
3where, in the last step, i(ms —m.) (K 7| 5c|DT) = 0 has been used based on parity arguments.



3 D" — K 7"y, decays

In this section we address the semileptonic decay in detail, carefully reviewing the rele-
vant form factors, and paying special attention to the known restrictions that follow from
Ward identities that, under reasonable assumptions, allow to extract the relevant form fac-
tor entering hadronic decays. Our phenomenological description generalizes that in Ref. [1]
by incorporating free parameters previously identified with those appearing in K7 form
factors —a necessary assumption back then in the absence of data that can be relaxed now
by using the recent results from BES-IIT [2].

3.1 General definitions

The matrix element for semileptonic decays is given as [16]*

G
M= =BV K5 (1=97)e D) (31 =7 )o] = (M = AGH Ve HP Ly (4

where we used (pg, = pe + p, and pp, = pr — Do),

H™ = (z7 K~ | 59"(1 = 7°)e|DY) (nt K| 59"(1 = 4%)e D) (5)
1 o
L = 5 [ty = Pl — (se = mi —my)gh” +iereirer]. (6)

As such, the central quantity is the matrix element in Eq. (2) which, using the variables

P =Pk + Dr, D = Pk — P, and ¢ = pp — p, can be expressed as [16, 17]

(K~ 7| 59"(1 — 4°)e | DY) = iwy p* + iw_p" + irg" — he'®P
. : . _ D i _

= “U+(p“— q“p—;]) + qw_ (p“— q“p_;]) 4 _2q# — hetarP (7)

q q q
where the four form factors have an implicit dependence on ¢?, p?, and p - g. Note that
corresponding quantities in D~ decays are related via appropriate C'P transformations,
that amount to flip signs for the antisymmetric tensor. In addition, the Ward identities

(i.e., Eq. (3) and finiteness at ¢* = 0) following
7= —(me+my) (K" |siv°e[DT), lim[(p-qJwy + (p-gJw- =7} =0,  (8)
q“—

In particular, their dependence on p - ¢ ~ cosfk, (see Appendix A) means that the rela-
tion should be fulfilled for each partial wave (see also Ref. [16]), a property that we will
employ when constructing the form factors. Note that the appearance of p in the tensor

structure accompanying w_ and h requires partial-wave contributions with ¢ > 1. To make
contact with experiment, it is customary to employ the following form factors [16, 17]° (see

4Note our €"123 = 1 convention, leading to opposite signs compared to Ref. [16] wherever the antisym-

metric tensor appears (the sign can be inferred from L*"). We also employ e#+Pd = eives kupaygs-

®Note in this respect that, for the kinematic variables chosen for the semileptonic decay, X2 = (p-q)? —
p?q?, while [(p-q)(p-q) —¢*(p-p)] = X (2Bkr cos O r + X Ak ), reproducing the result in Ref. [17]. However,
we keep it general in order to use it in DT — K~ 77" decays.
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definitions in Appendix A)

1

Fi=< (Xw+[(p-0)p-q) = a*(p-plw-) . (9)

Fy = Bica/Smnsitt_ (10)
Fy = Brr X\/skxsuh, (11)
Fy=7. (12)
€
)

where F; = Fi(q*,p*,p- q). Fy was not defined in Ref. [16] and is only relevant for finit
lepton masses, so that results in Appendix A might be of some interest. Further, Eq. (8
implies for these form factors that

Im[F(e*p%p-a) = Fald’ 9", p- 0)] = 0, (13)

that relates again the normalization at ¢> = 0 that, as mentioned, must be fulfilled for each
partial wave. This is as far as can be reached in a model-independent way and we refer to
Appendix A for the differential decay width expressed in terms of the previous form factors.
In the following section, we present the model that was used in Ref. [1] to parametrize
F, that, in essence, assumes the K7 spectra to be dominated by intermediate resonances
with roles parallel to those in (K~ 7" | §y*d |0) form factors. In doing so, we employ a more
flexible description compared to that in Ref. [1], that will prove convenient to make contact
with the standard phenomenological analysis.

3.2 Resonance model

With the lack of precise data for semileptonic decays, Ref. [1] assumed a model for the
F form factor saturated by the lightest K (*0) resonances. Assuming a similar model for the
K7 scalar and vector form factor allowed them to relate the p? dependence of the previous
form factors to that of the K'm scalar and vector form factors. While this was a necessary
assumption back then, the current available data for semileptonic decays from BES-IIT [2]
allows to relax this assumption and to provide a more flexible model that might be of interest
for experimental analysis. In particular, in the following we assume that the S- and P-waves
contributions share the same phase as the scalar and vector form factor (that holds below
threshold due to Watson’s theorem) but have, in general, different subtraction constants
that can be determined thanks to the available data.

3.2.1 Scalar contributions

In the original work from Ref. [1], the scalar contribution was assumed to be dominated
by the K;(1430) [11] resonance, whose peak dominates the K7 scalar form factor, Ff*™(s),
at intermediate energies. Under the assumption that such a resonance is a quasi-stable (e.g.
narrow) state, the D* — K;¢*v decay can be described via its matrix element (p is the
momentum associated to the K)

—_— | & q-Pi: 756 (g2
(Kglsy"(1 —=~°)c|DY) =i [wf‘) (¢*) (p‘;(g - 7“61”) + q“%} : (14)



where once more

P (q?) = —(me+my) (K| 5in°e DY), I [(q-phui (@) — 7 )] = 0. (15)
Finally, the ¢?> dependence is reduced, as usual, to the closest charmonium resonance. Its
subsequent K — K~ 7" decay merely adds the resonance structure, meaning that the full
amplitude is given as (K~ 77| K) P, (K| 37*(1 — 4°)e| DY), with Pg. the scalar propa-
gator. Were this fully dominated by the Kj resonance both for the semileptonic and K7
scalar form factors, then (K~ n"|Kg) Pry — xg:Fg "y where xz. = (mj —m2)/(m, —
mq)/ (KZ|5d|0) [1]. However, the different interplay of scalar resonances shall in general
differ, yet their phase shift below inelasticities must agree by Watson’s theorem. We reflect
this by shifting Ff™ — Fdj “_that allows for the following ansatz for the S-wave contribution

_ _ K* _ e -1
wi(@®,p*pq) = X F (0% D q) = 2XEEY A (p7) (1 — ¢*/mb ) (16)
5 _ Re _ . 1
7q*p* P q) = F, °(¢*, %, 0 q) = X&' (m} — p)Fy “ (") (1 — ¢*/m3,) . (17)

The parametrization in Eq. (17) has been chosen to fulfill Egs. (8) and (15), and to include
the closest pole with appropriate quantum numbers. Regarding the parametrization used
in BES III [2], we identify 2x&F* (p?) = Ag(p?®) (see Eq. (20) from Ref. [2]).

In order to parametrize Fy **(p®), we follow the approach in Refs. [18-20]. This uses an
Omnes representation subtracted at p? = 0 and the Callan-Treiman point A, = m% —m?2,

FOD“(S) = exp {s[ln CDX; GO(S)]} , (18)
 Aga(s — Agr) [ 55/ (n)
Gols) = ———= / o D) (7= 5) (19)

with 53/ ? the scalar I = 1 /2 K7 phase shift, that preserves the constraints provided by
unitarity and analiticity below higher inelasticities. The subtraction constant, InCp,,, en-
capsulates high-energy effects that need not be the same as in the K7 scalar form factor
case, thus requiring data on semileptonic decays to fix it. For the phase shift, we take that in
Ref. [12] below A = 1.67 GeV, where 63/2 = 7; above, we take a constant phase 53/2 = 7 fol-
lowing Ref. [18-20]. This model allows for a relatively simple and flexible parametrization,
that improves the one used by the BES-III Collaboration by incorporating appropriate an-
alyticity and unitarity constraints (up to higher-threshold inelasticities). As such, it might
be useful in future experimental analyses.

3.2.2 Vector contributions

The next relevant wave is the P-wave, to narrow K* resonance plays a prominent role
both in the K7 vector form factor and semileptonic decays. Again, assuming them to
be narrow states, the D™ — K*{*v decay can be described via the corresponding matrix



element,®

B JTpm . D
(K57 (1=07)e D7) = (A —i [ Blg~% )+ Ca (0" =7 )+ 0" s, (21)

where m g~ has been used for later convenience. In addition, the Ward identity implies

mic- D(¢) (<) = (metmy) (K*|5i%|D*) . i [ B(g*) + (g-p)C(q") = D(g*)] = 0. (22
Again, the ¢*>-dependency can be saturated via the appropriate charmonium resonances.
Then, along the lines in Ref. [1], the subsequent K~ 7t decay would closely resemble the
vector K7 form factor if both cases were fully dominated by the K*. Still, as for the
scalar case, these will generally differ —even if the phase shift below inelasticities should
be the same. Therefore, we replace once more FE™(p?) — FP*(p?) (for a single resonance
contribution yg- = flgl [1]), obtaining

Fl(q2>p2>]§ ’ C_I) = _XI?*F—EM(p2)BK7T COs 9K7r [X2C(O) + (C] -p)B(O)] [1 - q2/m2Dsl]_1 ) (23>

(%025 Q) = —X&-FP (0°) Brcar/5xm50B(0) [ — ¢ /m_ ], (24)
FS(q27p27ﬁ ' Q) - XK*FEZ4(p2)ﬂK7rX V SKWSZVA(O) []- - qz/m%;] - ) (25>
_ oo N(P?) =
Fi( 0% 7 q) =— xg-FP (%) g )Eanpa
N p2 m2 _p2 _
:—Xﬁjf%ﬁ)( )Bmy+—£——cm)pfqua]l, (26)

2

where N(p?)/2 = [p*(p-q) — (p - D)(p - q)]/p* is a variable defined in Ref. [1] that re-
duces to X P, cosfk, in semileptonic decays, and the last form factor is chosen to fulfill
Eq. (13) and saturated with the closest resonance. The connection to the ansatz employed
by the BES-IIT Collaboration [2] can be easily obtained accounting that 2cv/2m='A(m) =
—Gi+senBrcn P (m?), with Pg.(s) the standard propagator. Once again, to obtain a descrip-
tion fulfilling appropriate analyticity and unitarity constraints below higher inelasticities,
we take 12
)

n*(n — s)
with 5}/ ? the P-wave I =1 /2 K phase shift. The input for the phase shift is taken from
the result in Ref. [28] with a single vector resonance and with a single subtraction constant.
To match their results, we choose an upper cutoff s = 4 GeV? and A\; = 0.025, but such
parameter could be fitted from the experiment, providing then an useful parametrization
for experimentalists. Further details are given in Appendix C.

2 e}
PP e [+ Gao)] s G = [ | (27)

- T

6Different parametrizations appear in Refs. [21-27]; the connection reads, up to overall signs,

2V , B=TRTMR oo 242 , D=24y. (20

A=—
mis(mp +mg) M Mg« (Mmp +mz.)




[ As(my,) | (Gev—h)
¢o (degrees)

08 10 12 14 16 08 10 12 14 16 18
my, [ GeVl] My, [ GeV]

Figure 2: Modulus (left) and phase (right) of the scalar form factor. The gray band stands for BES-III
results [2], while the blue band represents our model. The dotted line in the phase plot represents the
original input from [12]. We neglect errors from the phase shift that are subleading as compared to BES-III
uncertainties on the modulus.

3.3 Obtaining parameters from BES-III

Since there is no available data from experiment, we fit our model to the scalar and
vector form factors extracted by BES-IIT Collaboration. Still, we emphasize that having
such data available would allow for a more reliable estimate of our parameters. Regarding
the free parameters for the scalar part (cf. Eq. (18)), we fit 2xSF(s), to pseudodata
from the Ag(s) form factor from BES-III, obtaining

X =2.13(16) GeV™', InCp,, = 0.152(11), (28)

with a correlation of —0.27. We show our results in Fig. 2. Note that, in the case of FE™(s),
the chosen parametrization would require In Cppy = 0.206(9) [20], based on a combined
analysis from 7 — Kwr and K3 decays. This is not incosistent, but shows that the
necessary assumption adopted back in Ref. [1] holds only approximately. Concerning the
vector part, we fit the differential decay width distributions obtained from pseudodata from
BES-III parametrization with vector contributions only. This way we obtain the parameters

X = —3.35(16) GeV ™, xS =844(23) GeV™', x& = -1.64(12) GeV™>.  (29)

where \S¥ = yz. X (0) in Egs. (23) to (26). The error to describe the semileptonic decay is
fully dominated by that of x4I. The correlation for x4 and y&f that enters the Fj form
factor, reads -0.35. In Fig. 3, we show our description for the differential mg, spectrum
compared to the central values of BES-III, observing nice agreement. We observe that
an overall sign cannot be extracted from experiment; to do so, we make use of quark
models [25, 29], that allow to choose a sign that is consistent among the different matrix
elements here considered. These imply a positive sign for Y. That this gives the correct
interference pattern in the hadronic decays below suggests a reasonable performance of naive
factorization.
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Figure 3: The differential spectra normalized to BES-IIT events. The red band is our scalar contribution;

the blue one is the vector part; the purple band is their combination. The black dotted, dashed, and full
lines stands for the scalar, vector and full BES-IIT model, respectively.

4 Casel: D" — K ntn" decays

Having extracted the Fj semileptonic form factor, and with existing parametrizations
for the F{7(s) form factors at hand [12, 28], we can continue to the prediction of D* —
K~ 7ntnt decays within the naive factorization hypothesis.

4.1 Matrix elements

First, we summarize the required matrix elements,

_ _ _ AKﬂ' P AKﬂ' T
(K~mt|s9"(1—~°)d |0) = (p’}ﬁ— 2 p’}ﬁ) FET (0% ) + = pher F ™ (p3r) , (30)
K Km
_ ADﬂ' - T = ADTK‘ _ T =
(m*] @y, (1= ~°)c|DF) = (19%7r - pg—p%ﬂ) F(Poe) + 5 Poels " (Ppr) » (31)
D Dn

ifallpy (K7 | 57,(1= 7°)e [ DF) = (1) Fy = — f [x%ﬂ(m% — D) Fy (D)
1 i MH— P . 1
- QN(pi(ﬂ')FfM(p%ﬁr)(XBﬁ + L 2 = XC?> 1— m2

2
mDS

where pip = Py + ps and phip = pi — Py and Aap = m% — m%. Concerning FJ™(s), we
use that from Ref. [12], while for FX™(s) we take that from Ref. [28]. For the D+ — 7+

9



transition, we use isospin symmetry that relates it to that in D° — 7= ¢*v decays, that is
parametrized as

Dr

FDTI' (S) _ F+(0)(0)
+(0) 1—s/m?., "
(0)

FP™(0) = FP™(0) = 0.612(35) [30] . (33)

The final result for the amplitude and differential decay width is given in Appendix B. In
addition, we will need to use in the following |V,,4V%| = 0.971(17) [11], G = 1.1663787 x

S

1075GeV ™2, I'p+ = 6.33 x 10713 GeV and masses in Ref. [11].

4.2 P-wave contribution

Following Ref. [1], we check first the P-wave contribution, which spectrum essentially cor-
responds to that of a two-body Dt — K*7+ decay, thus free of relevant genuine three-body
problems and theoretically cleanest. The current branching ratio (BR) reads (1.04(12) +
0.022(11) = 1.06(12))% [11], where the first and second part refer, respectively, to the
K*(892) and the K*(1680) resonances. With the given values for the form factors and a; o
Wilson coefficients, we find BR = (0.19(717)a, (135)as ((9)BES (75) por [ T53) Total) %, that slightly
underestimates the corresponding branching fraction below the 20 level. Accounting the in-
herent uncertainties from naive factorization, potential model-dependencies in extracting the
P-wave branching ratio, and subtleties regarding the overall normalization in semileptonic
decays (cf. discussions in [2] and Ref. [31]), the result seems reasonable. To attain a better
prediction, and before accounting for the S-wave component, in the following we allow for an
overall re-scaling of the Fj form factor of 1.23(6)ggrs(3)ppc(12)a, (16)a,(5) pox [21]Total, that
reproduces the central value for the BR and that is compatible at the 1o level. Conversely,
this could be reinterpreted as a fit of the a; Wilson coefficient.

4.3 Complete description

With the above rescaling, everything should be fixed and the Dalitz plot should be a
prediction. However, as found in Ref. [1], we need an additional (global) phase for the scalar
component of (180 — 60)°, that might be ascribed to genuine three-body effects that should
be mostly relevant for the S-wave and within the K*(892) window, where interference is
stronger. The additional phase gives the appropriate picture in the Dalitz-plot, but still
underestimates the total BR in the PDG [11], BR= 9.38(16)%. Allowing for an additional
moderate rescaling for the S-wave part in the semileptonic Fj form factor, we find that a
rescaling factor of 1.55(10)ggs(6) p—wave(2)BR(0)a; (26)a, (5) pox[30]Totar suffices to reproduce
the total BR that, once more, could be related to effects beyond two-body unitarity. With
these modifications, the P-wave BR is fixed to 1.06(12)% by construction, while the S-
wave fraction (e.g., the corresponding S-wave BR normalized to the total one, see [1])
is 85.9(1.6)%, with the error fully dominated by the uncertainty of the P-wave BR. The
resulting invariant mass distribution and Dalitz plot are shown, respectively, in Fig. 4 and
Fig. 5, displaying an overall nice agreement given the simplicity of the approach.

Overall, the naive factorization approach seems to provide a decent first-order estimate,
offering a nice picture regarding the P-wave contribution, while the S-wave necessitates from
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Figure 4: Differential decay width for DT — K~ 77t compared to E791 data [32]. The dark gray band
represents our model, while the light gray band represent the low- and high-mass parts of the spectra. The
dotted (dashed) blue lines represent the scalar (vector) components in our model. The bands do not show
errors from a; 2, nor inherent uncertainties from the naive factorization hypothesis.

3.0 g 90

2.5 25

e 20t m 20f
= -

[-F]
S S
w15} w15}
g g

05+ 0.5 F

2.0 2.5 3.0

my,  [GeV?] my,  [GeV?]

0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5 3.0 0.5 1.0 1.5

Figure 5: The symmetrized Dalitz plot for DT — K~ 77t in our model (left) together with the experi-
mental one from E791 [32] (right).
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Figure 6: Left: invariant mass distribution (gray band) together with S-wave and P-wave contributions
shown as dotted- and dashed-blue lines respectively. Right: Dalitz plot. Note in particular the depleted
lower-left corner that requires the same relative scalar phase as in D" — K~ 77T decays.

an additional phase and a moderate rescaling that might be ascribed to genuine three-body
effects. To further test this hypothesis, we address the isospin-related D} — KtK*tn~
decays.

5 Case II: D} - KTK*n~ decays

In order to shift to Df — K+t K*n~ decays, the following replacements need to be done
with respect to D — K~ntn™ decays:
fr— [k, Ff(g)(s) — Ff(sof(s) . FPU(m2 s t) = FP(m2 s, 1), (34)

as well as V4V — Vo, V2, mp+r — mp, and mg+ <> m,+ where necessary. We take

fr/fx = 1.193(2) [11], Ff&f){(O) = 0.720(84)(13) [33] as well as effective masses Mp:o -

Regarding the semileptonic form factors, there are results in Refs. [33] that show a similar
pattern for the relative strengths, but do not report the overall normalization. We assume it
to be the same based on approximate U-spin symmetry. With our model above, we predict
BR = 1.5(2) x 107, fully dominated by the uncertainties for F' f(sol){ (0). The result is in
agreement with the experimental result BR = 1.28(3) x 107* [11]. In addition, we show
the my, spectra as well as the Dalitz plot in Fig. 6. We emphasize that the (180 — 60)°
global phase in the scalar component brings again results in good agreement with the recent
experimental analysis of the Dalitz plot at LHCb [34], that requires a depletion of events
for mg, values below the K*(892) resonance, that is reassuring. The obtained branching
fraction for P-wave is 13.6(4.7)% and for the S-wave 79.3(5.8)%. Ref. [35] offers estimates
for the K*(892) component to yield a fit fraction of 47(22)(15)%, also in agreement, yet
their result relies on their model describing the S wave, for which no branching fraction is
given.
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6 Conclusions

We have described the hadronic D* — K 77" and Df — KTK*™7n~ decays using
naive factorization. Compared to previous work in Ref. [1], we have taken advantage of the
precise data from semileptonic Dt — K~ 7" (*v, decays from BES-III [2]. To do so, we have
used a model for final-state K7 interactions fulfilling analitycity and unitarity constraints
below higher inelasticities —these in general differ from the K7 scalar and vector form
factors, so the corresponding parameters have been fixed based on the BES-III [2] analysis.
These parametrizations might be of relevance for experimentalists. With the semileptonic
form factor fixed, a parameter-free prediction for the P-wave BR in Dt — K~ 7tx" decays
has been possible. We have obtained a reasonable prediction, and the BR in PDG [11]
could be achieved with a minor rescaling of the semileptonic form factor, compatible with
1 at the 1o level. This is remarkable, as it requires appropriate signs for the interference
amongst the two contributions in Eq. (2), that is completely fixed in our approach. Also, we
emphasize that uncertainties related to the factorization approach, or model-dependencies
in extracting the P-wave BR in PDG [11], were not accounted for. To reproduce the full
BR and Dalitz plot, a global phase of (180 — 60)° among the S and P waves was necessary,
analogous to Ref. [1]. Furthermore, a moderate rescaling for the S-wave semileptonic form
factor was necessary; both were ascribed to effective three-body effects not accounted for in
our approach. The resulting description could be used to describe D} — KT KT~ decays,
satisfactorily describing existing data.
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A Definitions for D™ — K77/, decays

A.1 Phase space and kinematics

For this process, we take the conventions in Ref. [36]. Note in particular that our
lepton-hadron-plane angle (¢ in the following) defined in Fig. 7 has opposite sign to that
in Refs. [2, 16] (x in the following). The phase space can be described in terms of the
invariant masses p%ﬁr(&/) = Skn(ev), angles in the hadronic/leptonic reference frames g ()
and hadron-lepton planes angle. For the calculation all that is required is (p;; = p; + p;,
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Figure 7: Definitions for the phase space variables in D¥ — K~ nt¢*y, decays. The particle labeling
reads {1,2,3,4} = {K~,nt (T, v}.

Dij = pi — Dj)
P - Pev =M — Skx — 50,) /2 = 2, (35)
Prcn * Pow =D gnz + X Brew c08Opcn = C, (36)
Prcr - Pov =Duz + X By, cos by, | (37)

Prr - Pev =7 <AK7TA&/ + Brr e €08 O COS 9@)

+ X (AKWB&, c0s 0, + A, Brer cOS QKTF)}

RV SKﬂsﬁuﬁKwﬂﬂu sin 0K7r sin eﬂu CoSs gb ) (38)
PRPKxPwPly — X\ [51 5, Brer Bey SN O sin Oy, sin ¢ (39)

where Ay; = (p2 = p2) /%, By = NiJ*/ph, X = NiL2 /2, and Ay = [p} — (02 + p2)]2 — dpipl.
Finally, the differential phase space can be defined as
1 1

APy = ——
(47)6 2m2,

X BrcrBeds g rdsp,d cos O d cos 0p,do . (40)

A.2 Decay width

Following Eq. (4) and the notation for the hadronic form factors in Egs. (7) and (9)
o (12), the differential decay width is given by

G| Ves?

dr =
(47)°mi,

X BrcrBe(H" Ly )dS i rdsp,d cos O rd cos g, dg . (41)

Taking in parallel to Ref. [16] the following decomposition’ (for corresponding C P-related
D~ decays, ¢ — —¢ needs to be taken)

H"™L,, =1+ 1yc0820, + I3 sin? 0y, cos 2¢ + 14 sin 26y, cos ¢ + I5 sin O, cos ¢
+ I cos By, — I;sin Oy, sin ¢ — Igsin 20y, sin ¢ — Igsin® 0y, sin 2¢,  (42)

"Note in particular the minus sign in the I7_g terms due to our ¢ definition.
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the results in Ref. [16] are modified for finite lepton masses (m, = 0) as follows

1 2y 3 mj 2 2mj 2
L= B |(1+ —)\Fll 5 sin® fcr( )(!Fz| +|B?) + =R (43)
4 2 3 Sov
1 1.
I = — Zﬁ‘?” {|F1]2 — §sm2 Orr(|Fo|* + ]Fgﬁ)} , (44)
1 .
Iy = — —@?y [|Fz|2 - |F3|2} sin’ Or s (45)
ﬁg,/ Re(FyFy) sin Ok, , (46)
[ * mf * :
I5 = ﬂgl, Re F1F3 + —F4F2 81119;(7” (47)
L Sev
- 2
Is = Bu, Re | FyFy sin® O — —fFlF;] , (48)
L Sev
2
[7:65V1m FlF*+—F4F3:| SIHQKTI—, (49)
Sov
6&, Im(F, FY) sin O (50)
Iy = Bgylm(FgF )sin? Oxr (51)

which in the m, — 0 coincides with that in Ref. [16]. Note that the hadronic matrix element
can also be expressed in terms of the F; form factors as (§ = Ag X + 208k o8 Or)

_ _ 1F' z iF,
(Kt 5991~ 1) DY) = P, — vl ) + Ty,
Sov Sov
iFQ i C f I I z F3

) _ EupéupKﬂ'ﬁKTr X (52)

L — Y 2 7o py Vv \Prr = Po——
5K7r\/ SKnStv ( K ¢ 1/) X( K ¢ Sow 5K7TX\/ SKnStw

B Definitions in D™ — K 77" decays

Following Eq. (2) and the notation in Section 3.2 and Ref. [1], the matrix element of this
process can be expressed as M = —iG—\/’%VudVC*; [(M(s,t) + M(t, s)], where

M(s,1) =~ [xzﬁ(m S)EPA(s) — N(s)FP% ()% (x5 4 ™2~ Sxecﬂ)]

_m5 2 2
T ay {(mD - mn)ng —m3) FJ{W(S)FODW(S) 4 N(S)Ff”(s)Ffw(s)} , (53)

with FD{( TP (s5) standing for the relevant scalar(vector) form factors as defined in Ref. [1],
and N(s) =t —u — (m% —m2)(m% — m2)s~! defined below Eq. (26). Consequently, the
differential decay width can be expressed in terms of the Dalitz variables as

1 1 1 GZ|VuViE|?

T = a5 M 1)+ M(t, s)]. (54)
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C The vector form factor description

The phase for the vector form factor is that of the following [28]

m%{* - (1%&&> HKw(O) +s S

UKW M pe*

2 . 1920 g 2 o 1920 Vg
Mg+ — S <0§(W(m§<*) M pc* ) HKW(S) My — 8 <a§(ﬁ(m§{*,) mK*/> HKW(S)

FKmo_
L=

, (55)

with 0% (s) = \(s,m%,m?2)/s?, where we used the Kahlén function A(a,b,c) = a® + b* +
c? — 2ab — 2ac — 2be, and with

1 1 _ s mim?
Hyr(s) = (4@25 {saiﬂ(s)Bo(s;mi,mﬁ{) ~ 5 IDTK
2
(Bkr = Afr — =) InTE /9
— M -5 — 22 kn , (96
— # (520 | 0

with A, = m% —m2 and Y, = m% + m2. The function B is defined in terms of the

1-loop two-point function B(s,m%,m2) = B(s,m2%,m2) — B(0,m%,m?) and reads

_ 1 Agr 3 2 5 -
B(s,mi(,m’z):_{ﬂ( Kr _ K”)ln = +20Kw(s)ln( Kr 1 50Kn S)} (57)

T 2 S JAY mi 2M M.,

In order to match their poles position we use the same parameters mg- = 0.94338(69) GeV,
v+ = 0.06666(8) GeV and mg« = 1.379(36) GeV, vg~ = 0.196(66) GeV. Concerning -,
we choose v = 0 instead of v = —0.034 since BES-III finds no evidence for a K*(1410).
Still, the model allows for an easy extension to study possible effects of the K*(1410).
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