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Abstract
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the determination of the Cabibbo-Kobayashi-Maskawa madrthen illustrated in
various cases.
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L. INTRODUCTION
A. Preliminary Remarks

Among the fundamental forces of nature the weak interastabearly show the most compli-
cated and diversified pattern from the point of view of oursprg day understanding represented
by the Standard Model of particle physics. Although thisotlyeof the strong and electroweak
forces is capable of describing very successfully a hugeuainaf experimental information in a
guantitative way and a great deal of phenomena at leastagiadily, there are many big question
marks that remain. The most prominent among them like thbleno of electroweak symmetry
breaking and the origin of fermion masses and quark mixirgckosely related to the part of
the Standard Model describing weak interactions. Equalizfing is the fact that whereas the
discrete space-time symmetries C, P, CP and T are respegtetiong and electromagnetic in-
teractions, the weak force violates them all. Obviouslg, weak interaction is the corner of the
Standard Model that is least understood. The history offi#lid is full of surprises and still more
of them might be expected in the future.

For these reasons big efforts have been and still are beuhgrtaken in order to develop our theo-
retical understanding of weak interaction phenomena adisentangle the basic mechanisms and
parameters. An excellent laboratory for this enterprigeasided by the very rich phenomenology
of weak meson decays.

The careful investigation of these decays is mandatoryuidhér testing the Standard Model.
Of particular importance is the determination of all Calmbfobayashi-Maskawa (CKM) param-
eters as a prerequisite for a decisive test of the consistiithe Standard Model ansatz including
the unitarity of the CKM matrix and its compatibility with ¢hquark masses. Many interesting
issues within this context still remain unsettled. Let ust jonention here the question of direct
CP violation in non-leptonic K decay$%"), the yet completely unknown pattern of CP violation
in the B system and the rare K and B decays, which are sentititree effects of virtual heavy
particles, most notably the top quark, its mass and its weaklings. Whether the CKM descrip-
tion of CP violation is correct, remains as an outstandingnoguestion. It is clear that the need
for a modification of the model is conceivable and that messrag phenomena might provide a
window for “new physics”. However, independently of thissgibility it is crucial to improve the
theoretical predictions in the Standard Model itself, @itto further establish its correctness, or to
be able to make clear cut statements on its possible failure.

Now, for all attempts towards a theoretical understandirth@se issues the obvious fact that
the fundamental forces do not come in isolation is of crusighificance. Since hadrons are
involved in the decays that are of interest here, QCD unalatydgets into the game. In order to
understand weak meson decays we have to understand th@agtef weak interactions with the
strong forces.

To accomplish this task it is necessary to employ the fieldritécal tools of the operator product
expansion (OPE) (Wilson and Zimmermann, 1972) and the nealazration group (Stueckelberg
and Petermann, 1953), (Gell-Mann and Low, 1954), (Ovsyawil956), (Symanzik, 1970),
(Callan Jr, 1970), (‘t Hooft, 1973), (Weinberg, 1973). Thesic virtues of these two techniques
may be characterized as follows. Consider the amplituder some weak meson decay process.
Using the OPE formalism this amplitude can be represent@d/dien, 1977)
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A =M ri= Ci( My )Q;( )1 (1.1)

where it is factorized into the Wilson coefficient functions and the matrix elements of local
operators) ;. In this process the W boson and other fields with mass bidyger the factorization
scale are “integrated out”, that is removed from the theory as dyical degrees of freedom.
The effect of their existence is however implicitly takertoirgaccount in the Wilson coefficients.
In a more intuitive interpretation one can view the expm@ssi C ;0 ; as an effective hamiltonian
for the process considered, with; as the effective vertices arw; the corresponding coupling
constants. Usually for weak decays only the operators oésdwimension need to be taken into
account. Contributions of higher dimensional operatoesagligible since they are typically sup-
pressed by powers @f=M Z , wherep is the momentum scale relevant for the decaying meson in
guestion.

The essential point about the OPE is that it achieves a depaa the full problem into two
distinct parts, the long-distance contributions contdiimethe operator matrix elements and the
short-distance physics described by the Wilson coeffisiehhe renormalization scaleseparat-
ing the two regimes is typically chosen to be of the ordgr 1Gev) for kaon decays and a few
G ev for the decays of D and B mesons. The physical amplimudewever cannot depend on
The dependence of the Wilson coefficients has to cancel tHependence presenti; ( )i

In other words it is a matter of choice what exactly belongh&omatrix elements and what to the
coefficient functions. This cancellation ofdependence involves generally several terms in the
expansionin (1.1).

The long-distance part in (1.1) deals with low energy stramgractions and therefore poses a
very difficult problem. Many approaches, like lattice gatlgeory, 1=N - expansion, QCD- and
hadronic sum rules or chiral perturbation theory, have hessd in the past to obtain qualitative
insight and some quantitative estimates of relevant haclroatrix elements. In addition heavy
guark effective theory (HQET) and heavy quark expansior@@EHhave been widely used far
decays. Despite these efforts the problem is not yet solgsfactorily.

In general in weak decays of mesons the hadronic matrix eleeonstitute the most impor-
tant source of theoretical uncertainty. There are howevewaspecial examples of semileptonic
rare decaysy * ! * K, ! ° B ! X, ) where the matrix elements needed can
be extracted from well measured leading decays or calcuaeturbatively or as in the case of
B, ! expressed fully in terms of meson decay constants. Thugiqatlg the problem of
long-distance QCD can be completely avoided. This makesetdecay modes very attractive
from a theoretical point of view, although due to very smadirixhing ratios they are quite diffi-
cult to access experimentally today.

Contrary to the long-distance contributions the shortaglise part can be analyzed systematically
using well established field theoretical methods. Due t@#yanptotic freedom property of QCD
the strong interaction effects at short-distances areutzdite in perturbation theory in the strong
coupling (). Infact .( )issmall enough in the full range of relevant short distaruzges of

0 My )downtoO (1Gev)to serve as a reasonable expansion parameter. Howeveesenpe
of large logarithman ¢ , = ) multiplying .( ) (where = 0 (1Ge&V))in the calculation of the
coefficientsC; ( ;M ) spoils the validity of the usual perturbation series. Thia characteristic
feature of renormalizable quantum field theories when yatifferent scales are present. It is
therefore necessary to perform a renormalization groulysisavhich allows an efficient summa-
tion of logarithmic terms to all orders in perturbation theoln this way the usual perturbation



theory is replaced by the renormalization group improvetipleation theory in which the leading
order (LO) corresponds to summing the leading logarithmims (;n®™ , = ))". Then at
next-to-leading order (NLO), all terms of the form ( ;n M = ))* are summed in addition,
and so on.

The evaluation of the short-distance coefficients in rerabzation group improved perturbation
theory is only a part of the entire problem, but one shoulekstthat still it is indispensible to ana-
lyze this part systematically; the effective hamiltoniaesulting from the short-distance analysis
provide the necessary basis for any further computationed#kndecay amplitudes. The long-
distance matrix elements needed in addition can be treafedately and will hopefully be known
with desirable accuracy one day.

The rather formal expression for the decay amplitudes givéhl) can always be cast in a form

(Buchallaet al., 1991)
X

AM ! F)= BiVigy gcp Fifugme) (1.2)
which is more useful for phenomenology. In writing (1.2) we/e generalized (1.1) to include sev-
eral CKM factorsv, ,, . The functions'; (m .;m ) result from the evaluation of loop diagrams
with internal top and charm exchanges and may also depealy €mm . orm .. In certain cases
F; are mass independent. The factots,, summarize short distance QCD corrections which can
be calculated by the formal methods mentioned above. KiBaktand for nonperturbative factors
related to the hadronic matrix elements of the contributipgrators: the main theoretical uncer-
tainty in the whole enterprise. A well known example af afactor is the renormalization group
invariant parameteg ; relevantfork ° K ° mixing and the indirect CP violation ik !

It is worth noting that the short-distance QCD contribusidny themselves have already an impor-
tant impact on weak decay processes. In non-leptonic Kydedar example, they help to explain
the famous 1 = 1=2 rule and they generate penguin operators which are relémant=". They
suppress the semileptonic branching ratio in heavy quackydeand produce a significant en-
hancement of the weak radiative process X .

Starting with the pioneering work of (Gaillard and Lee, 18y4nd (Altarelli and Maiani,
1974), who calculated the first leading logarithmic QCD effein weak decays, considerable
efforts have been devoted to the calculation of short-dsaQCD corrections to weak meson
decay processes. The analysis has been extended to a laejg ghparticular modes. Of great
interest are especially processes sensitive to the victudtibution of heavy quarks, like the top.
A classic example of this type is the 1974 analysis of (Gallend Lee, 1974b) af ° K ° mixing
and their estimate of the charm quark mass prior to its degobased on the dependence of the

S = 2 transition on virtual charm. This calculation constitutee prototype application for
present day analyses of virtual top contributionsth B ° mixing, rare decays and CP violation,
which are similar in spirit.

Until 1989 most of the calculations were done in LO, i.e. ia bading logarithmic approximation
(Vainshteinet al., 1977), (Gilman and Wise, 1979), (Gilman and Wise, 1980yh&ina and
Peccei, 1980). An exception was the important work of (&llaer al., 1981) where the first NLO
calculation in the theory of weak decays has been presented.

Today the effective hamiltonians for weak processes argad@ at the next-to-leading level for
the most important and interesting cases due to a seriesbtitations devoted to this enterprise
beginning with the work of (Buras and Weisz, 1990). In tabled give a list of decays for
which NLO QCD corrections are known at present. With the ieXtading short-distance effects
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included, weak decays have in a sense now achieved the #tatuke conceptually similar field
of deep inelastic lepton nucleon scattering had attainec tii@n a decade ago (Buras, 1980).

TABLE I. Processes for which NLO QCD corrections have bedoutated by now.

‘ Decay Reference ‘
F = 1Decays |
current-current operators (Altaredi al., 1981), (Buras and Weisz, 19Q)0)
QCD penguin operators (Burasal., 1993c), (Buragt al., 1993a),
(Ciuchiniet al., 1994a)
electroweak penguin operators (Bueagl., 1993c), (Buragr al., 1993a),
(Ciuchiniet al., 1994a)
magnetic penguin operators (Misiak and Miinz, 1995)
BB ! Xe) (Altarelli et al., 1981), (Buchalla, 1993),
(Baganet al., 1994), (Bagarer al., 1995b)
Inclusive s =1 (Jamin and Pich, 1994)
Particle-Antiparticle Mixing |
1 (Herrlich and Nierste, 1994)
2 B (Buraset al., 1990)
3 (Herrlich and Nierste, 1995a)
Rare K- and B-Meson Decays
k21 % B! 1"l ,B ! Xq (Buchalla and Buras, 1993a)
KTt * Ko ! F (Buchalla and Buras, 1994a)
K*1 (Buchalla and Buras, 1994b)
Ky ! O¢e (Buraset al., 1994a)
B! Xse'e (Misiak, 1995), (Buras and Miinz, 1995)

Let us recall why NLO calculations are important for weakalescand why it is worthwile to
perform the very involved and complicated computations.

The NLO is first of all necessary to test the validity of pels@tion theory. In LO all the

( shMy = )" terms are summed, yielding a resultof(1); it is only at NLO where one
obtains a truly perturbative ( ) correction relative to the LO and one can check whether
it is small enough to justify the perturbative approach.

Without going to NLO the scheme specific QCD scaje, extracted from various high
energy processes cannot be used meaningfully in weak decays

Due to renormalization group (RG) invariance the physioghtudes do not depend on the
exact scales; at which quark masses (top) are defined or heavy particlaatagrated out.
However in perturbation theory RG invariance is brokentigiothe truncation of the series
by terms of the neglected order. Numerically the resulticejesambiguities, representing
the theoretical uncertainty of the short-distance pagtaaserious problem for the LO which
can be reduced considerably by going to NLO.



The Wilson coefficients are renormalization scheme dep@rgleantities. The scheme de-
pendence is first “felt” at NLO whereas the LO is completelyensitive to this important
feature. In particular this issue is essential for a propatcinng of the short distance con-
tributions to the long distance matrix elements as obtafred lattice calculations.

In some cases, particularly f&", K, ! ‘e"e andB ! X, e ,the central issue of
the top quark mass dependence is strictly speaking a NL©teffe

We would like to stress that short-distance QCD should bérasted with an “intrinsically per-
turbative” theory like QED, where perturbation theory isakt the whole story sinceyz, is
exceedingly small. In QCD the coupling is much larger atrieééing scales so that the conceptual
guestions like residual scale or scheme dependences, atgdiormally of the neglected higher
order, become important numerically. Thus in this sensetiestion of higher order corrections
is not only one of a quantitative improvement (of making ge@redictions even more accurate,
like in QED), but of a qualitative improvement as well.

We think that the time is appropriate to review the subjed®@D corrections to weak meson
decays at the next-to-leading order level and to collectibst important results obtained in this
field.

B. Outline

This review is divided into three parts, roughly speakingsiec concepts”, “technicalities” and
“phenomenological applications”. The division is madeezsally for pedagogical reasons hoping
to make the review as readable as possible to a wide audiépbgsicists.

In the first part we discuss the basic formalism necessarptaimthe effective hamiltonians
for weak decays from the underlying fdlu 3) SU @)} U (1) gauge theory of the Standard
Model.

The second part constitutes a compendium of effective hanmns for all weak decays for
which NLO corrections have been calculated in the liteeturd whose list is given in table I. We
include also the discussion of the important deBay X . which is known only at the LO level.

The third part of our review then presents the phenomencdbgicture of weak decays beyond
the leading logarithmic approximation using the resultswied in parts one and two.

We end our review of this exciting field with a brief summaryes$ults and an outlook.

We are aware of the fact that some sections in this review acegsarily rather technical
which is connected to the very nature of the subject of thiere We have however made efforts
to present the material in a pedagogical fashion. Thus perttan be regarded as an elementary
introduction to the formalism of QCD calculations whichlunte renormalization group methods
and the operator product expansion. Even if our compendiypait two looks rather technical at
first sight, the guidelines to the effective hamiltoniansganted in section IV should be helpful in
following and using this important part of our review. In aase the phenomenological part three
is almost self-contained and its material can be easilp¥adld with the help of the guidelines in
section IV without the necessity of fully understanding tle¢ails of NLO calculations.






Part One -

The Basic Formalism

In this first part we will discuss the basic formalism behiadiative corrections to weak decays.

In section Il we recall those ingredients of the standawd3) SU ) U (1) model, which
play an important role in subsequent sections. In particwk recall the Cabibbo-Kobayashi-
Maskawa matrix in two useful parametrizations and we briédigcribe the unitarity triangle.

In section Il we outline the basic formalism for the caldida of QCD effects in weak de-
cays. Beginning with the idea of effective field theories weedduce subsequently the techniques
of the operator product expansion and the renormalizationgy These important concepts are
illustrated explicitly using the simple, but phenomenatad)y relevant example of current-current
operators, which allows to demonstrate the procedure iarsprarent way. The central issue in
this formalism is the computation of the Wilson coefficieatsof local operators in the LO and
NLO approximation. This calculation involves the propemgutation ofc;at = o0 M ) and
the renormalization group evolution down to low energyssal M relevant for the weak
decays considered. The latter requires the evaluation efl@sp and two-loop anomalous di-
mensions of ; or more generally the anomalous dimension matrices, wheskeribe the mixing
of these operators under renormalization. We outline thpsstor a consistent calculation of the
Wilson coefficientsc ; and formulate recipes for the determination of the anonsatbmensions
of local operators. In section Il F we give “master formUléa the Wilson coefficients ; , in-
cluding NLO corrections. Since these formulae will be cantor our review, we discuss their
various properties in some detail. In particular we addtless - and renormalization scheme de-
pendences and we show on general grounds how these depesdeacanceled by those present
in the hadronic matrix elements.



II. STANDARD ELECTROWEAK MODEL
A. Particles and Interactions

Throughout this review we will work in the context of the thrgeneration model of quarks
and leptons based on the gauge greup@3) SU (2}, U (1) spontaneously broken down to
SU 3) U (). Herey andQ denote the weak hypercharge and the electric charge gersrat
respectively. SU (3) stands foro c D which will be discussed in more detail in the following
section. Here we would like to recall certain features of ¢hextroweak part of the Standard
Model which will be important for our considerations.

The left-handed leptons and quarks are pwtin_), doublets

. | (I1.1)

e
L L L
! ! !
u C t
dO SO bO (I I 2)
L L L

with the corresponding right-handed fields transformingiaglets undessu (2),. The primes
are discussed below. The relevant electroweak chgrg&sand the third component of the weak
isospinT; are collected in table II.

TABLE II. Electroweak charges, Y and the third component of the weak isospinfor quarks and
leptons in the Standard Model.

E S ur, dr, Ur dr ‘
0 0 1 2/3 1=3 2/3 1=3|
Ts 172 1= 172 1= 0 0 |
Y 1 1 1/3 1/3 4/3 2=3|
The electroweak interactions of quarks and leptons areatestlby the massive weak gauge
bosonsw andz° and by the photoa . These interactions are summarized by the Lagrangian
Lint= Lcc + Linc (1.3)
where
Lee = 3%% Gw* +agw ) (1.4)
describes theharged current interactions and
em R o
Lyc = eJA + ———J°Z (1.5)

208 y

theneutral current interactions. Here is the QED coupling constant; is thesu (2), coupling
constant and ,; is the Weinberg angle. The currents are given as follows
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Jh=ud a+ & a+ @) at (v a+ ( dvat ( ¥ oa (11.6)

X
J™ = Qf f (I1.7)
£
X
J° = f (Vf I3 5)f (“8)
f
Vg = T:;;f ZQf Sjnz W ar = T3f (“9)

whereQ ; andT; denote the charge and the third component of the weak isoétiie left-handed
fermion£; .
In our discussion of weak decays an important role is playetthé Fermi constant:

Gp 9
A 11.10
19—2 a1 2 ( )
which has the value
Gp = 116639 10Gev 2 (11.11)

Other values of the relevant parameters will be collectegpipendix A.

The interactions between the gauge bosons are standarcatek dound in any textbook on
gauge theories.

The primes in (I1.2) indicate that the weak eigenstat#ss’;’) are not equal to the corre-
sponding mass eigenstates s;b), but are rather linear combinations of the latter. This is ex
pressed through the relation

0 Ol 0 10 1

B d c B Vud Vus VubC B dC

€@ P2 =@ Vg Vos Vo A @ SX (1.12)
o Vg Vis Vip b

where the unitary matrix connecting theses two sets ofstatihe Cabibbo-Kobayashi-Maskawa
(CKM) matrix. Many parametrizations of this matrix have bg@oposed in the literature. We
will use in this review two parametrizations: the standaadametrization recommended by the
particle data group and the Wolfenstein parametrization.

B. Standard Parametrization

Let us introduce the notatias; = cos ;; ands;; = sin 35 with iand j being generation labels
(i; 3= 1;2;3). The standard parametrization is then given as followsi@a Data Group, 1994)

0 o1
1
5 C2Ci3 S12C13 S13€ c
V=ad S2&3 G2523513€8"  Ci12C3 §2523513€° S23C13 A (1.13)
S12523 G2&3813€" $3C12 §203513€8°  ©3Ci3
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where is the phase necessary for CP violatiagands;; can all be chosen to be positive and
may vary in the range 2 . However the measurements of CP violation in K decays force
tobeintherange < <
The extensive phenomenology of the last years has shows,thaihds,, are small numbers:
O (10 ?)ando (10 ?), respectively. Consequently to an excellent accutagy: o3 = 1 and the
four independent parameters are given as follows

S12= VusF S13= VwF S23= Va7 (1.14)
with the phase extracted from CP violating transitions or loop processessive toji,3 The
latter fact is based on the observation that dor , as required by the analysis of CP

violation, there is a one—to—one correspondence betweserd §7, jgiven by

P
Vwi= al+ 1 2abcos ; a= ¥VaeF b= VuaVuo] (11.15)

C. Wolfenstein Parameterization Beyond Leading Order

We will also use the Wolfenstein parametrization (Wolfenst 1983). It is an approximate
parametrization of the CKM matrix in which each element ipanded as a power series in the
small parameter = y,.j= 022

V== 1 2 Az E+0(9H (11.16)

and the set (11.14) is replaced by
; A; %5 : (1.17)

The Wolfenstein parameterization has several nice femtureparticular it offers in conjunction
with the unitarity triangle a very transparent geometriggdresentation of the structure of the
CKM matrix and allows to derive several analytic results ¢éodiscussed below. This turns out to
be very useful in the phenomenology of rare decays and of Gigtion.

When using the Wolfenstein parametrization one should neinee that it is an approximation
and that in certain situations neglectiag( *) terms may give wrong results. The question then
arises how to find> ( *) and higher order terms ? The point is that since (11.16) is/ @l
approximation thexact definiton of is not unique by terms of the neglected ordet *). This
is the reason why in different papers in the literature déffeo ( ) terms can be found. They
simply correspond to different definitons of the expansiarameter . Obviously the physics
does not depend on this choice. Here it suffices to find an eskpaim  which allows for simple
relations between the parameters (11.14) and (11.17). Whlisalso restore the unitarity of the CKM
matrix which in the Wolfenstein parametrization as givelir16) is not satisfied exactly.

To this end we go back to (11.13) and we impose the relationsdBer al., 1994b)

o\

i) (11.18)

S12 = S3=A ° size T = A

to all orders in . In view of the comments made above this can certainly be.dofalows that
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S13 S13 .
= oos = sin (1.29)
S12523 512523

o\

We observe that (11.18) and (11.19) represent simply thengeeof variables from (11.14) to (11.17).
Making this change of variables in the standard param¢iwizdll.13) we find the CKM matrix as

a function of ( ;A ;%; ) which satisfies unitarity exactly! We also note that in vieinge = 1

O ( °)the relations betweesi; and 375 3in (11.14) are satisfied to high accuracy. The relations in
(11.29) have been first used in (Schmidtler and Schubert2l39owever, the improved treatment
of the unitarity triangle presented below goes beyond tladyars of these authors.

The procedure outlined above gives automatically the ctioes to the Wolfenstein
parametrization in (11.16). Indeed expressing (11.13) énnhs of Wolfenstein parameters using
(11.18) and then expanding in powers ofwe recover the matrix in (11.16) and in addition find
explicit corrections ofo ( ) and higher order termsv,,, remains unchanged. The corrections
to v, andVvg, appear only ab ( 7) ando ( 8), respectively. For many practical purposes the
corrections to the real parts can also be neglected. Thatedsmrrections to the imaginary parts
are:

V= ia%° V= ia* (11.20)

These two corrections have to be taken into account in treussson of CP violation. On the
other hand the imaginary part &f; which in our expansion in appears only ab ( °) can be
fully neglected.

In order to improve the accuracy of the unitarity trianglsadissed below we will also include
theo ( °) correction tov,, which gives

Va=2A @0 % i) (11.21)
with
2 2
S=31 — = 1@ —): 11.22
e ) ¢ ) (1.22)

In order to derive analytic results we need accurate exmhigoressions for ; = vV, where
i= ¢;t We have

Im (= Im .= A?° (11.23)
2
Re .= - (11.24)
2
Re .= ( 3)A2 1 %) (11.25)

Expressions (11.23) and (I1.24) represent to an accura® 2o the exact formulae obtained using
(11.13). The expression (11.25) deviates by at most 2% frowm éxact formula in the full range of
parameters considered. In order to keep the analytic esipresin the phenomenological applica-
tions in a transparent form we have dropped a small’) term in deriving (11.25). After inserting
the expressions (11.23)—(11.25) in exact formulae for qtitzes of interest, further expansion in
should not be made.
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D. Unitarity Triangle Beyond Leading Order

The unitarity of the CKM matrix provides us with several teas of which
VyaVip + VgV + VgV, = 0 (11.26)

is the most useful one. In the complex plane the relatio@@)ican be represented as a triangle,
the so-called “unitarity—triangle” (UT). Phenomenolagllg this triangle is very interesting as it
involves simultaneously the elements,, V4, andvy which are under extensive discussion at
present.

In the usual analyses of the unitarity triangle only tewwns °) are kept in (11.26) (Buras and
Harlander, 1992), (Nir, 1992), (Harris and Rosner, 1993¢hfmidtler and Schubert, 1992), (Dib
et al., 1990), (Ali and London, 1995). It is however straightfordiéo include the next-to-leading
O ( °)terms (Bura®r al., 1994b). We note first that

VoVy= A’ +0(): (11.27)

Thus to an excellent accurawy, v, is real with3_,v_ 5= A 3. Keepingo ( °) corrections and
rescaling all terms in (11.26) bg > we find
1 , 1 ,

Fvudvuf S+ 1 ; ﬁVthb= 1 ®&+1) (11.28)
with $ and defined in (11.22). Thus we can represent (I11.26) as the ukytariangle in the
complex ¢; ) plane. This is shown in fig. 1. The length of the siwl2 which lies on the real
axis equals unity when eq. (11.26) is rescalediyv .. We observe that beyond the leading order
in the point Adoes not correspond ta%; ) butto ¢; ). Clearly within 3% accuracg = % and

= . Yet in the distant future the accuracy of experimental ltssand theoretical calculations
may improve considerably so that the more accurate formounlgiven here will be appropriate.

A=(p.n)

C=(0,0) B=(1,0)
FIG. 1. Unitarity triangle in the complexs; ) plane.

Using simple trigonometry one can calculate 2 ;), i= ; ; ,intermsof; )withthe
result:
2 (2+ % %)

ST @ w9 (11:29)

(11.30)

Sn@ )= ey



sh@ )= = (11.31)

The lengthsc 2 andB 2 in the rescaled triangle of fig. 1 to be denoted®yyandRr ., respectively,
are given by

v.s 9 21 v,
Rb j]ud ublj= %2 + 2= (l Y\ _b (”32)
vV, 49— 1 v
Rt j‘]td tbj,: (1 %)2 + 2 — _td (”.33)
VeV Ve

The expressions fa&,, andR . given here in terms of%; ) are excellent approximations. Clearly
Ry andR . can also be determined by measuring two of the angles

R,= ont)_snt* )_ snl) (11.34)
sin () sin () sn( + )

R=ont)_sntr J_ snl) (11.35)
sin( ) sin( ) sn( + )
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III. BASIC FORMALISM
A. Renormalization of QCD

As already emphasized in the introduction, the effects oD@y an important role in the
phenomenology of weak decays of hadrons. In fact in the #tieatt analysis of these decays the
investigation of QCD corrections is the most difficult andemsive part. In the present subsec-
tion we shall therefore briefly recall basic features of pdrative QCD and its renormalization.
Thereby we will concentrate on those aspects, that will leeled for the present review. We will
also take the opportunity to introduce for later referemzeegxpressions for the running coupling,
the running mass and the corresponding renormalizatiampgiunctions.

The Lagrangian density of QCD reads

1 a a a a 1 a2
+9gi€ myg+ *e@ee *°
9 abc a a b c g2 abe ccden ap by C d
Ef @A @A°)A” A Zf fA°ACPAT A
+ ggTd qA®+ gf*™@ *) "A° (111.1)

Hereg= (@ ;%;%) is the color triplet of quark flavog, g=u, 4, s, ¢ b t gis the QCD coupling,
A® the gluon field, @ the ghost field and the gauge parameter?, £2*< (a, b c=1,...,8) are the
generators and structure constants of (3), respectively. From this Lagrangian one may read off
the Feynman rules for QCD, e.ggT3  for the quark-gluon vertex.

In order to deal with divergences that appear in quantunpjl@orrections to Green functions,
the theory has to be regularized to have an explicit paramaéitsn of the singularities and subse-
guently renormalized to render the Green functions finit.tRese purposes we will employ:

Dimensional regularization (DR) by continuationmo= 4 2" space-time dimensions
(Bollini and Giambiagi, 1972a), (Bollini and Giambiagi, 2Zb), (‘t Hooft and Veltman,
1972a), (Ashmore, 1972), (Cicuta and Montaldi, 1972).

Subtraction of divergences in the minimal subtraction soé® s (‘t Hooft, 1973) or the
modified minimal subtraction scheme §) (Bardeerer al., 1978).

To eliminate the divergences one has to renormalize thesfeeld parameters in the Lagrangian,
in general through
1=2 - 1=2
Jo = Z49 0= Z3 mg= Zpm

The index “0” indicates unrenormalized quantities. Thedexz are the renormalization con-
stants. The scale has been introduced to makedimensionless im = 4 2" dimensions.

Since we will not consider Green functions with externalgtspwe will not need the ghost field
renormalization. We also do not need the gauge parametermnatization if we are dealing with

gauge independent quantities, as e.g. Wilson coefficigrntions.

A straightforward way to implement renormalization is pdmd by the counterterm method.
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Thereby the parameters and fields in the original Lagrangidanch are to be considered as un-
renormalized (bare) quantities, are reexpressed throeigbrmalized ones by means of (111.2)
from the very beginning. For instance, the quark kinetimtéecomes

Ly = 18y mapgp gi€qg mo+ @ 1al€g (G2, Imgy (1.3)

The advantage then is, that only renormalized quantitiepeesent in the Lagrangian. The coun-
terterms (@ 1)), appearing in addition, can be formally treated as intewsaderms that
contribute to Green functions calculated in perturbatlmeoty. The Feynman rule for the coun-
terterms in (111.3), for example, reads is the quark momentum)

iZg 16 i(@Z, 1)m (111.4)

The constantg ; are then determined such that they cancel the divergenties Breen functions
according to the chosen renormalization scheme. In an goatoway all renormalization con-
stants can be fixed by considering the appropriate Greettidunsc

Of central importance for the study of perturbative QCD &feare the renormalization group
equations, which govern the dependence of renormalizesdvgters and Green functions on the
renormalization scale. These differential equations are easily derived from #fendion (l11.2)

by using the fact that bare quantities arendependent. In this way one finds that the renormalized
couplingg ( ) obeys (Gross, 1976)

d
dTg( Y= (";9()) (11.5)

where

ng
dIn

1
(n;g) — ng %7 ng + (g) (|||6)
g9

which defines the function. (Il1.5) is valid in arbitrary dimensions. In fodimensions (";q)
reduces to (g). Similarly, the anomalous dimension of the mass, defined through

dm ()
- m@mO) (1.7)
is given by
1 dZ,
n @)= Z_ am (111.8)

IntheM s M S)-scheme, where just the pole terms"iare present in the renormalization con-
stantsz ;, these can be expanded as follows

1
k=1
Using (111.5), (111.6) one finds
1 dz; @Z;1 @)
i - 24 o (111.20)
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which allows a direct calculation of the renormalizatiogp functions from the="-pole part
of the renormalization constants. Along these lines onainbtat the two loop level, required for
next-to-leading order calculations,

3 5
3 g g
@)= 076 2 116 22 (11.12)
In terms of
g
= .12
g (11.12)
we have
d 2 3
= 2,2 2 S 111.13
i 07 Gy ( )

Similarly, the two-loop expression for the quark mass aroosdimension can be written as

2

muhsz+mlzf (111.14)

We also give tha="-pole partz ., of the quark field renormalization constantto o ( %), which
we will need later on
2

Bop = a1—+ @, — I11.15
al 14 2 4 ( )

The coefficients in egs. (111.13) — (111.15) read

1IN 2f 34 , 10 N 1

= — = —N —Nf 2Gf Cp = 11.16
0 3 1 3 3 F F N ( )

97 10
mo= 6Cg n1=Cgr 3Cyp+ —N —f (11.17)

3 3

3 17 1
a;= G a,=Cy -C —N + —f .18
1 a2 2 F 4 F 4 2 ( )

N is the number of colorsf the number of quark flavors. The coefficients are given inthe

(M S) scheme. However,,, 1, =, anda; are scheme independent. The expressions;fand

a, in (111.18) are valid in Feynman gauge,= 1.

At two-loop order the solution of the renormalization graguation (111.13) for . ( ) can always
be written in the form

2 , 3
4 nh—
()= ;41 575 (11.19)
0oIn— 0 h—
Eq. (111.19) gives the running coupling constant at NLQ.( ) vanishesas= ! 1 dueto

asymptotic freedom. We remark that, in accordance withwelbop accuracy, (111.19) is valid
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up to terms of the ordev (1=In’ ?= 2). For the purpose of counting ordersiaIn 2= 2the
double logarithmic expressiom In = 2 may formally be viewed as a constant. Note that an
additional termconst=n* 2= 2, which is of the same order as the next-to-leading correctio
term in (111.19), can always be absorbed into a multiplieatiedefinition of . Hence the choice

of the form (111.19) is possible without restriction, but@should keep in mind that the definition
of is related to this particular choice. The introduction &ths scheme and the corresponding
definition of ;— and its relation to s is discussed in section Il F 4.

Finally we write down the two-loop expression for the rurghiquark mass in thet s (M S)
scheme, which results from integrating (l11.7)

n F no " 1 #

s() 2o 1+ m 1l 1 mO s() s(m)

sfm) 2 9 2 ¢ 4

(111.20)

m()=mfmn)

B. Operator Product Expansion in Weak Decays — Preliminaries

Weak decays of hadrons are mediated through the weak ititaraof their quark constituents,
whose strong interactions, binding the constituents i@drbns, are characterized by a typical
hadronic energy scale of the order b& ev. Our goal is therefore to derive an effective low
energy theory describing the weak interactions of quarkee férmal framework to achieve this
is provided by the operator product expansion (OPE). Inraaetroduce the main ideas behind
it, let us consider the simple example of the quark levelditton c !  sud, which is relevant for
Cabibbo-allowed decays of D mesons. Disregarding QCD tsffiec the moment, the tree-level
W-exchange amplitude far! sudis simply given by

2
W

G
ip%V 2 (sc)y a Wd)y a

cs“ud] 2
w

Gr k?
E—évcsvud (sC)y aud)y »+ 0O (M

=) (11.21)
W
where v A) refers to the Lorentz structure (1 5).

Sincek, the momentum transfer through the W propagator, is ventlsssaompared to the
W mas  , terms of the orded k*=M 2 ) can safely be neglected and the full amplitedean
be approximated by the first term on the r.h.s. of (l1l.21).wNbis term may obviously be also
obtained from an effective hamiltonian defined by

G
Hees = p%vcsvud (sc)y a (ud)y a + ::: (I1.22)

where the ellipsis denotes operators of higher dimensiypsally involving derivative terms,
which can in principle be chosen so as to reproduce the tefrngber order ink*=M ? of the
full amplitude in (111.21). This exercise already provides with a simple example of an OPE.
The product of two charged current operators is expandedaiseries of local operators, whose
contributions are weighted by effective coupling condatite Wilson coefficients.

A more formal basis for this procedure may be given by comsidehe generating functional for
Green functions in the path integral formalism. The parthefgenerating functional relevant for
the present discussion is, up to an overall normalizingfagiven by
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Z Z
Zw AW " 1aW  Jexpd  dxLy ) (111.23)

whereLy is the Lagrangian density containing the kinetic terms ef ¥ boson field and its
interaction with charged currents

Ly = é(@w QW )@ W W )+ MZW'W
F BT v T W) (111.24)
2 2
J"=Vep (@ s p= @D n= disih) T = @) (I11.25)

Since we are not interested in Green functions with extevdines, we have not introduced
external source terms for the W fields. In the present argumerwill furthermore choose the
unitary gauge for the W field for definiteness, however plajlsiesults do not depend on this
choice.

Introducing the operator

K &iy)= Y& yg @+Mg) ee (11.26)

we may, after discarding a total derivative in the W kinegion, rewrite (111.23) as

Z Z
Zy AW T lW  Jexp i d'xd'vW Y KK &iy)W ()
Z
4 i% SxIW +J W (111.27)

The inverse ok , denoted by , and defined through

Z
d'yK  &iy) iz =g Y& 2z (11.28)

is just the W propagator in the unitary gauge

Z

4
x;y) = (j k)4 k)e *&* ¥ (111.29)
1 k k !
k) = W g M 2 (|||.30)
W W

Performing the gaussian functional integration awer (x) in (I111.27) explicitly, this expression
simplifies to
- 4
Zw exp 1 27 &) &y)J' )d'xdy (11.31)

This result implies a nonlocal action functional for the dusa

18



Z Z
Spi= d*xLyn % d'xd'vI k) &;v)JI* ) (111.32)
where the first piece represents the quark kinetic termslanddcond their charged current inter-
actions.
We can now formally expand this second, nonlocal term in pswé1=M 2 to yield a series of
local interaction operators of dimensions that increadk thie order in.=M 2 . To lowest order

g

®;y) ~ Y&y (11.33)
MW
and the second term in (111.32) becomes
¢ " d'xJ ®)J" x) (111.34)
8M 2

corresponding to the usual effective charged currentactem Lagrangian
_ G F + _ G F 0.0
Linters = p—EJ J° &)= p—EVanpono Mplv a ©En)v a (111.35)

which contains, among other terms, the leading contributq(l11.22).
The simple considerations we have presented so far alrladirate several of the basic as-
pects of the general approach.

Formally, the procedure to approximate the interactiomtar (111.32) by (111.34) is an
example of a short-distance OPE. The product of the locabdpesJ (x) andJ* (y), to be
taken at short-distances due to the convolution with thesimasshort-range W propagator

x;y) (compare (111.33)), is expanded into a series of compositall operators, of
which the leading term is shown in (111.34).

The dominant contributions in the short-distance expansione from the operators of low-
est dimension. In our case these are four-fermion operatalisnension six, whereas oper-
ators of higher dimensions can usually be neglected in wea&ys.

Note that, as far as the charged current weak interactionriserned, no approximation
is involved yet in the nonlocal interaction term in (lll.32xcept that we do not consider
higher order weak corrections or processes with externab®oib states. Correspondingly,
the OPE series into which the nonlocal interaction is expdni equivalent to the original
theory, when considered to all ordersli 2 . In other words, the full series will reproduce
the complete Green functions for the charged current wetgkdaotions of quarks. The
truncation of the operator series then yields a systemafcoximation scheme for low
energy processes, neglecting contributions suppress@owgrs ofk*=M 2 . In this way
one is able to construct low energy effective theories foakveecays.

In going from the full to the effective theory the W boson isn@ved as an explicit, dy-
namical degree of freedom. This step is often refered tordgegrating out” the W boson, a
terminology which is very obvious in the path integral laaga discussed above. Alterna-
tively one could of course use the canonical operator fasmalwhere the W field instead
of being intergrated out, gets “contracted out” throughapplication of Wick’s theorem.
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The effective local four-fermion interaction terms are ad@m version of the classic Fermi-
theory of weak interactions.

An intuitive interpretation of the OPE formalism discussedfar is, that from the point of
view of low energy dynamics, the effects of a short-rangeharge force mediated by a
heavy boson approximately corresponds to a point intenacti

The presentation we have given illustrates furthermoa, ttie approach of evaluating the
relevant Green functions (or amplitudes) directly in ortdezonstruct the OPE, as in (111.21),
actually gives the same result as the more formal techniouebaying path integrals. While
the latter can give some useful insight into the general@sps the method, the former
is more convenient for practical calculations and we willkenaise of it throughout the
discussion to follow.

Up to now we have not talked about the strong interactionsngnguarks, which have of
course to be taken into account. They are described by QC2amdt short-distances be
calculated in perturbation theory, due to the property ghgstotic freedom of QCD. The
corresponding gluon exchange contributions constitusntium corrections to the simpli-
fied picture sketched above, which can in this sense be viawadlassical approximation.
We will describe the incorporation of QCD corrections anidtex] additional features they
imply for the OPE in the following section.

C. OPE and Short Distance QCD Effects

We will now take up the discussion of QCD quantum correctatrghort-distances to the OPE
for weak decays. A crucial point for this enterprise is thepgarty of asymptotic freedom of QCD.
This allows one to treat the short-distance correctiorat, ig1ithe contribution of hard gluons at
energies of the ordev ™ ; ) down to hadronic scales 1Gev, in perturbation theory. In the
following, we will always restrict ourselves to the leadidignension six operators in the OPE and
omit the negligible contributions of higher dimensionakogtors. Staying with our example of
c ! sudtransitions, recall that we had for the amplitude withoutti)C

G
Ay= ie%vcsvud (Sicilv a @3ds)y a (111.36)

where the summation over repeated color indices is unaetstohis result leads directly to the
effective hamiltonian of (I11.22) where the color indiceave been suppressed. If we now include
QCD effects, the effective hamiltonian, constructed toadpce the low energy approximation of
the exact theory, is generalized to

G
Heer = p%vcsvud €191+ C1»Q5) (11.37)
where
Q1= (Biglv a @ydilv a (11.38)
Q2= (Gl a @dylv a (111.39)

The essential features of this hamiltonian are:
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In addition to the original operatay (with index 2 for historical reasons) a new operator
0, with the same flavor form but different color structure is geted. This is because a
gluon linking the two color singlet weak current lines canxithe color indices due to the
following relation for the color charges?,

1 1
TaTh= o & 2% 5 ax (111.40)

The Wilson coefficientg andc ,, the coupling constants for the interaction tegnsand
Q ,, become calculable nontrivial functions of, M ;, and the renormalization scale If
QCD is neglected they have the trivial fortn = 0, c, = 1 and (I11.37) reduces to (I11.22).

In order to obtain the final result for the hamiltonian (IF)3we have to calculate the coefficients
C1,. These are determined by the requirement that the ampliuitethe full theory be repro-
duced by the corresponding amplitude in the effective thédir37), thus

A= g%vcsvud €. i+ C,h0,i) (11.41)

If we calculate the amplitude and, to the same order in, the matrix elements of operatats, i,
1D » 1, we can obtairt ; andcC , via (l11.41). This procedure is calledatching the full theory onto
the effective theory (111.37).
Here we use the term “amplitude” in the meaning of “amput&eeen function”. Correspond-
ingly operator matrix elements are — within this pertunsationtext — amputated Green functions
with operator insertion. In a diagrammatic language thespusated Green functions are given
by Feynman graphs, but without gluonic self energy coroestin external legs, like e.g. in figs. 2
and 3 for the full and effective theory, respectively. In gresent example penguin diagrams do
not contribute due to the flavor structure of thé sud transition.

Evaluating the current-current diagrams of fig. 2 (a)—(a, fimd for the full amplituden to
O (%)

1] |

2 2 2

.GF s 3 s MW s MW
A= P=V_V 1+ 2Cg—Mh—— S+ ———In S 3—h S .42
2 cs ud F4 ﬁ 2 N 4 ﬁ 2 4 ﬁ 1 ( )

Here we have introduced the spinor amplitudes

S1= (8iGlv a W3di)v a (111.43)

Sy, = (SiGlv a (Ujdj)v A (|“-44)

which are just the tree level matrix elements@f andQ ,. We have employed the Feynman
gauge ( = 1) and taken all external quark lines massless and carrym@ffhshell momentum
p. Furthermore we have kept only logarithmic corrections ;  log and discarded constant
contributions of ordeo ( ), which corresponds to the leading log approximation. Thegsary
renormalization of the quark fields in the s-scheme is already incorporated into (111.42). It
has removed a=" singularity in the first term of (111.42), which thereforercies an explicit -
dependence.
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(a) (b) (0)

W \%%
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(d) (e)
FIG. 2. One-loop current-current (a)—(c), penguin (d) aod (&) diagrams in the full theory. For pure
QCD caorrections as considered in this section and e.g. itn&14andz -contributions in diagram (d) and
the diagram (e) are absent. Possible left-right or up-dafiected diagrams are not shown.

Under the same conditions, the unrenormalized currementimatrix elements of the opera-
torsQ; andg, are from fig. 3 (a)-(c) found to be

;1% = . ' (.45
l+2C—s}+]n—2 S+ >_= }+]1’1—ZS 3—s}+ln—28
F4 nw Ig 1 N 4 nw ﬁ 1 4 1] Ig 2
10 ,i® = . ! ! (111.46)
s 1 2 3 4 1 2 s 1 2
1+ 2Cr— -+ h—ﬁ SZ+N_4_ —+ h—ﬁ Sz 34— —+ h—ﬁ Sq

Again, the divergences in the first terms are eliminatedutihdield renormalization. However, in
contrast to the full amplitude, the resulting expressiarsséll divergent. Therefore an additional
multiplicative renormalization, refered to agerator renormalization, is necessary:

o _

Q; = 2405 (111.47)

Since (111.45) and (l11.46) each involve both, and s,, the renormalization constant is in this
case & 2 matrixz. The relation between the unrenormalized;{®) and the renormalized
amputated Green functions)(;1) is then

A% =2z %7401 (111.48)
From (111.45), (111.46) and (l11.15) we read off{ s-scheme)

1 3N 3
v 3 e (111.49)
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FIG. 3. One loop current-current (a)—(c) and penguin (dydims contributing to the LO anomalous
dimensions and matching conditions in the effective thedfpe 4-vertex “© " denotes the insertion

of a 4-fermion operatop ;. For pure QCD corrections as considered in this section agdire VI the
contributions from in diagrams (d.1) and (d.2) are absent. Again, possibleilgt or up-down reflected
diagrams are not shown.

It follows that the renormalized matrix elememis;iare given by

2 3 2 2
i= 1+2C,—h—— S;+ —M—35 3> Ih——S 111.50
i1 F 3 1t 2 3 1 g 3 2 ( )
|
2 3 s 2 s 2
i= 1+2C,—h—— S,+ ——M—35 3°Ih—3S 11.51
D,i F 2 3 2t T2 3 2 f 3 1 ( )

Insertinghp ;iinto (111.41) and comparing with (111.42) we derive

M 2 3 M 2
C;= 3 h—"L Cy=1+_—"m—1
4 2 N 4 2

(11.52)

We would like to digress and add a comment on the renormatizaf the interaction terms in the
effective theory. The commonly used convention is to inticelvia (111.48) the renormalization
constants ;;, defined to absorb the divergences of the operator matriresiés. It is however
instructive to view this renormalization in a slightly difient, but of course equivalent way, corre-
sponding to the standard counterterm method in pertudatiormalization. Consider, as usual,
the hamiltonian of the effective theory as the starting pwiith fields and coupling constants as
bare quantities, which are renormalized according#a,(c, u, d)

q¥ = z;7q (111.53)
c,” = z5c; (I11.54)
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Then the hamiltonian (I11.37) is essentially (omitting ﬂlaetor?i%vcsvud)

c”0:@”)  Zz5C0:  COit @225  45)Cy0: (111.55)

that is, it can be written in terms of renormalized coupliagd fields € ;0 ;), plus counterterms.
The argumeng® in the first term in (111.55) indicates that the interacti@mhQ ; is composed of
bare fields. Calculating the amplitude with the hamilton(iin55), which includes the countert-
erms, we get the finite renormalized result

ZZZCCJI'Q ii(o) = Cj]:Q j:I_ (|”56)

a~ij
Hence (compare (111.48))

Z5= 25" (111.57)

Ji

In short, it is sometimes useful to keep in mind that one carktbf the “operator renormaliza-
tion”, which sounds like a new concept, in terms of the corngijeequivalent, but customary,
renormalization of the coupling constantg as in any field theory.

Now that we have presented in quite some detail the derivatidhe Wilson coefficients in
(111.52), we shall discuss and interpret the most importespgects of the short-distance expansion
for weak decays, which can be studied very transparentihe®explicit example we have given.

First of all a further remark about the phenomenon of operaiging that we encountered
in our example. This occurs because gluonic correctionsdartatrix element of the orig-
inal operatorQ , are not just proportional tQ , itself, but involve the additional structure
0 (and vice versa). Therefore, besides acounterterm, a counterterm Q, is needed to
renormalize this matrix element — the operators in questiersaid to mix under renormal-
ization. This however is nothing new in principle. It is jast algebraic generalization of the
usual concepts. Indeed, if we introduce a different opelfzsiso = ©Q, 0;)=2 (with
coefficientsc = Cc, ;) the renormalization becomes diagonal and matrix elenunts
Q. andg are renormalized multiplicatively. In this new basis theEO®Rads

G
A A +A = ie%vcsvud(c+m+i+c 0 i) (111.58)

where6 = (S, $)=2)

nw [ #

A = BLV.V. 142C,—°h i S + (3 3)—er1MV§S (11.59)

- -'p_z cs Yud F4 ﬁ N 4 ﬁ .

and
2! 3 2

= 1+420p—h—— S + (= 3 —"Ih—— 111.60
i £y 3 S " 3 ( )
C =1+ (3 3)—SJnMV§ (111.61)

B N 4 2 '
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In the calculation of the amplitude in (I11.42) and of the matrix elements in (l11.45) and
(111.46) the off-shell momenturp of the external quark legs represents an infrared regulator
The logarithmic infrared divergence of the gluon correctdbagrams (figs. 2 (a)—(c) and
3(a)—(c)) asx* ! 0is evident from (111.42), (111.45) and (l11.46). A similar leservation
can be made for the ,;, dependence of the full amplitude We see that (I11.42) is loga-
rithmically divergent in the limitt , ! 1 . This behaviour is reflected in the ultraviolet
divergences (persisting after field renormalization) @ thatrix elements (111.45), (111.46)
in the effective theory, whose local interaction terms espond to the weak interactions in
the infiniteM ,; limit as they are just the leading contribution of the1 ,;, operator product
expansion. This also implies, that the characteristicritigaic functional dependence of
the leadingo ( ) corrections is closely related to the divergence struabfitbe effective
theory, that is to the renormalization constanis

The most important feature of the OPE is that it provides #ofagation of short-distance
(coefficients) and long-distance (operator matrix eles)erdntributions. This is clearly ex-
hibited in our example. The dependence of the amplitudetd)lon?, representing the
long-distance structure af, is fully contained in the matrix elements of the local opera
tors Q ; (111.50), (111.51), whereas the Wilson coefficients; in (I11.52) are free from this
dependence. Essentially, this factorization has the feem (111.59) — (111.61))

M 2 . M 2 2
1+ Gh %)s(n G h—-) (l+sG]n—ﬁ) (111.62)

that is, amplitude = coefficient function operator matrix element. Hereby the logarithm
on the |.h.s. is split according to

2 2 2
Jnlvlzg=1nl\4vzV +Jn—};g (111.63)

Since the logarithmic behaviour results from the integrativer some virtual loop momen-
tum, we may — roughly speaking — rewrite this as

Z Z Z

2 2 2
M7 dk? M7 dk? dk?

. . + i (111.64)
which illustrates that the coefficient contains the conititns from large virtual momenta
of the loop correction from scales 1Gev toMy , whereas the low energy contributions
are separated into the matrix elements.

Of course, the latter can not be calculated in perturbati@ony for transitions between
physical meson states. The point is, that we have calcutate®PE for unphysical off-
shell quark external states only to extract the Wilson coefiits, which we need to con-
struct the effective hamiltonian (111.37). For this purpae fact that we have considered
an unphysical amplitude is irrelevant since the coefficfanttions do not depend on the
external states, but represent the short-distance steuofitthe theory. Once we have ex-
tracted the coefficients and written down the effective htmmian, the latter can be used —
at least in principle — to evaluate the physically interggtilecay amplitudes by means of
some nonperturbative approach.
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In interpreting the role of the scalewe may distinguish two different aspects. From the
point of view of the effective theory is just a renormalization scale, introduced in the
process of renormalizing the effective local interactiemts by the dimensional method.
On the other hand, from the point of view of the full theoryacts as the scale at which the
full contribution is separated into a low energy and a higérgy part, as is evident from the
above discussion. For this reasots sometimes also called tliiectorization scale.

In our case the infrared structure of the amplitude is chiareed by the off-shell momen-
tump. In general one could work with any other arbitrary momentamfiguration, on-shell
or off-shell, with or without external quark mass, with isfed divergences regulated by off-
shell momenta, quark masses, a fictitious gluon mass or bgrdiifanal regularization. In
the case of off-shell momenta the amplitude is furthermeqeddent on the gauge param-
eter of the gluon field. All these things belong to the infchoe long-distance structure of
the amplitude. Therefore the dependence on these choittessame for the full amplitude
and for the operator matrix elements and drops out in theficaeft functions. To check
that this is really the case for a particular choice is of @mlimportance for practical calcu-
lations. On the other hand one may use this freedom and chibeseatment of external
lines according to convenience or taste. Sometimes it maygher seem preferable to keep
a slightly more inconvenient dependence on external massbter gluon gauge in order to
have a useful check that this dependence does indeed canidet the Wilson coefficients
one is calculating.

D. The Renormalization Group
1. Basic Concepts

So far we have computed the Wilson coefficient functionsgll) in ordinary perturbation the-
ory. This, however, is not sufficient for the problem at harithe appropriate scale at which to
normalize the hadronic matrix elements of local operat®is low energy scale — low compared
to the weak scal# ;, — of a fewG ev typically. In our example of charm decay= 0 m .). For
such a low scale the logarithmmn ¢ 2 = 2) multiplying ( ) in the expression (I11.61) becomes
large. Although . ( ) by itself is a valid expansion parameter down to scales ¢fG ev ), say,
this is not longer true for the combination( ) n™ 7 = 2). In fact, for our example (l11.61) the
first order correction term amounts for= 1Gev to 65 — 130% although =4 4% . The
reason for this breakdown of the naive perturbative exjpariges ultimately in the appearance of
largely disparate scales,, and in the problem at hand.

This situation can be considerably improved by employirg niiethod of the renormalization
group (RG). The renormalization group is the group of tramsfations between different choices
of the renormalization scale The renormalization group equations describe the chahgmor-
malized quantities, Green functions and parameters, with a differential form. As we shall
illustrate below, solving these differential equatioriswas, in the leading logarithmic approxima-

theory. This leads to the RG improved perturbation theonin@one step beyond in this modified
expansion, to the next-to-leading logarithmic approxiora{NLLA), the summation is extended
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toallterms ,( ch My = ))?, and so on. In this context it is useful to considermn ™ 4 = )
with a large logarithnin M ; = ) as a quantity of ordep (1)

SJnMW =0 (@) M (11.65)

Therefore the series in powers af in M ;, = ) cannot be truncated. Summed to all orders it yields
again a contribution of ordey (1). Correspondingly the next-to-leading logs( s In®™ » = )*
represent ao ( ) perturbative correction to the leading term.

The renormalization group equation for the Wilson coeffitfenctions follows from the fact, that
the unrenormalized Wilson coefficients® = z .C (C* = (€.;C,)) are -independent. Defining
the matrix of anomalous dimensionshy

=z '—7z (111.66)
and recallingthaz T = z *, we obtain the renormalization group equation

d _ T
in C()y= "(IC() (111.67)

The solution of (111.67) may formally be written in terms of aevolution matrixu as
C()=U(;My)CMy) (111.68)

From (111.49) and (l11.66) we have to first order in,

6=N 6
_ s 0 _ s
(s) e 7 c 6= (111.69)
or in the diagonal basis
s (0) ©) N 1
g= =2 - 111.70
(=7 . (11.70)

Note that if we neglect QCD loop corrections completely, dbaplingsc are independent of.

The nontrivial -dependence aof expressed in (l11.67) is a genuine quantum effect. It inglie
an anomalous scaling behaviour for the dimensionless caefts, i.e. one that is different from
the classical theory. For this reason the factas called anomalous (scale) dimension (compare
(111.67) with ﬁ " = n " for an n-dimensional -dependent term™).

Using (111.13) the RG equation (111.67) is easily solved ihe result

(0)

c ()= CoMy) (111.71)

Atascale ; = M, no large logarithms are present and M ; ) can therefore be calculated in
ordinary perturbation theory. From (l11.61) we have to tlhdey needed for the LLA

C My)=1 (111.72)
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(111.72) and (111.72) give the final result for the coefficisnin the leading log approximation of RG
improved perturbation theory.

At this point one should emphasize, that the choice of thie @rgergy matching scalg, = M is
of course not unique. The only requirement is that the choicg, must not introduce large logs
InM™ y = y )inorder not to spoil the applicability of the usual perturba theory. Therefore
should be of ordeo ™ ). The logarithmic correction in (111.61) is them ( ;) and is neglected
in LLA. Then, still,c (4 )= 1and

C ()= = 1+ 0 () (11.73)

A change of ;; around the value afl , causes an ambiguity af ( ;) in the coefficient. This
ambiguity represents a theoretical uncertainty in therdeteation ofc  ( ). In order to reduce it,
it is necessary to go beyond the leading order. At NLO theesaalbiguity is then reduced from
0 ( ¢)toO ( 2). We will come back to this point below. Presently, we will sgt = M  , but it
is important to keep the related uncertainty in mind.

Taking into account the leading order solution of the RG é&qud]lll.13) for the coupling, which
can be expressed in the form

s()
s) = O 5 (11.74)
1+ o5 %
we may rewrite (111.71) as
0)
0 1
B 1 C
C ()=ga X (111.75)

(111.75) contains the logarithmic corrections ;In™ 2 = ?) to all orders in .. This shows very
clearly that the leading log corrections have been summed afl orders in perturbation theory
by solving the RG equation. In particular, if we again exp@Hdr5) in powers of ., keeping the
first term only we recover (lll.61). This observation demoaies, that the RG method allows to
obtain solutions, which go beyond the conventional petttion theory.

Before concluding this subsection, we would like to introestill two generalizations of the
approach developed so far, which will appear in the genésalidsion below.

2. Threshold Effects in LLA

First we may generalize the renormalization group evotufrom ™M ,, down to m, to
include the threshold effect of heavy quarks liker t as follows

C)=0C(; puT>(; w)C(w) (111.76)

which is valid for the LLA. In our example of the ! sud transition the top quark gives no
contribution at all. Being heavier (but comparable) in nthss the W, it is simply removed from
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the theory along with the W-boson. In a first step the coefiitsiat the initial scale My

are evolved down to,  m, in an effective theory with five quark flavorg & 5). Then, again

in the spirit of the effective field theory technique, for lkesabelow , also the bottom quark is
removed as an explicit degree of freedom from the effechieety, yielding a new effective theory
with only four “active” quark flavors left. The matching centions between both theories can be
calculated in ordinary perturbation theory at the scalesince dueto, my no large logs can
occur in this procedure. For the same reason matching ¢mmecO© ( .)) can be neglected in
LLA and the coefficients aty, C ( ), simply serve as the initial values for the RG evolution in
the four quark theory downto  m.. In addition, continuity of the running coupling across the
threshold , is imposed by the requirement

sr=a (i )= Gems(pi ®) (1.77)

which defines different QCD scales®’ for each effective theory.
Neglecting the b-threshold, as we did before (111.68), orag/just perform the full evolution from
w to in an effective four flavor theory. It turns out that in somseesthe difference of these
two approaches is even negligible.
We would like to add a comment on this effective field theomhtgque. At the first sight the
idea to “remove by hand” heavy degrees of freedom may lookesdmat artificial. However it
appears quite natural when not viewed from the evolutiomflogh towards low energies but
vice versa (which actually corrsponds to the historical w&uppose only the “light” quarks,
d, s, cwere known. Then in the attempt to formulate a theory of txsak interactions one
would be lead to a generalized Fermi theory with (effectieel)y quark coupling constants to be
determined somehow. Of course, we are in the lucky posibdmbw the underlying theory in
the form of the Standard Model. Therefore we can actuallwdehe coupling constants of the
low energy effective theory from “first principles”. Thiséxactly what is achieved technically by
going through a series of effective theories, removing heklgrees of freedom successively, by
means of a step-by-step procedure.

3. Penguin Operators

A second, but very important issue is the generation of QCigpm operators (Vainshtein
et al., 1977). Consider for example the local operatsfu;)y » ;d;)v a, Which is directly
induced by W-boson exchange. In this case, additional QQiection diagrams, the penguin
diagrams (d.1) and (d.2 ) with a gluon in fig. 3, contribute anch consequence six operators are
involved in the mixing under renormalization instead of twbese read

v oa
Q2= (sjuy)y ph (usds)v a
Q3= (sidi)v a @%)lv a
pa vy 11.78
Q4= (sidy)v a p a @%)v a ( )
Q5= (sidi)v a b a @E)v+a
Q= (8idslv o @A)v+a

The sum overg runs over all quark flavors that exist in the effective themryquestion. The
operators) , andQ , are just the ones we have encountered in subsection Il Qyibtthe c-
quark replaced by.. This modified flavor structure gives rise to the gluon pendgype diagrams
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shownin fig. 3 (d). Since the gluon coupling is of course flasarserving, it is clear that penguins
cannot be generated from the operagan, , (ud), . The penguin graphs induce the new local

ur%)derstood. The flavor content is determined by th®, . current in the upper part and by
a (v vector current due to the gluon coupling in the lower. Thistwe structure is for
convenience decomposed intgda 2A)anda + A) part. For each of these, two different color
forms arise due to the color structure of the exchanged glsea (111.40)). Together this yields

form a complete set. They “close under renormalization'aralogy to the case of subsection Il C
the divergent parts of these Green functions determiner &élld renormalization, the operator
renormalization constants, which in the present case foem a6 matrix. The calculation of the
corresponding anomalous dimension matrix and the renarati@n group analysis then proceeds
in the usual way. We will see that the inclusion of higher orelectroweak interactions requires
the introduction of still more operators.

E. Summary of Basic Formalism

We think that after this rather detailed discussion of théhoes required for the short-distance
calculations in weak decays, it is useful to give at this paiconcise summary of the material
covered so far. At the same time this may serve as an outlinkeohecessary procedure for
practical calculations. Furthermore it will also providestarting point for the extension of the
formalism from the LLA considered until now to the NLLA to beggented in the next subsection.

Ultimately our goal is the evaluation of weak decay ampksithvolving hadrons in the frame-
work of a low energy effective theory, of the form

L GF T .
MH efel= P—EVCKMI’Q ()iC ()
The procedure for this calculation can be divided into tHi¥ang three steps.

Step 1: Perturbation Theory

Calculation of Wilson coefficients ( ; ) at My to the desired order in,. Since log-
arithms of the formm ( , =M ) are not large, this can be performed in ordinary perturbatio
theory. It amounts to matching the full theory onto a five ¢ueffective theory.

Step 2: RG Improved Perturbation Theory

Calculation of the anomalous dimensions of the operators
Solution of the renormalization group equatiorcfor)

Evolution of the coefficients frorgy down to the appropriate low energy scale

C()=U0U(; w)CT(yw)
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Step 3: Non-Perturbative Regime
Calculation of hadronic matrix elementg ( )i, normalized at the appropriate low energy scale
, by means of some non-perturbative method.

Important issues in this procedure are:
The OPE achievesfactorization of short- and long distance contributions.

— Correspondingly, in order to disentangle the short-distdrom the long-distance part
and to extractC ( ) in actual calculations, a propefatching of the full onto the
effective theory has to be performed.

— Similar comments apply to the matching of an effective tigewith £ quark flavors to
atheory with(t 1) flavors during the RG evolution to lower scales.

- Furthermore, factorization implies, that thedependence and also the dependence on
the renormalization scheme, which appears beyond thenlgaxder, cancel between
C;andhQ ;i.

— Since the top quark is integrated out along with the W, théfiodentsc ( ) in gen-
eral contain also the full dependence on the top quark mass

A summation of large logs by means of the RG method is necessary. More specifically, in
then-th order of renormalization group improved perturbatioedry the terms of the form

My °

s() s(O)h

are summed to all orders in(k=0, 1, 2,::9). This approach is justified as long as( ) is
small enough, which requires thatnot be too low, typically not less thanc ev .

F. Wilson Coefficients Beyond Leading Order
1. The RG Formalism

We are now going to extend the renormalization group forsnalior the coefficient functions
to the next-to-leading order level. Subsequently we wakdiss important aspects of the resulting
formulae, in particular the scale- and scheme dependencethair cancellation.

To have something specific in mind, we may consider the catiicu for the s = 1 effective
hamiltonian for nonleptonic decays, which without QCD effeand for low energy is given by

_ G
Ho: ' = p%vusvud (Suly A (dy a (111.79)

At higher energies of course also the charm, bottom and tapkduave to be taken into account.
The Feynman diagrams contributingao( ;) corrections to this hamiltonian are shown in fig. 2
and 3. Including current-current- as well as penguin typeembions, the relevant operator basis
consists of the six operators in (111.78).

On the one hand, this particular case is very important @fissnce it provides the theoretical
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basis for a large variety of different decay modes. On therofland we will at this stage keep

the discussion fairly general, so that all important feegusf a general validity are exhibited. In

addition, the central formulae of this subsection will bediat several places later on, if at times
extended or modified to match the specific cases in questigrart two of this report we will give

a more detailed discussion of the hamiltonians relevantdaous decays. Here, we would rather
like to concentrate on the presentation of the OPE and resd@ation group formalism.

The effective hamiltonian for nonleptonic decays may betemiin general as

Ci()Q:() %QT( )C () (11.80)
where the index runs over all contributing operators, in our examglg; :::;Q ¢ of (111.78). It

is straightforward to apply .-+ to D- and B-meson decays as well by changing the quark flavors
appropriately. For the time being we omit CKM parametersctvican be reinserted later on.is
some low energy scale of the order1 Gev), 0 tm .) ando (m ) for K-, D- and B-meson decays,
respectively. The argumentof the operator® ; ( ) means, that their matrix elements are to be
normalized at scale.

The Wilson coefficient functions are given by

C()=U(; w)C(w) (11.81)

The coefficients at the scalg = 0 ™ ) can be evaluated in perturbation theory. The evolution
matrix U then includes the renormalization group improved pertivbacontributions from the
scale ; downto .

In the first step we determing ( ,; ) from a comparison of the amputated Green function with
appropriate external lines in the full theory with the cepending amplitude in the effective the-
ory. At NLO we have to calculate to ( ), including non-logarithmic, constant terms. The full
amplitude results from the current-current- and pengye tfiagrams in fig. 2, is finite after field
renormalization and can be written as

A= %ST @@ 4+ r®) (11.82)

s(w)
4
Here s denotes the tree level matrix elements of the operagori the effective theory (111.80)

the current-current- and penguin corrections of fig. 3 havmetcalculated for all the operataps.
In this case, besides the field renormalization, a renomaiidin of operators is necessary

z2hgi® = zroi (111.83)

where the matrix Z absorbes those divergences of the Greetidus with operatog insertion,
that are not removed by the field renormalization. The reatized matrix elements of the oper-
ators can then to ( ) be written as

s(w)

;DS (111.84)

H(y )yi= 1+

and the amplitude in the effective theory to the same ordeories
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Rees = %ST o+ 2 me ) (111.85)
Equating (111.82) and (111.85) we obtain
C(y)=E?+ s(w )(Av(l) FE©) (111.86)

In generalx @ in (111.82) involves logarithmsn ™ 7 = ) where p denotes some global external
momentum for the amplitudes in fig. 2. On the other hand, thigixnain (111.84), characterizing
the radiative corrections ) ( )i, includesin( B= 2 ). As we have seen in subsection Il C,
these logarithms combine ta 1 2 = Z ) in the Wilson coefficient (111.86). For, = My
this logarithm vanishes altogether. Fof = 0 ™ ) the expressiomn 1 2 = 2 ) is a “small
logarithm” and the correction .In™ ;= Z ), which could be neglected in LLA, has to be kept
in the perturbative calculation at NLO together with constaieces of ordeo ( ).
In the second step, the renormalization group equatioq for
S ()= TEc() (111.87)
dh
has to be solved with boundary condition (111.86). The siolutis written with the help of the
U-matrix as in (111.81), whereJ ( ; , ) obeys the same equation@sg ) in (111.87). The general
solution is easily written down iteratively

Z Z

() T () 1 T T
U(;m)=1+ ’ dg; @) + ’ dg; ’ % @) @) + ::: (111.88)
gfm) @) glm) gfm) @) @)
which usingdg=dIn = (qg) is readily seen to solve the renormalization group equation
iU(-m)— T@QU ( ;m) (111.89)
dn ’ - g ’ .

The series in (111.88) can be more compactly expressed bgdoting the notion of g-ordering
Z

g() T(go)
U (;m)= Tyexp dg*————=

gm) J @

where in the casg( ) > g ) the g-ordering operatar, is defined through

(111.90)

X
Tof (@) :::f @) = 9@n @) ©@n ) @i, 9)f@y) ) (111.91)

perm

and brings about an ordering of the factdrgy;) such that the coupling constants increase from
right to left. The sum in (111.91) runs over all permutatiofis; :::;i,g of £1;2;:::;ng. TheT,
ordering is necessary since in general the anomalous diomemstrices at different couplings do
not commute beyond the leading order(g); ()16 O.

At next-to-leading order we have to keep the first two ternth@perturbative expansions forg)
(see (lll.11)) and (@)

2

- ©O_s @ _s [11.92
(s) R 1 (111.92)
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To this order the evolution matrix ( ;m ) is given by (Burag: al., 1992)

s()

UCim)= @+ ——u % (im)Q @)

4

J) (111.93)

U © is the evolution matrix in leading logarithmic approxinmatiand the matrixs expresses the
next-to-leading corrections to this evolution. We have

0, oo 1
20
UO(m)=ve Si“)) i ov ! (111.94)
° D
wherev diagonalizes @7
y =V b Oy (111.95)
and~ @ is the vector containing the diagonal elements of the diaboratrix .
If we define
G=v ! Oy (111.96)
and a matrixd whose elements are
© 1 G i3
Hy= i | (11.97)
22 o o+ i(O) j(0>
the matrixJ is given by
J=VHV ! (111.98)

The fact that (111.93) is indeed a solution of the RG equatibh89) to the order considered is
straightforwardly verified by differentiation with resgeéo In . Combining now the initial values
(111.86) with the evolution matrix (111.93) we obtain

C()= @+ %J)U O e+ Y E+ J)r9) (111.99)

sCw)
4

Using (111.99) we can calculate for example the coefficieatta scale = ,= 0 ), working
in an effective five flavor theorys = 5. If we have to evolve the coefficients to still lower values,
we would like to formulate a new effective theory for< ,, where now also the b-quark is
removed as an explicit degree of freedom. To calculate tledficeents in this new four flavor
theory at the scale,,, we have to determine the matching corrections at this scale
We follow the same principles as in the case of integratingtoei\W-boson and require

)i Cem) =1 1m)i'Ce ;) (11.100)

in the general case of a change from an f-flavor to a (f-1)-fltveory at a scale. The “full
amplitude” on the I.h.s., which is now in an f-flavor effeeitheory, is expanded into matrix ele-
ments of the new (f—1)-flavor theory, multiplied by new Witscoefficientsc: ;. From (111.84),
determining the matrix elements of operatorto ), one finds
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sfm)

em)i= @+ DYe 1 m)i (111.101)
where
r=7% £ (111.102)

In (111.102) we have made explicit the dependence of the imaton the number of quark flavors
which enters in our example via the penguin contributioment(111.100) and (111.1201) we find

Cr1fm)=M @)Cr ) (11.103)
with
M m)= 1+ Z(m) r (111.104)

The general renormalization group mattxin (111.93), now evaluated for (f~1) flavors, can be
used to evolvec: ; m ) to lower values of the renormalization scale. It is cleat tha large
logarithms can appear in (111.104) and that therefore théchiag corrections, expressed in the
matrixM (m ) can be computed in usual perturbation theory. We note tietytpe of matching
corrections enters in a nontrivial way for the first time at¢ tHLO level. In the LLAM 1
and one can simply omit the b-flavor components in the pengp@rators when crossing the b-
threshold.

We also remark that the correction matrix introduces a small discontinuity of the coefficients,
regarded as functions of at the matching scate. This is however not surprising. In any case the
C ( ) are not physical quantities and their discontinuity prelgi€ancels the effect of removing
the heavy quark flavor from the operators, which evidentlg fgliscontinuous” step. Hence,
physical amplitudes are not affected and indeed the betwagia at the matching scale ensures
that the same physical result will be obtained, whether vemsh to calculate in the f-flavor- or in
the (f-1)-flavor theory for scales around the matching seale

To conclude we will write down how the typical final result fitre coefficient functions at
1Gev, appropriate for K-decays, looks like, if we combine all twntributions discussed above.
Then we can write

C()=Us(; M (JUs( i oM ()Us(bi w)C (w) (111.105)

whereU: is the evolution matrix fort active flavors. In the following discussion we will not
always include the flavor thresholds when writing the exgimesfor the RG evolution. It is clear,
that they can be added in a straightforward fashion.

2. The Calculation of the Anomalous Dimensions

The matrix of anomalous dimensions is the most importaneidignt for the renormalization
group calculation of the Wilson coefficient functions. Iretfollowing we will summarize the
essential steps of its calculation.

Recall that the evaluation of the amputated Green functietisinsertion of the operatois gives
the relation
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i% =2z %2101 Zrhoi (111.106)

nyi®, iy i denote the unrenormalized and renormalized Green furgstiespectivelyz , is the
quark field renormalization constant ands the renormalization constant matrix of the operators

Q.
The anomalous dimensions are given by

d
=7 '—7 11.107

(&) i ( )
In theM s (or M S) scheme the renormalization constants are chosen to abs®fture pole
divergences="* (D = 4 2"), but no finite partsz can then be expanded in inverse powers of
" as follows

1

k=1
Using the expression for the-function (l11.6), valid for arbitrary" we derive the useful formula
(Floratoset al., 1977)

@Zl(g) @Zl( s)
= 9 = 2. 111.109
@) g = » ( )
Similarly to (111.108) we expand
|
Zq= 1+ i Lax @) (11.110)
k=1
21
Zgr = 1+ wlerx @) (11.111)
k=1

From the calculation of the unrenormalized Green funct{tih406) we immediately obtaia ; - .
What we need to compute(q) is z; @) (111.209). From (111.106), (111.108), (111.110), (11l.11) we
find

Z1= 2Zga + Zgrp (1.112)

At next-to-leading order we have from the" poles of the unrenormalized Green functions
2

Zora=b— + = 1.113

cra=Bi b o (I1.113)

The corresponding expression for the well known factgs has been quoted in (111.15). Us-
ing (111.15), (111.1209), (111.112), (111.113) we finally oltain for the one- and two-loop anomalous
dimension matrices® and © in (111.92)

© _

i 2Ra y+ @)yl (11.114)

5= ARa u+ ©)y] (I11.115)

(111.214) and (111.115) may be used as recipes to immedyagstract the anomalous dimensions
from the divergent parts of the unrenormalized Green foncti
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3. Renormalization Scheme Dependence

A further issue, which becomes important at next-to-legdirder is the dependence of un-
physical quantities, like the Wilson coefficients and theraalous dimensions, on the choice of
the renormalization scheme. This scheme dependence agsasse the renormalization pre-
scription involves an arbitrariness in the finite parts tosbbtracted along with the ultraviolet
singularities. Two different schemes are then related bgigefrenormalization. Considering the
guantities, which we encountered in subsection Il F 1, tileding of them are independent of
the renormalization scheme

oi 1 9 B9 BRO; f+0; myi'c (111.116)
whereas
r; . g, C; Moi (11.117)

are scheme dependent.

In the framework of dimensional regularization one examgiienow such a scheme depen-
dence can occur is the treatment gfin D dimensions. Possible choices are the “naive di-
mensional regularization” (NDR) scheme with taken to be anticommuting or the 't-Hooft—
Veltman (HV) scheme (‘t Hooft and Veltman, 1972b), (Breltdmer and Maison, 1977) with
non-anticommuting s. Another example is the use of operators in a color singlatrmwn-singlet
form, such as

Q2= (siuilv a @3dy)y a OF Qo= (sidy)v a QsUiv a (11.118)

wherei, jare color indices. Im = 4 dimensions these operators are equivalent since they are
related by a Fierz transformation. In the NDR scheme howtasge two choices yield different
results forr, ® andJ and thus constitute two different schemes, related by arivaitfinite
renormalization. On the other hand, both choices give theesa * andJ if the HV scheme is
employed.

Let us now discuss the question of renormalization scherperdiences in explicit terms in order

to obtain an overview on how the scheme dependences arigeydrmous quantities transform
under a change of the renormalization scheme and how theléatian of scheme dependences is
guaranteed for physically relevant quantities.

First of all, it is clear that the product

Hy ()i C () (11.119)

representing the full amplitude, is independent of the meratization scheme chosen. This is
simply due to the fact, that it is precisely the factorizatad the amplitude into Wilson coefficients
and matrix elements of operators by means of the operatduptexpansion, which introduces the
scheme dependence®fandhy i. In other words, the scheme dependence ahdry irepresents
the arbitrariness one has in splitting the full amplitud® icoefficients and matrix elements and
the scheme independence of the combined product (l1l. E1®@anifest in the construction of the
operator product expansion.

More explicitly, these quantities are in different scherfpgned and unprimed) related by
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ni’= @+ 4—ss)hQi c’= @ 4—SsT)c (111.120)

wheres is a constant matrix. (I11.120) represents a finite renormagibn of C andhy i. From
(111.84) we immediately obtain

= r+s (11.1212)
Furthermore from
M ()FC() W)U My )C My ) (I1.122)
we have
U% My )= @ Z( )sT)U( My )L+ STW )sT) (111.123)
A comparison with (111.93) yields
Jg°=3 g (111.124)

The renormalization constant matrix in the primed schemigpllows from (111.120) and (111.106)
z%=7 @ 4—55) (111.125)

Recalling the definition of the matrix of anomalous dimensiql11.107) and (I11.92), we derive

@0 © Wo0= Dy 5 D1+ 2 4s (11.126)
With these general formulae at hand it is straightforwardaoify the cancellation of scheme de-
pendences in all particular cases. Alternatively, they tmaysed to transform scheme dependent
guantities from one scheme to another, if desired, or tolctreecompatibility of results obtained
in different schemes.

In particular we immediately verify from (111.121) and (1124) the scheme independence of the
matrix r* + J. This means that in the expression &in (111.99) the factor on the right hand side
of U @, related to the “upper end” of the evolution, is independ#nhe renormalization scheme,
as it must be. The same is true fof®. On the other hand still depends on the renormalization
scheme through the matrix to the left ofu @. As is evident from (l11.120), this dependence is
compensated for by the corresponding scheme dependerfee oitrix elements of operators so
that a physically meaningful result for the decay ampligigeobtained. To ensure a proper can-
cellation of the scheme dependence the matrix elementstbdeeevaluated in the same scheme
(renormalization, s, form of operators) as the coefficient functions, which iwatnvial task for
the necessary non-perturbative computations. In othedsytweyond the leading order the match-
ing between short- and long-distance contributions hastpdsformed properly not only with
respect to the scale, but also with respect to the renormalization scheme enagloy
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4. Discussion

We will now specialize the presentation of the general fdisnato the case of a single operator
(that is without mixing). This situation is e.g. relevant the operator® . andQ with four
different quark flavors, which we encountered in sectioi€IlIThe resulting simplifications are
useful in order to display some more details of the struatdithe calculation and to discuss the
most salient features of the NLO analysis in a transparegpt wa
In the case where only one single operator contributes itipitude in the full theory (dynamical
W-boson) may be written as (see (111.82))

" #

G ) M 2
A= p%(l+ ; w) b V;g + 5% s (1N.127)

where we have made the logarithmic dependence on the W mplsitexn the effective theory
the amplitude reads

G
Aeff=p%C(w>kQ(w>i (11.128)
" Lo
G s( ) ©0)
=19%C(w)(1+ 4W 5 Jn;+E M4 +r)S

The divergent pole term=" has been subtracted minimally. A comparison of (111.127) an
(111.128) yields the Wilson coefficient

( W ) " 0) M 2 ! #
C(w)=1+ 54 3 h—-+ 5 h4 +B (11.129)
W
where
B=xg% = (111.1230)

In the leading log approximation we had simmy( ) = 1. By contrast at NLO the ( ;)
correction has to be taken into account in addition. Thisemion term exhibits the following
new features:

The expressiop  In4 , which is characteristic to dimensional regularizatiopequs. It
is proportional to ©.

A constant ternB is presentB depends on the factorization scheme chosen.
An explicit logarithmic dependence on the matching sgalghows up.

We discuss these points one by one.

First,thetermy; .4 is characteristic for th# s scheme. It can be eliminated by going from
theM s-totheM S scheme. This issue is well known in the literature. We findit/bver useful

to briefly repeat the definition of the s scheme in the present context, since this is an important
point for NLO analyses.

Consider the RG solution for the coefficient
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cC()= (11.131)
n # (0) " ! #

Ty ©)
s ( )J) sCw) @+ sCw) ]nM

2
1+ W
T+ = S0) 1 2 2

+ g n4 + B J)

This represents the solution for tes scheme. Therefore in (I11.131); = .y 5. The redefini-
tion of .y s through

5= s 1+ ols T4 >4i_s (11.132)

is a finite renormalization of the coupling, which definesithe scheme. Since

o 0) ©) (w)

Los (u)T7o < [gs(u)Fe 1+ — (s D4 >“_27 (111.133)

we see, that this transformation eliminates, to the ordesiciered, they =4 termin(111.131).
At the lower end of the evolution the same redefinition yieldactor

1 —- (s N4 M“Ll_is() (111.134)

which removes the corresponding factor from the matrix eleinisee (111.128))

!
©)

s () ,
B (Odws 1+ — (s Jn4>’M475kQ(>zﬁ (111.135)

At the next-to-leading log level we are working, the tramsfation (I11.132) is equivalent to a
redefinition of the scale according to

2 g = 2 (111.136)

as one can verify with the help of (111.19). In practice, omagustdropthe ; 4 )termsin
(111.131). Then .( )and are to be taken in the S scheme. Throughout the present report it
is always understood that the transformatiomts has been performed. Then

" # 0) " #

iy ©0)
C()= @+ Z( gy =lw) g+ =lw) ned oL g (111.137)

2
W
() 1 2 "2

Second, fromthe issue of thes —M S transformation, or more generally an arbitrary redefinitio
of . (or ) one should distinguish the renormalization scheme depaeddue to the ambiguity
in the renormalization of the operator. It suggests itgeifge for the latter the term “factorization
scheme dependence”. This is the scheme dependence we bBaussdid in section IIIF3. A
change in the factorization scheme transforrfi§ B andJ as

Wm0 @y o, oS B°=B s FP=J s (111.138)

where s is a constant number. This follows from the formulae in seclil F3 and from the
definition of B in (111.130). Note that in the case of a single operator thatiren between ® and
J simplifies to
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g= - 2o o (111.139)
2 0 0

Obviously the scheme dependence cancels in the diffemnceJ in (111.137).

Third, due to the explicit ; dependence in the ( ;) correction term the coefficient function is,
to the order considered, independent of the precise valtleeahatching scale; , as it must be.
Indeed

d

C =0 (? 111.140
an . () (3) ( )
since
d _ S( W )2 3
an . slw)= 2, 2 + 0 (3) (11.141)

In the same way one can also convince oneself that the ceeffittinction is independent of the
heavy quark threshold scales, up to terms of the neglectist.or
Of course the dependence on the low energy scalemains and has to be matched with the
corresponding dependence of the operator matrix element.
All the points we have mentioned here apply in an analogousieraalso to the case with operator
mixing, only the algebra is then slightly more complicated.

We would like to stress once again that it is only at the NLlgethat these features enter the
analysis in a nontrivial way, as should be evident from thespntation we have given above.

5. Evanescent Operators

Finally, we would like to mention the so calleatanescent operators. These are operators
which exist inD € 4 dimensions but vanish in = 4. It has been stressed in (Buras and Weisz,
1990) that a correct calculation of two-loop anomalous disn@ns requires a proper treatment of
these operators. This discussion has been extended in iughGrinstein, 1991) and further
generalized in (Herrlich and Nierste, 1995b). In view of thea technical nature of this aspect we
refer the interested reader to the papers quoted above.
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Part Two -

The Effective Hamiltonians

The second part constitutes a compendium of effective hanméins for weak decays. We will
deal with all decays for which NLO corrections have beenwdated in the literature and whose
listis given in table I. This includes a listing of the init@onditionsc; ™ ), a listing of all one-
loop and two-loop anomalous dimension matrices and finallyes of numerical values of the
relevant Wilson coefficients as functions gf:-, m . and the renormalization schemes considered.
In certain cases we are able to give analytic formulaefor

We will discuss all effective hamiltonians one by one. Witle help of the master formulae
and the procedure of section lll it is easy to see similaxitied differences between various cases.
Our compendium includes alsothe s andb! sgtransitions which although known only in
the leading logarithmic approximation deserve speciakithn.

Finally, as a preparation for the third part we give a briedatgtion of the “Penguin-Box
Expansion” (PBE), which can be regarded as a version of ORtieplarly suited for the study of
them . dependence in weak decays.

In addition we have also included a section on NLO QCD catauta in the context of HQET.
This chapter lies somewhat outside our main line of presientaAlso a comprehensive discussion
of HQET is clearly beyond the scope of the present paper. Mekvee would like to illustrate
the application of the general formalism for short dista@€D corrections within this framework
and summarize a few important NLO results that have beennsatéan HQET.

43



IV. GUIDE TO EFFECTIVE HAMILTONIANS

In order to facilitate the presentation of effective haomniins in weak decays we give a com-
plete compilation of the relevant operators below. Divid#d six classes, these operators play a
dominant role in the phenomenology of weak decays. The assels are given as follows

Current-Current Operators (fig. 4 (a)):
Q1= (Biuy)y , WLydi)y , Qz= (su), , @d), , (IV.2)

QCD-Penguins Operators (fig. 4 (b)):
X X

Q3= (sd)y, , @y 4 Qs= (:dy), , @A), , (IV.2)
q q
X X

Qs= (sd), » @y, a Q6= (sidy), »  @%)y,, (IV.3)
q q

Electroweak-Penguins Operators (fig. 4 (¢)):

3 X 3 X
Q7= > sd)y o &g @y, Qg = > Gidy)y, o & @A)y, a (IV.4)
q q
3 X 3 X
Qo= > (sd), & @y » Q1o = > (sid5), a & @A)y A (IV.5)
q q
Magnetic-Penguins Operators (fig. 4 (d)):
e
Q) = cSmes (4 SBF  Qu = somus (+ S)TFRGS (IV.6)
S = 2and B = 2 Operators (fig. 4 (e)):
Q(S=2)= (sd) v a (sd)y =a Q(B =2)= (kd)y abdy a (IV.7)
Semi-Leptonic Operators (fig. 4 (f)):
Qo = (d)yv a () Q7 = (sd)y a €8)a (IV-8)
Qov = (s)y a ey Qi = (s)y a € (IV.9)
QC )=(6d a( ¥ a QC )=(6dy al W a (IV.10)

where indices in color singlet currents have been suppfessimplicity.

For illustrative purposes, typical diagrams in the fulldhefrom which the operators (I1V.1)—
(IV.10) originate are shown in fig. 4.

The operators listed above will enter our review in a systenfiashion. We begin in section V
with the presentation of the effective hamiltonians inwatythe current-current operatops and
0, only. These effective hamiltonians are given in (V.4), {\ébd (V.6) for B = 1, ¢ = 1
and s = 1 non-leptonic decays, respectively.

In section VI we will generalize the hamiltonians (V.4) afk) to include the QCD-penguin
operator) ; Q. The corresponding expressions are given in (VI1.32) andljYtespectively.
This generalization does not affect the Wilson coefficiefits , andQ .
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(a)

d b,s
w
u,c,t u,c,t
w
b,s d

()
FIG. 4. Typical diagrams in the full theory from which the ogers (IV.1)—(1V.10) originate. The cross
in diagram (d) means a mass-insertion. It indicates thanetagpenguins originate from the mass-term on
the external line in the usual QCD or QED penguin diagrams.

Next in section VIl the s = 1and B = 1 hamiltonians of section VI will be generalized to
include the electroweak penguin operatgrs Q0. These generalized hamiltonians are given in
(VIl.1) and (VII.37) for s = 1and B = 1 non-leptonic decays, respectively. The inclusion of
the electroweak penguin operators implies the inclusiopmb effects. Consequently the coef-
ficients of the operators, Q¢ given in this section will differ slightly from the ones peded
in the previous sections.

In section VIII the effective hamiltonian fa&x , ! °e*e will be presented. Itis given in
(VIII.1). This hamiltonian can be considered as a geneatibn of the s = 1 hamiltonian (VI.1)
presented in section VI to include the semi-leptonic omesat v andQ ;, . This generalization

VI.

In section IX we will discuss the effective hamiltonian fer ! X, . It is written down in
(IX.1). This hamiltonian can be considered as a generabizalf the B = 1 hamiltonian (VI1.32)
to include the magnetic penguin operators andQ s . This generalization does not modify the
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In section X we present the effective hamiltonian®or! X .e"e . Itis to be found in (X.1)
and can be considered as the generalization oBthe X, hamiltonian to include the semi-
leptonic operatore o, andQ 10, . The coefficients; (i= 1;:::;6;7 ;8G) given in section IX
are not affected by this generalization.

In section XI the effective hamiltonians fer* '  * |k, ! * Ky, ! ° (B!
Xsa )andB ! 11 will be discussed. They are given in (XI.4), (X1.44), (XI1)6&nd (XI.57)
respectively. Each of these hamiltonians involves onlynglsi operator:o () orQ ( ) for
Kt 1 f ®, ! ° yandk, ! * with analogous operators fe&r ! X.4 and
B! I'l.

Finally, sections Xll and XlII present the effective harailians for S = 2and B = 2
transitions, respectively. These hamiltonians involedperator® ( s = 2) andQ (B = 2)

and can be found in (XI1.1) and (XI11.1).
In table 11l we give the list of effective hamiltonians to beepented below, the equations in
which they can be found and the list of operators enterinfgdint hamiltonians.

TABLE lll. Compilation of various processes, equation niothe corresponding effective hamiltonians
and contributing operators.

Process Cf. Equation Contributing Operators
F = 1,F = B ;C;S current-current V.4)—(V.6) D 1;05
F = 1pure QCD VI1.1), (V1.32) D 1;:::5Q%6
F = 1 QCD and electroweak VII.1), (VII.37) D 1;:::;Q 10
Ky ! O%'e (VII.1) Q17:::;Q06;Q7v Q7
B! Xg (I1X.1) Q17:::706;Q7 iQsc
B! Xee'e (X.1) Q17:::706;Q7 ;QsciQoviQ10n
K" ! " [ ®¢! T sp,Ki ! O (X4, (X1.44), (X1.56)|0 ( );0 ( )
B! Xgq ,B ! 1'1 (X1.57)
K % K %mixing (XI11.1) Q(S=2)
B? B ?mixing (XI11.1) Q (B = 2)
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V. THE EFFECTIVE F = 1 HAMILTONIAN: CURRENT-CURRENT OPERATORS
A. Operators
We begin our compendium by presenting the parts of effedtamiltonians involving the

current-current operators only. These operators will eegaly denoted by , andg ,, although
their flavour structure depends on the decay considerede Epécific we will consider

Q1= BC)lv a Wdiv a Q2= bBclv a Wd)v a (V.1)
Q1= (BiGlv a @ydi)v a Q2= (siGlv a ydy)v a (V.2)
Q1= (siuy)lv a @sdidv a Q2= (siuiv a Wsd5)v a (V.3)

for B = 1, ¢ = 1and s = 1 decays respectively. Then the corresponding effective
hamiltonians are given by

G
Heee (B = 1) = p%vcbvudpu )01+ Co()Q2] (=0 fmy)) (V.4)
G
Heee (C = 1) = p%vcsvudpu JQ1+ C2()Q2] (=0 (o) (V.5)
G
Heee (S=1) = p%vusvudm( Q1+ C,()Q,] (=0 (1Gev)) (V.6)

As we will see in subsequent sections these hamiltonians tealse generalized to include also
penguin operators. This however will not change the Wilsoefftcientsc, ( ) andc, ( ) except
for smallo ( ) corrections in a complete analysis which includes alsae®eak penguin oper-
ators. For this reason it is useful to present the results fgrseparately as they can be used in a
large class of decays.

When analyzing ; andQ, in isolation, it is useful to work with the operatops and their
coefficientsz defined by

1
Q = E(QZ Q1) z =C, (G (V.7)

0., ando do not mix under renormalization and the expressiorxfof ) is very simple.

B. Wilson Coefficients and RG Evolution
The initial conditions forz at = M, are obtained using the matching procedure between

the full (fig. 2 (a)—(c)) and effective (fig. 3 (a)—(c)) the@ymmarized in section Il F 1. Given the
initial conditions forz at scale = My
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sMuy )

z My )=1+ 2

B (V.8)

and using the NLO RG evolution formula (111.99) for the casighwut mixing one finds for the
Wilson coefficients ob at some scale

nw ( ) #" M )#d " M ) #
= 1+ =g s W 1+ =% ° J V.9
z () t ) t = ® ) (V.9)
with
d 1) 0)
TN 2, 477, (v.10)

where the coefficients, and ; of the QCD -function are given in (111.16). Furthermore the
LO and NLO expansion coefficients for the anomalous dimerssio of 9 in (V.10) and the
coefficientss in (V.8) are given by

N 1
L | A (V.11)
2N

N 1 57 19 4
- 21 — N —-f 2, (V.12)

2N N 3 3

N 1

= 11 + V.13
prennlll ] (V.13)

with N being the number of colors. Here we have introduced the patexm which conveniently
distinguishes between various renormalization schemes

(
0 NDR

= A i (V.14)
Thus, usingi = 3in the following,J in (V.10) can also be written as
3 1 (0)
J = (J )or t = (J )or E (\/-15)

Setting ™, B and , to zero gives the leading logarithmic approximation (Adtrand Maiani,

1974), (Gaillard and Lee, 1974a).

The NLO calculations in the NDR scheme and in the HV scheme haen presented in (Buras
and Weisz, 1990). In writing (V.12) we have incorporated the ;" correction in the HV scheme
resulting from the non-vanishing two—loop anomalous disi@mof the weak current.

(
ow_ 0 NDR

’ 12 HV

N

(V.16)

The NLO corrections “ in the dimensional reduction scheme (DRED) have been firstidered
in (Altarelli et al., 1981) and later confirmed in (Buras and Weisz, 1990). Heeelms =
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6 N. This value for in DRED incorporates also a finite renormalization Qfin order to
work in all schemes with the usuil s coupling.

As already discussed in section Il F 3, the expression  J ) is scheme independent. The
scheme dependence of the Wilson coeffcientg ) originates then entirely from the scheme
dependence aof at the lower end of the evolution which can be seen expligitfy.15).

In order to exhibitthe dependence on the same footing as the scheme dependescsgiil
to rewrite (V.9) in the case of B—decays as follows:

" ¢n ) #" M )#d " M ) #
= 14 S0y s W 14 S0 J V.17
z () 1 () o) 1 B ) (V.17)
with
) ©0) 2
J ()= T oz - ° 7Jn(m—§> (V.18)

summarizing both the renormalization scheme dependerat¢han —dependence. Note that in
the first parenthesis in (V.17) we have sett ) = ) as the difference in the scales in this
correction is still of higher order. We also note that a cleaofjthe renormalization scheme can
be compensated by a change inFrom (V.18) we find generally

0
@

i = ©NDR exp @ zA (\/.19)

whereidenotes a given scheme. From (V.14) we then have

1
HV = NDR &P = (V.20)

3
Evidently the change in relating HV and NDR is the same for, andz and consequently for
Ci().
This discussion shows that a meaningful analysis of tlteependence aof ; ( ) can only be
made simultaneously with the analysis of the scheme deperde
The coefficientg ; ( ) for B-decays can now be calculated using

+
cl<)=z+()22() c2(>=w (V.21)

To this end we sef = 5in the formulae above and use the two-loog ) of eq. (111.19) with
i;. The actual numerical values used farM , ) or equivalently f—; are collected in
appendix A together with other numerical input parameters.

In the case of D-decays and K-decays the relevant scalesare m.)and = 0 1Ge&V),

respectively. In order to calculate; ( ) for these cases one has to evolve these coefficients first

'Therelation .., = wpr exp %75 between NDR and DRED is more involved. In any case

4
and .., arelargerthanypx.
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from = 0O m,) further downto = 0O @m.) in an effective theory witht = 4. Matching
P my) = ¥ my,) we find to a very good approximationb% = (325 110)M &v. Unfortu-
nately, the necessity to evolve, ( ) from = M, downto = m.in two different effective
theories € = 5andf = 4) and eventually in the case of K-decays with= 3for < m.
makes the formulae far; ( ) in D—decays and K—decays rather complicated. They can alfou
in (Buraser al., 1993b). Fortunately all these complications can be awbldea simple trick,
which reproduces the results of (Burasil., 1993b) to better than:5% . In order to findc; ( ) for

1Gev 2G eV one can simply use the master formulae given above \é&]smeplaced by

% and an “effective” number of active flavoufs= 4:15. The latter effective value faof allows
to obtain a very good agreement with (Bueagl., 1993b). This can be verified by comparing the
results presented here with those in tables X and Xl wher#riuks” have been used. The nice
feature of this method is that theand renormalization scheme dependences; of) can still be
studied in simple terms.
The numerical coefficients; ( ) for B—decays are shown in tables IV and V for different

and i’s In addition to the results for the NDR and HV renormalizatstchemes we show the LO

valuebé. The corresponding results for K-decays and D—decays aee @i tables VI and VII.

TABLE IV. The coefficientC ; ( ) for B-decays.

&

&

6

) — 140M ev ) — 225Mev & — 310Mev ‘
cevl] LO NDR | HV LO NDR | HV LO NDR | HV |
4.0 -0.274 -0.175 -0.211] -0.310 -0.197 -0.239] -0.341 -0.216 —0.264
5.0 -0.244 -0.151 -0.184] -0.274 -0.169 -0.20§ -0.300 -0.185 —0.223
6.0 -0.221 -0.133 -0.164] -0.248 -0.148 -0.184 -0.269 -0.161 —0.201
7.0 -0.203 -0.118 -0.148 -0.226 -0.132 -0.166] -0.244 -0.143 —0.181
8.0 -0.18 -0.104 -0.135 -0.209 -0.118 -0.151] -0.224 -0.128 —0.164

TABLE V. The coefficientc , ( ) for B-decays.

%= 140M eV D‘f_g= 225M eV D‘f_g= 310M ev ‘
Gev] LO NDR HV LO NDR HV LO NDR HV ‘
4.0 1.121 1.074 1.092 1.141 1.086 1.107 1.158 1.096 1.120
5.0 1.105 1.062 1.078 1.121 1.072 1.090 1.135 1.080 1.101
6.0 1.093 1.054 1.069 1.107 1.062 1.079 1.118 1.068 1.087
7.0 1.084 1.047  1.06] 1.09 1.054 1.069 1.104 1.059 1.077
8.0 1.077 1.042 1.055 1.087 1.047 1.062 1.096 1.052 1.069

2The results for the DRED scheme can be found in (Buras, 1995).
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From tables IV-IX we observe:

The scheme dependence of the Wilson coefficients is sizahbls.is in particular the case
of ¢, which vanishes in the absence of QCD corrections.

The differences between LO and NLO results in the case afe large showing the im-
portance of next—to—leading corrections. In fact in the Nd@Reme the corrections may be
as large ago0% . This comparison of LO and NLO coefficients can however bestjoreed
because for the chosen values gt-one has #°’ 1 ;)= 0135 0:009to be compared
with ;™ ,) = 0417 0007 (Bethke, 1994), (Webber, 1994). Consequently the differ-
ence in LO and NLO results far; originates partly in the change in the value of the QCD
coupling.

In view of the latter fact it is instructive to show also the lt€sults in which the next-to-
leading expression for is used. We give some examples in tables VIII and IX. Now the
differences between LO and NLO results is considerably lemalthough still as large as
30 40% inthe case of; and the NDR scheme.

In any case the inclusion of NLO corrections in NDR and HV sohs weakens the impact
of QCD on the Wilson coefficients of current—current opersaitdt is however important
to keep in mind that such a behavior is specific to the scherasethand will in general
be different in other schemes, reflecting the unphysicalneadf the Wilson coefficient
functions.

TABLE VI. The coefficientcC ; ( ) for K-decays and D-decays.

2 = 215M &v 2 = 325M eV 9 —g3smey |
cevl LO NDR HV LO NDR [  HV LO | NDR HV |
1.00 | -0.603 -0.414 -0.49]] -0.743 -0510 -0.63] -0.899 -0.63] -0.82
125 | -0.529 -0.356 -0.424] -0.63§ -0.43Q -0.523 -0.747 -0.513 -0.642
150 | -0.474 -0319 -0.37d -056§ -0.374 -0.457 —0.653 -0.439 -0.543
175 | -0.439 -0.29] -0.346) -0514 -0.340 -0.410 -0587 -0.390 -0.47§
2.00 | -0.409 -0.269 -0.320] -0.47§ -0.31] -0.37§ -0.537 -0.353 -0.43]

We have made the whole discussion without invoking HQETge€ttion XV). It is sometimes
stated in the literature that at= m,, in the case of B-decays ohes to switch to HQET. In this

case for < mthe anomalous dimensions differ from those given above. We should however

stress that switching to HQET can be done at any m ,, provided the logarithm m = ) in

H ;i do not become too large. Similar comments apply to D-decatts nspect to

= me.

Of course the coefficients; calculated in HQET for < m, are different from the coefficients
presented here. However the corresponding matrix elentgnisn HQET are also different so
that the physical amplitudes remain unchanged.
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TABLE VII. The coefficientc, ( ) for K-decays and D-decays.

4

9 _ 215Mev

4)

4)

) B _ 3p5M ev Y~ gzsmMev |

Gevi LO NDR HV LO NDR HV LO NDR HV ‘

1.00 1.323 1.208 1.259 1.422 1.275 1.358 1.539 1.363 1.506

1.25 1.274 1.174 1.214 1.346 1.22] 1.282 1.424 1.277 1.367

1.50 1.24] 1.152 1.187 1.298 1.188 1.237 1.358 1.228 1.296

1.75 1216 1.13§ 1.167| 1264 1165 1.207 1.313 1.19§ 1.252

2.00 1.198 1.123 1.152 1.239 1.148 1.185 1.279 1.174 1.22]

TABLE VIIl. cI° andc° for B-decays with sin NLO.

© — 140M ev © — 225Mev O~ oMmev |

Gev] C1 Co Ci Co Ci Co ‘

4.0 —-0.244 1.105 —-0.274 1.121 —-0.301 1.135 ‘

5.0 —-0.217 1.091 —0.243 1.105 —0.265 1.116 ‘

6.0 —0.197 1.082 —0.22¢ 1.093 —0.239 1.102 ‘
TABLE IX. c{° andc2° for K and D-decays with in NLO.

9 = 215Mev 9 - 325Mev Y - gsMev |

Gev] C1 Cs Cy Cs Cy co |

1.0 —0.524 1.271 —0.664 1.366 —0.85] 1502 |

15 —0.413 1.201 —0.493 1.250 —0.579 1.307 ‘

2.0 —0.354 1.165 -0.412 1.200 —0.469 1.235 ‘
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VL. THE EFFECTIVE F = 1 HAMILTONIAN: INCLUSION OF QCD PENGUIN OPERATORS

In section V we have restricted ourselves to current-ctimprerators when considering QCD
corrections to the effectiver = 1 (F = B ;C;S) hamiltonian for weak decays.

As already mentioned in section Il D 3 e.g. for the = 1 case the special flavour structure
of 9, = (su), , wd), , allows notonly for QCD corrections of the current-curreyyie as in
fig. 3 (a)—(c) from which the by now well known second curreatrent operatop ; is created.
For a complete treatment of QCD corrections all possiblesnayattaching a gluon to the initial
weak F = 1transition operatop , have to be taken into account. Therefore attaching gluons to
Q. in the form of diagrams (d.1) and (d.2) in fig. 3, generatesrapetely new set of four-quark

is often referred to as insertirgy, into type—1 and type—2 penguin diagrams.

The s = 1 effective hamiltonian fok ! at scales < m .thenreads
Gr X6
He (8=1= P5ViVus @)+ w()Qu (VI.1)
=1
with
V..V
= =4d. (VI.2)
Vusvud

The set of four-quark operatops( ) and Wilson coefficients ( ) andy ( ) will be discussed one
by one in the subsections below.

A. Operators

The basis of four-quark operators for the = 1 effective hamiltonian in (VI.1) is given in
explicit form by

Q1= (8iu3)y 5 @ydi)y 5 7

Q2= (su), Ax(ud)v AT

Q3= (sd), , @y » i (VI1.3)
q
X
Q4= (sidy)y 4 @A)y A 7
q
X
Qs = (sd)y , @4 a 7
q
X

Q6= (s:ds), @A)y, a ¢
a

3Obviously, whether or not it is possible to form a closed fiermioop as in a type-1 insertion or to connect
the two currents to yield a continuous fermion line as regliior a type-2 insertion strongly depends on
the flavour structure of the operator considered. E.gofgionly the type-2 penguin diagram contributes.
This feature can be exploited to obtain NLO anomalous dimensatrices in the NDR scheme without
the necessity of calculating closed fermion loops wigh(Buraset al., 1993c), (Buragrs al., 1993a).
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As already mentioned, this basis closes under QCD renarataln.

For < m.the sums over active quark flavours in (VI.3) run ouett ands. However, when
my, > > m.Iisconsidered alsgq= chas to be included. Moreover, in this case two additional
current—current operators have to be taken into account

Q= (igy)y 5 Gd)y, , i Q5= (50, , @)y , : (V1.4)
and the effective hamiltonian takes the form
" 2 6 #
Gr X . X
He (S=1)= PoVyVyy @ ) z()Q: o)+ vi ()0 (VI.5)
=1 =1
B. Wilson Coefficients
For the Wilson coefficientg; ( ) andz; ( ) in eq. (VI.1) one has
vit )=w() 3(): (VI1.6)

The coefficientsz; andv; are the components of the six dimensional column vectqrs and
z (). Their RG evolution is given by

v()=Us(;mM m)Usmmp)M mp)Us@mp;My )C My ); (VL.7)

2()="Us( ;m)zMm.): (VL.8)

HereU: m ,;m ,) denotes the full NLO evolution matrix fof active flavours.M ;) is the
matching matrix at quark threshatd; given in eq. (111.104). These two matrices will be discussed
in more detail in subsections VI C and VI D, respectively.

The initial valuesc M ; ) necessary for the RG evolution ef ) in eq. (VI.7) can be found
according to the procedure of matching the effective (figar@d the full theory (fig. 2) as summa-
rized in section Il F. For the NDR scheme one obtains (Burag., 1992)

cl(Mw>=% S(ffw’; (V1.9)
CoMy)=1 1—61#; (V1.10)
CsMy )= Sfflw ', o) ; (VI.11)
CaMyu)= SSW)EOM; (V1.12)
CsMy )= Sfflw i, ) ; (VI1.13)
CoMuy )= s?“fuxt); (V1.14)

where
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2 x(18 1lx %) x*@15 16x+ 4¥%)

Eox)= - nx; V1.1
b= Shxr o 60 xJ * (VI.15)
2
§0 xe) = Eo &) g (V|-16)
with
m?
Xt:MV?: (VI.17)

Herek, (x) results from the evaluation of the gluon penguin diagrams.

The initial valuesc M i ) in the HV scheme can be found in (Bur@asil., 1992).

In order to calculate the initial conditionstm .) for z; ( ) in eq. (VI.8) one has to consider
the differencep QS of Q ,-type current-current operators as can be seen explicit{y/i.5).
Due to the GIM mechanism the coefficierts ) of penguin operatorg ;, i 6 1;2 are zero in
5- and 4-flavour theories. The evolution for scales m . involves then only the current-current
operator®y  ¢f, i= 1;2, with initial conditions at scale = M y

Z2My)=Ci1My); ZMy)=C,My): (V1.18)

QY, Qi andQf, do not mix with each other under renormalization. We then find
! !

Z ) =Usmemp)M my) Usmp;My ) z M)

= ; VI.1
ZZ(mc) ZZMW ) ( 9)

where this time the evolution matrices s contain only the2 2 anomalous dimension subma-
trices describing the mixing between current-current afmes. The matching matrix m ) is
then also only the correspondirlg 2 submatrix of the fulle 6 matrix in (VI.27). For the
particular case of (VI.19) it simplifies to a unit matrix. Whehe charm quark is integrated out
the operatorg ¢, disappear from the effective hamiltonian and the coeffisien( ), i6 1;2for
penguin operators become non-zero. In order to calculate.) for penguin operators a proper
matching between effective 4- and 3-quark theories, thaetaieen (VI.5) and (VI.1), has to be
made. For the 3-quark theory one obtains in the NDR scheme¢Bual., 1993b)

z, m o)

z, () 8

= <24 )F (m o) &
; VI.20

=@ ) & V120)

s=<24 )F (m ) K

~@6 F @)

N
El
Q
I
P

where
2
Fs(mc) = 5 ZZ(mc) (V|21)

In the HV scheme; ;, are modified and one h@s m .) = 0orz;m.) = 0foris 1;2.
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C. Renormalization Group Evolution and Anomalous Dimension Matrices
The general RG evolution matrix (m ,;m ,) from scalem , down tom ; < m , reads in pure
QCD

Z
gmi) 0 T(gOZ)

Ufmim,) Texp dg’ —=——; (VI.22)
gm2) @)
with . (@*) being the fullé 6 QCD anomalous dimension matrix for; :::;Q .
For the case at hand it can be expanded in terms a& follows
©) : 1)
=2 —S : VI1.23
s<g2>4s+(4)zs+ (V1.23)

Explicit expressions for © and ® will be given below.
Using eg. (VI.23) the general QCD evolution matuixm , ;m ,) of eq. (VI.22) can be written
as in (111.93) (Burast al., 1992).

S(ml)J U9 mim,) 1 S(mZ)J ; (VI.24)

Ufmqympz)= 1+ 2 2

whereu @ @ ,;m ,) denotes the evolution matrix in the leading logarithmicragpmation andy
summarizes the next-to-leading correction to this evotutiTherefore, the full matrix m ,;m ,)
sums logarithmg ;™ and . ( ;H™ with t= In n 3=m ?). Explicit expressions fov @ @ ;;m ;)
andJ are given in egs. (111.94)—(111.98).

The LO anomalous dimension matrix” of eq. (VI.23) has the explicit form (Gaillard and
Lee, 1974a), (Altarelli and Maiani, 1974), (Vainshteinal., 1977), (Gilman and Wise, 1979),
(Guberina and Peccei, 1980)

0 P 1
£ 6 0 0 0 0
E ¢ 6 _2 2 2 2 %
B N 3N 3 3N 3 o
B 22 2 4 4 G
o _ B 00 = 3 N 3 c (VI.25)
s B 0 0 ¢ 2£ 6,28 2f 2t '
B N N 3 3N 3
B
B0 0 0 0 = 6 ¢
0 0 2fF 2fF 26 6 (14N7) | of
3N 3 3N N 3

The NLO anomalous dimension matrix” of eq. (VI.23) reads in the NDR scheme (Butas!.,
1992), (Ciuchiniet al., 1994a)
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=

0
21 2f 7, 2f 79 7 65 7
B 2 9 2 3 9 3 9 3
B
E 1,28 oz 2t 202 1354 1192 904
B 2 3 2 9 243 81 243 81 G
B e
B 5911 71 £ 5983 £ 2384 71 £ 1808 £ G
) E 0 0 486 + 9 162 + 3 243 9 81 3
sNDR k=3~ B
B 0 0 379 | 56f 91 , 808f 130  502f 14 | 646f
E 18 243 6 81 9 243 3 81
E 6l f 11 f 71 6l f 11 £ 8
E0 0 5 3 ERY ¥+5 ¢
8 K
682 £ 106 £ 225 1676 £ 1343 1348 £
0 0 243 81 2 + 243 6 + 81
(V1.26)

In (VI1.25) and (V1.26) £ denotes the number of active quark flavours at a certain scalehe
corresponding results for® in the HV scheme can either be obtained by direct calculation
by using the relation (111.126). They can be found in (Bueas!., 1992), (Ciuchinir al., 1994a)
where also ther dependence of® is given.

D. Quark Threshold Matching Matrix

As discussed in section Ill F1 in general a matching matrixn ) has to be included in the
RG evolution at NLO when going from &-flavour effective theory to af  1)-flavour effective
theory at quark threshold = m (Buraset al., 1992), (Burags al., 1993b).

Forthe s = 1decayk ! in pure QCD one has (Burasal., 1992)
Mom)= 1+ 54(‘“) g (V1.27)

At the quark thresholda = m , andm = m . the matrix rreads

5
7= §P (0;0;0;1;0;1) (V1.28)
with
1 1
PT = (0;0; =;1; =;1): V1.29
( 3l 3D (V1.29)
E. Numerical Results for the K ! Wilson Coefficients in Pure QCD

We observe a visible scheme dependence for all NLO Wilsofficieats. Notably we findjy;jto
be smaller in the HV than in the NDR scheme.

Next, at NLO the absolute values fer,, andy; are suppressed relative to their LO results, except
for ys in HV andy,,s in NDR for > m.. The latter behaviour is related to the effect of the
matching matrix1 (@ .) absent for > m ..
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TABLE X. s = 1 Wilson coefficientsat = 1GevV form = 170GeV.y; =y, O.

@ - 215Mev )~ 325Mev 8~ g3smev |
Scheme¢ LO NDR| HV LO | NDR| HV LO NDR| HV |
71 -0.602 -0.407 -0.491 -0.743 -0.506 -0.636 -0.901 -0.624 —0.83
z 1.323| 1.204] 1.260| 1.423] 1.270| 1.362] 1541 1.352 1.515?
z3 0.003| 0.007| 0.004] 0.004| 0.013] 0.007|| 0.006] 0.022| 0.015
z -0.008 -0.022 -0.010 -0.012 -0.034 -0.016 -0.01§ -0.05§ —0.02
zs 0.003| 0.006| 0.003| 0.004| 0.007| 0.004|| 0.005 0.009| 0.005
z -0.009 -0.02] -0.009 -0.013 -0.034 -0.014 -0.01§ -0.05§ -0.02
v3 0.029] 0.023] 0.026] 0.036] 0.031] 0.036]| 0.045] 0.040| 0.048
V4 -0.05] -0.04§ -0.04§ -0.06Q -0.05¢ -0.059 -0.069 -0.06§ —0.07
ys 0.012| 0.004| 0.013] 0013 -0.001 0.016|| 0.014] -0.013 0.020
Vs -0.084 -0.07¢ -0.07Q -0.111 -0.109 -0.096 -0.145 -0.166 -0.13

TABLE XI. s = 1Wilson coefficientsat=m .= 13Gev form = 170G &V andf = 3effective
flavours. 35 : : : ; zs jare numerically irrelevant relative tg, .5 y1 = vy 0.

)~ 215Mev )~ 325Mev 8~ g3smev |

Scheme¢ LO NDR| HV LO | NDR| HV LO NDR| HV |
71 -051§ -0.344 -0.411 -0.621 -0.412 -0.504] -0.727 -0.487 -0.61

z 1.266| 1.166| 1.207| 1.336] 1.208] 1.269| 1.411| 1.258 1.3461
V3 0.026] 0.021| 0.024] 0.032] 0.027] 0031 0.039] 0.035 0.040
V4 —0.050 -0.04 -0.048 -0.059 -0.05§ -0.05§ -0.06§ -0.067 —0.07
vs 0.013| 0.007| 0.013] 0.015 0.005 0.016|| 0.016/ 0.001| 0.018
Vs -0.07§ -0.067 -0.063 -0.095 -0.08§ -0.079 -0.11§ -0.11§ -0.10

Forys;:::;ys there is no visiblen . dependence intherange. = 170 15) Gev. For jgjthere
is a relative variation od ( 1:5% ) for in/decreasing..
Finally, a comment on the Wilson coefficients in the HV Scherm@resented here is appropriate.
As we have mentioned in section V B, the two-loop anomaloosedsions of the weak current in
the HV scheme does not vanish. This peculiar feature of thesehéme is also felt in*. The
diagonal terms in & aquire additional universal large (v #) terms (44=3)N ? which are absent
in the NDR scheme. These artificial terms can be removed biingwith @ 2 % instead of
1. This procedure, adopted in this review and in (Buagl., 1993b), corresponds effectively
to a finite renormalization of operators which changes thedfimbent of =4 incj "V ™ ) from
13=2to 7=6. The Rome group (Ciuchir al., 1994a) has chosen not to make this additional
finite renormalization and consequently their coefficientthe HV scheme differ from the HV
coefficients presented here by a universal factor. They edound by using

nw #
Chome( )= 1 Z( Jac, ¢V () (V1.30)
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TABLE Xll. s = 1 Wilson coefficients at = 2Gev form = 170Gev. For > m .the GIM
mechanism gives; 0,i= 3;:::;6.y1=vy> O.

“@ ) @

@~ 215Mev )~ 325Mev 8~ g3smev |

Scheme¢ LO NDR| HV LO | NDR| HV LO NDR| HV |
21 -0.411 -0.266 -0.318 -0.477 -0.309 -0.374 -0.541 -0.350 —0.43

z 1.199| 1.121] 1151 1240 1145 1.185| 1.282| 1.170 1.220?
v3 0.019| 0.019| 0.018] 0.023] 0.023] 0022 0027/ 0.027| 0.026
V4 —0.040 -0.04§ -0.039 -0.046 -0.054 -0.045 -0.052 -0.062 -0.05
vs 0.011| 0.010| 0.011] 0.012| 0.010 0013 0.013] 0010/ 0.015
Vs -0.055 -0.057 -0.047 -0.067 -0.07Q -0.056 -0.07§ -0.085 -0.06

Clearly this difference is compensated by the correspandifference in the hadronic matrix
elements of the operatogs..

F. The B = 1 Effective Hamiltonian in Pure QCD

An important application of the formalism developed in thheypous subsections is for the
case ofB-meson decays. The LO calculation can be found e.g. in (Rdf#®l), (Grinstein,
1989) where the importance of NLO calculations has alreasnlpointed out. This section can
be viewed as the generalization of Grinstein’s analysi®bdythe LO approximation. We will
focusonthe B = 1, C = 0 part of the effective hamiltonian which is of particularergst for
the study of CP violation in decays to CP self-conjugate fataies. The part of the hamiltonian
inducing B = 1, C = 1 transitions involves no penguin operators and has alreaéyn b
discussed in V.

At tree-level the effective hamiltonian of interest hersimmply given by

Gp X X 0
He (B=1)= P VaVap BT @y 5 ¢ (VI.31)

F=ujcqgl=d;s

The casesf = dandd® = scan be treated separately and have the same Wilson codficien
C;( ). Therefore we will restrict the discussiondo= din the following.

Using unitarity of the CKM matrix, .+ .+ .= Owith ;= v, v, andthe factthap}, and
Q¢., have the same initial conditions at= M ;; one obtains for the effectives = 1 hamiltonian
atscales = 0 my)

G
He (B=1)= P%fc C1()QT( )+ Ca()Q5( )1+ 4 C1( QT ( )+ Ca()Q5 ()]
v Ci()Qi()g: (VI.32)

Here
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Q7= b v a @y a4 i
Q7= bq @)y 5 i

vV A
X
Q3: bd v a (qq)v A 7 (VI'33)
qX
Qs= bdy @F)y A 7
< @
Qs = bdV R @)y a 7
%
Q6= hdj _— @A)y, n 7

q

where the summation runs ovgE u;d;s;c;kb
The correspondingB = 1 Wilson coefficients at scale = 0 m ) are simply given by a
truncated version of eq. (VI1.7)

Cyp)=Us@mp;My)C My ): (VI.34)

Hereus isthe6 6 RG evolution matrix of eq. (VI.24) fof = 5 active flavours. The initial
conditionsC (M ) are identical to those of (VI1.9)—(VI.14) for thes = 1 case.

G. Numerical Results for the B = 1 Wilson Coefficients in Pure QCD

TABLE XIll. B = 1Wilson coefficients at = m 3, tmy,) = 4:40G eV form = 170G &v.
2 = 140M eV 2 = 225M ev O - soMmev |
Scheme¢ LO NDR| HV LO NDR| HV LO NDR| HV |
c; | -0274 -0.164 -0.201 -0.307 -0.184 -0.227 -0.337 -0.202 -0.25
C, 1120/ 1068 1.087| 1139 1078 1.101| 1155 1.087 1.113?
Cs 0.012| 0.012| 0011 0.013[ 0013] 0012 0015 0.015] 0.014
cy | -0026 -0.031 -0.02§ -0.030 -0.035 -0.029 -0.037 -0.03§ -0.03
Cs 0.008| 0.008| 0.008] 0.009| 0.009| 0.009|| 0.009| 0.009| 0.010
Ce | -0.033 -0.03§ -0.029 -0.03§ -0.041 -0.033 -0.047 -0.04§ -0.03

C., C4andc s show ao (20% ) scheme dependence while this dependence is much weakbefor t
rest of the coefficients.

Similarly to the S = 1 case the numerical values foB = 1 Wilson coefficients are sensitive

to the value of ;- used to determine, for the RG evolution. The sensitivity is however less
pronounced than in thes = 1 case due to the higher value= m, (m ) of the renormalization
scale.

Finally, one finds no visible. . dependence in the range. = (170 15)Gev.
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VII. THE EFFECTIVE F = 1 HAMILTONIAN: INCLUSION OF ELECTROWEAK PENGUIN
OPERATORS

inclusion of electroweak corrections, shown in figs. 2 (d é&), generates a set of new operators,
the so-called electroweak penguin operators. For the- 1 decayk ! they are usually

This means that although now we will have to deal with techliycmore involved issues like
an extended operator basis or the possibility of mixed Q@D @ontributions the underlying
principles in performing the RG evolution will closely r@skle those used in section VI for pure
QCD. Obviously, the fundamental step has already been maedea going from current-current
operators only in section V, to the inclusion of QCD penguinsection VI. Hence, in this section
we will wherever possible only point out the differenceswssn the pures 6 QCD and the
combinedio 10 QCD-QED case.

The full s = 1 effective hamiltonian fok ! at scales < m . reads including QCD
and QED correctiorfs

G ®0
He (S=1)= %vusvud @)+ w(NQ:i(); (VIL.1)

ol

with = WV, =V, V)

A. Operators

The basis of four-quark operators for the = 1 effective hamiltonian in (VII.1) is given by

3 X
Q9= > cd)y, o & @y,a i
q
3 X
Qg = 2 Sidy)y o & @A)y, a 7
q
3 X
Qo= > (6d)y o & @y 4 i (Vil.2)
q
3 X
Qo= > 6idy)y & & @A), L ¢

q

basisQ;:::;0, closes under QCD and QED renormalization. Finally,ifigr > > m . the
operators) ¢ andQ § of eq. (V1.4) have to be included again similarly to the caSpure QCD.

“In principle also operatorg ;; = emss TG, @ s3dandQ; = ;o45mes  F (1 5)d
should be considered fer ! . However, as shown in (Bertolirr al., 1995a) their numerical contri-

bution is negligible. Thereforg 1; andQ ;, will not be included here fok !
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B. Wilson Coefficients

As far as formulae for Wilson coefficients are concerned #reegalization of section VIB to
the present case is to a large extent straightforward.
First, due to the extended operator basis) andz( ) in egs. (VI.7) and (V1.8) are now ten
dimensional column vectors. Furthermore, the substitutio

Usmqy;my) ! Uegfmqi;my; )

has to be made in the RG evolution equations (VI.7), (V1.8) é¥l.19). HereuU: m ;;m,; )
denotes the fullo 10 QCD- QED RG evolution matrix fof active flavours.Us m ;;m ,; )
will still be discussed in more detail in subsection VII C.

The extended initial value M ) including nowo ( ) corrections and additional entries for

in the NDR scheme (Burag al., 1993b)

11 My)
CiMy)= = 4W ; (VI1.3)
.1 Mw) 35
C:Mw)=1 — — T (VIL.4)
C3MW )= SMW )ﬁo (><t)+ . 2 [ZBO (><t)+ CO (><t):|; (V”5)
24 6 sin”® y
My )
CiMw)= 5 By (X¢) ; (VI1.6)
CsMy )= Sz(fw 0 ) ; (VIL.7)
CeMu)= S(gw )fo (=) ; (VIL.8)
Crtlu)= — 4Co (xe) + Do (xe) ; (VI1.9)
CeMy)=0; (VI1.10)
1
CoMy )= — 4Co&e)+ Do)+ —5— (0B () 4Gy (k) ; (VIL.11)
6 sin®
CioMw)=0; (VI.12)
where
l" ]rl #
X X X
By k) = 71"1 X+ x 17 ; (VI1.13)
X X 6 3+ 2
2 2 2
D)= Sy KT O 2x 6. (VI1.15)
9 36& 1P 18 1f
4
B oxe) = Do (xe) 3¢ (VI1.16)
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¥, x.) andx. have already been defined in egs. (VI.16) and (VI1.17), rdgmd¢. HereB, x)
results from the evaluation of the box diagrams, () from the z °-penguin,D , (x) from the
photon penguin and , x) in ¥, x.) from the gluon penguin diagrams.

The initial valuesc M ) in the HV scheme can be found in (Burasail., 1993b)

0
B
B
B
B~ (24 )F m . Kg
B C
E = ((824 F)F(m(m> o

) - § O é (VII.17)
B s 8
B
B =
B
B
£ &
g =6 )F o) &

0
with F m ) given by (VI.21) and
4
F.mo)= — GzmMmo)+ zMmo)): (VI1.18)

9

In the HV scheme, in addition te;,, differing from their NDR values, one haB m.) =
F_f.) = 0and, consequently; o .) = 0for i6 1;2.

C. Renormalization Group Evolution and Anomalous Dimension Matrices

Besides an extended operator basis the main differenceebattlie pure QCD case of section
VI and the present case consists in the additional presédm@&D contributions to the RG evo-
lution. This will make the actual formulae for the RG evotutimatrices more involved, however
the underlying concepts developed in sections V and VI rertied same.

Similarly to (V1.22) for pure QCD the general RG evolutiontma U (m ,;m ,; ) from scale
m , down tom ; < m , can be written formally a3

z gma) 0 T (g.OZ; )
Umiymy; ) Tyexp dg" ———— (VI.19)
g 2) @

with  (#; ) being now the fulll0 10 anomalous dimension matrix including QCD and QED
contributions.

For the case at hand(¥?; ) can be expanded in the following way

;)= s<92>+4— @i+ ::; (VI1.20)

SWe neglect the running of the electromagnetic couplinghich is a very good approximation (Buchalla
et al., 1990).
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with the pure c-expansion of ;(g?) given in (VI.23). The term present due to QED corrections
has the expansion

g?) = e(o) + 4—s s%) + :::: (VI.21)

Using (VI1.20)—(VII.21) the general RG evolution matrix ( ; ;m ,; ) of eq. (VI.19) may
then be decomposed as follows

Umimy; )=Umi;my)+ 4—R mi;my); (VI.22)

HereU (m ;;m ,) represents the pure QCD evolution already encounteredctiogeV| but now
generalized to an extended operator basign ; ;m ,) describes the additional evolution in the
presence of the electromagnetic interactionm ; ;m ,) sums the logarithmg ;t)" and ,( ;b
with t= In n 3=m %), whereak ¢ ;;m ;) sums the logarithms( ,t)* and ( .t)".

The formula foru m ,;m ,) has already been given in (VI.24). The leading order forniaia

R (m 1;m ,) can be found in (Buchaller al., 1990) except that there a different overall normaliza-
tion (relative factor 4 inR) has been used. Here we give the general expressia far;m )
(Buraset al., 1993b)

gmn)  Umym9 T Q@)U m%m,)

R mi;m,)= d VII.23
' 2 gm2) J (gO) | ( )
2 1 x3 '
— vV K%mqym,)+ — Kj_(l)(ml;mZ) v '
0 4 =1
withg®  gm9.
The matrix kernels in (VI1.23) are defined by
MO w1 ) 1
K @ fnims))y = 2 =2 =2 i (VIL.24)
aj a_] 1 s(ml) s(Inl) s(Inl) s(mZ)
8 .
2 Ml(jl) b sm2) a3 sm2) ail ié j
Kl(l) (ml;mz) = ai aj s(ml)al sm1) ; (V||25)
1 ? M (1) sfm2) * sfmq) i: 3
i my) Sm2) J
K, mmy) = o) K Qmym,H ; (V11.26)
K3(l)(m1;m2): smi)H K (O)(ml;mZ) (V“-27)
with
M@=y 1 Ofy.
e ’ |
b !
MOoy o o@T Loy oorg oy, (VI1.28)

0

The matrixH is defined in (111.97).
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After this formal description we now give explicit expresss for the10 10 LO and NLO
anomalous dimension matrice§’, ©, ®» and ). The values quoted for the NLO matrices
are in the NDR scheme (Buras al., 1993c), (Burasr al., 1993a), (Ciuchinier al., 1994a).
The corresponding results fort™ and & in the HV scheme can either be obtained by direct
calculation or by using the QCD/QED version of eq. (lll.188)en in (Buraset al., 1993a). They
can be found in (Bura&r al., 1993c), (Buragr al., 1993a) and (Ciuchinit al., 1993a), (Ciuchini
et al., 1994a).

The6 6submatrices fop,;:::;0 of the full LO and NLO10 10 QCD matrices” and

1 are identical to the correspondirsg 6 matrices already given in egs. (VI.25) and (VI.26),

h i h i
O = B =9 i=1;::56 J= 7;:::;10: (VI1.29)

The remaining entries for rows 7-10 i’ (Bijnens and Wise, 1984) and"’ (Buraset al., 1993c),
(Ciuchiniet al., 1994a) are given in tables XIV and XV, respectively. The@ndd (f = u+ d)
denote the number of active up- and down-type quark flavours.

TABLE XIV. Rows 7-10 of the LO anomalous dimension matré?).

&G 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
71 0 o0 0 0 0 0 2 6 0 0
sl ol o 2 (éN d=2) 2(u 3d:2) 2 (u3Nd=2) 2@ 3d:2) 0 6 ( N1+N ) 0 0
9 0| o0 = 2 = 2 0 0 = 6
10 0 0 2 (L;N d=2) 2(u 3d=2) 2 (u3Nd=2) 2 3d=2) 0 0 6 N_6
TABLE XV. Rows 7-10 of the NLO anomalous dimension matr_&’ forN = 3and NDR.
3 1 2 3 4 5
7 0 0 61 (U; d=2) 11 (1; d=2) 83 (u9d:2)
8 0 0 6822(123 d=2) 106 (1;1 d=2) 704 (;143d=2)
9 0 0 202, 73 (u9d=2) 135 © ;1:2) u% 71 (ugd:Z)
10 0 0 7_99 106 (;143d=2) % + 826 (L;l d=2) 6_95 502 (12143d=2)
3 3) 6 7 8 9 10
7 _ilw d=2) (uB d=2) % % 99 + % 0 0
8 736 ta_d=2) 254 45 1343 1 0 0
I e s 0 0 3+ 2 g i

The full10 10 matrices [ (Lusignoli, 1989) and !’ (Buraset al., 1993a), (Ciuchinéz al.,
1994a) can be found in tables XVI and XVII, respectively.

65



TABLE XVI. The LO anomalous dimension matri>é0).

3) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1 5 o ol o] of o S 0 1o 5
2l 0 & o| o of o 16 0 16 0
3 0 0 0 0 0 0 %Jr 16N (1217 d=2) 0 %Jr 16N (2117 4=2) 0
4 0 0 0 0 0 0 1267N L 16 (u27d=2) 0 1267N 4 16 (u27d=2) %
5 0 0 0 0 0| O % + w 0 16N (1217 d=2) 0
6 0 0 0 0 ol o w % 16 (u27d:2) 0
7 0 0 0 0 % 0 %+ % 0 16N (1217+ d=4) 0
8 0 0 0 0 of 3% % 4 16 (u2+7d:4) 0
9 0 0 % 0 ol o 2_87+ W 0 %Jr 16N (;7+d:4) 0
10 0 0 0 % 0 0 8_1\71 L 16 (u2+7d=4) 0 82_1\7] L 16 (u2+7d=4) %

D. Quark Threshold Matching Matrix

Extending the matching matrix (m ) of (VI.27) to the simultaneous presence of QCD and

QED corrections yields

LYNFINS

4 4

At scale = m, the matrices rand xread

5
7= b ©0:0;0; 2j0; 2;0;1;0;1)

10
£ = —P (0;0;6;2;6;2; 3; 1; 3; 1)
81
andat = m.

5
§P 0;0;0;1;0;1;0;1;0;1)

40
E.P 0;0;3;1;3;1;3;1;3;1)

with eq. (VI1.29) generalized to

T 1 1
Pp- = 0;0; =71, =;1;0;0;0;0);
3 3
PT = (0;0;0;0;0;0;1;0;1;0) :
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TABLE XVII. The NLO anomalous dimension matrixs’ for N = 3 and NDR.

(6F3g)] 1 2 3 4 5
1 194 2 88 88 88
9 3 243 81 243
> 25 49 556 556 556
3 9 729 243 729
3 0 0 1690 136 d=2) 1690 , 136 d=2) 232 136@ d=2)
729 243 243 81 729 243
4 0 0 641 388u | 32d 655 , 388u  32d 88 388u . 32d
243 729 729 81 243 243 243 729 729
136 (u d=2) 136 d=2) 136 d=2)
5 0 0 243 81 2 243
748u , 212d 748u 212d 748u | 212d
6 0 0 729 + 729 243 243 3 729 729
7 0 0 136 (u+ d=4) 136 (u+ d=4 ) 116 136+ d=4)
243 81 9 243
748u 106d 748u 106d 748u 106d
8 0 0 729 729 243 243 S PE 729
9 0 0 7012 136 (u+ d=4) 764 + 136 (u+ d=4) 116 136 (u+ d=4)
729 243 243 81 729 243
1333 388u  16d 107 , 388u , 16d 44 388u  16d
10 0 0 243 729 729 Bt 243t Za3 243 729 729
(6F3)] 6 7 8 9 10
1 88 152 10 136 56
81 27 9 27 9
> 556 484 124 3148 172
243 729 27 729 27
232 136 (u d=2) 3136 104 u d=2) 64 88 u d=2) 20272 184 d=2) 112 8u d=2)
3 223 T 81 29 T 27 27 9 725 T 27 27t 9
88 , 388u  32d| 152 , 3140u , 656d| 40 100u  16d|170 , 908u , 1232d| 14 , 1481  80d
4 at Za3 23| 217 720 T 20 9 27 271727 7 T2s t 2o 3t 7 27
5| g4 1360 d=2) 232, 104 @ d-2) 40 , 88 d=2) 184 d=2) 8(u d=2)
81 9 27 3 9 27 9
748u 212d 5212u 4832d | 182 188u 160 d 2260u 2816d 140 u 64d
6| 7+ 243 243 2 729 720 |9 v 27 27 29 T T729 1 v T
7 20 + 136 (u+ d=4) 134 + 104 u+ d=4) 38 + 88 (u+ d=4) 184 (u+ d=4) 8 (u+d=4)
3 81 9 27 3 9 27 9
91 , 748u , 106d 5212 u  2416d | 154 , 188u , 80d 2260u  1408d 140u  32d
8 9t 243 T 213 2 729 729 5t 7t 7 729 729 27 27
116 136 (u+ d=4) 1568 104 (u+ d=4) 32 88 (u+ d=4) 5578 184 (u+ d=4) 38 8 (u+ d=4)
9 2153t 81 720 T 27 27t 9 720 t 27 2t 9
44 , 388u , 16d 76 , 3140u  328d 20 100u , 8d | 140 , 908u  616d 28 , 148u , 40d
10 ant 23t Za3 277 729 729 9 27 T 27 27+t 29 729 St ot o7
E. Numerical Results for the K ! Wilson Coefficients
Tables XVIII-XX give the s = 1 Wilson coefficients foQ ,;:::;0 1, in the mixed case of
QCD and QED.
The coefficients for the current-current and QCD penguinr&@pesQ ,;:::;Q ¢ are only very
weakly affected by the extension of the operator basis toeleetroweak penguin operators
Q7;:::;010. Therefore the discussion far;; :::;0 ¢ given in connection with tables X—XII for
the case of pure QCD basically still holds and will not be etpd here.
For the remaining coefficients af,; :::;0 1, one finds a moderate scheme dependence;far,

andy,,, but a0 (9% ) one forys. The notable feature of;; jbeing larger in NDR than in HV still
holds, but is now confronted with an exactly opposite depend for the other important = 1
Wilson coefficientys which is in addition enhanced over its LO value.

The particular dependence ¢f and ys with respect to scheme, LO/NLO and. (see below)
should be kept in mind for the later discussion's{" in section XIX.
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TABLE XVIIl. s = 1 Wilson coefficientsat = 1GeV form (= 170GeV.y; =y, 0.

@ - 215Mev )~ 325Mev 8~ g3smev |
Scheme¢ LO NDR| HV LO | NDR| HV LO NDR| HV
71 -0.607 -0.409 -0.494 -0.748 -0.509 -0.640| -0.907 -0.62§ —0.841
z 1.333| 1212| 1.267| 1.433] 1278 1.371| 1552| 1.361] 1.525
z3 0.003| 0.008| 0.004] 0.004] 0.013] 0.007|| 0.006] 0.023] 0.015
z -0.008 -0.022 -0.01Q -0.0127 -0.035 -0.017 -0.017 -0.05§ —0.029
zs 0.003| 0.006| 0.003| 0.004| 0.008 0.004|| 0.005 0.009| 0.005
z -0.009 -0.024 -0.009 -0.013 -0.035 -0.014] -0.01§ -0.059 -0.02§
z7= 0.004| 0.003| -0.003[ 0.008 0.011| -0.002] 0.011] 0.021| -0.001
zg= 0 0.008| 0.006| 0.001| 0.014| 0010| 0.001| 0.027| 0.017
zg= 0.005| 0.007 0 0.008| 0.018| 0.005| 0.012| 0.034| 0.011
Z10= 0 | -0.005 -0.006] -0.001] -0.008 -0.010| -0.001 -0.014] -0.017
V3 0.030| 0.025] 0.028] 0.038 0.032] 0037 0.047| 0.042] 0.050
V4 -0.057 -0.04§ -0.05Q -0.061 -0.05§ -0.06]) -0.07] -0.06§ —0.074
vs 0.012| 0.005| 0.013] 0.013| -0.001 0.016|| 0.014] -0.013 0.021
Vs -0.08§ -0.07§ -0.071] -0.113 -0.11] -0.097] -0.148 -0.169 -0.139
y7= 0.027| -0.033] -0.032| 0.036| -0.032 —-0.030| 0.043| -0.031] -0.027
ye= 0.114| 0.121| 0.133| 0158 0.173| 0.188| 0.216| 0254| 0.275
yo= | -1.491] -1.479 -1.480| -1.585 -1.576] -1577| -1.700 -1.718 -1.722
vio= | 0.650| 0540| 0.547| 0.800| 0.690| 0.699| 0.968| 0.892| 0.906

We also note that in the rangemaf. considered hergy, is very small,ys is essentially unaffected
by NLO QCD corrections ang, is suppressed for  m.. It should also be stressed thgfjand
j/10jare substantially larger thai; jalthough, as we will see in the analysis"8¢", the operator
Qs is more important than , andQ ,, for this ratio.

Next, one infers from tables XVIII-XX that also in the mixedCQ/QED case the Wilson coeffi-
cients show a strong dependence ga-.

guins show a sizeable . dependence in the range. = (170 15)Gev. With in/decreasing
m . there is a relative variation @f ( 19% ) ando ( 10% ) for the absolute values gfandys.;,
respectively. This is illustrated further in figs. 5 and 6 whthem . dependence of these coeffi-
cients is shown explicitly. This strong.-dependence originates in thé-penguin diagrams. The
m -dependence of, andy;, can be conveniently parametrized by a linear function tocani@acy
better tharD 5% . Details of thisn .-parametriziation can be found in table XXI.

Finally, in tables XVIII-XX one observes again the usuatfea of decreasing Wilson coefficients
with increasing scale.

F. The B = 1 Effective Hamiltonian Including Electroweak Penguins

Finally we present in this section the Wilson coefficientdtions of the B = 1, ¢ = 0
hamiltonian, including the effects of electroweak pengcamtributions (Buras: al., 1993b).

68



TABLE XIX. s = 1 Wilson coefficientsat = m .= 13Gev form. = 170G&v andf = 3
effective flavours.z; 5 : : :; 10 jare numerically irrelevant relative g, y1 = v2 0.

)~ 215Mev )~ 325Mev 8~ g3smev |
Scheme¢ LO NDR| HV LO NDR| HV LO NDR| HV

71 -0521 -0.34¢ -0.413 -0.62 -0.415 -0.507 -0.733 -0.490 —0.617
z 1.275| 1.172| 1.214| 1345 1.216] 1.276| 1.420| 1.265| 1.354
v3 0.027| 0.023| 0.025] 0.034] 0.029] 0033 0.041] 0036 0.042
V4 —0.051 -0.048 -0.049 -0.06] -0.057 -0.060 -0.07Q -0.06§ —0.072
vs 0.013| 0.007| 0.014] 0.015 0.005 0.016|| 0.017| 0.001| 0.018
Yo -0.07§ -0.064 -0.063 -0.09¢ -0.089 -0.081] -0.120 -0.11§ -0.103
y7= 0.030| -0.031] -0.031] 0.039| -0.030| —-0.028] 0.048| -0.029] -0.026
ye= 0.092| 0.103| 0.112| 0.121| 0.136| 0.145| 0.155| 0.179| 0.189
yo= | -1.428 -1.423 -1.423( -1.490 -1.479| -1.479| -1.559| -1.548 —1.549
vie= | 0558| 0.451| 0457 0668| 0.547| 0553| 0.781| 0.656| 0.664

TABLE XX. s = 1 Wilson coefficients at = 2Gev form = 170G&v. For > m .the GIM
mechanism gives; 0,i= 3;:::;10. y1= v, O.

4

@) @ _

)~ 215Mev Y~ 325Mev Y - asMev |
Schem¢  LO NDR| HV LO | NDR| HV LO NDR| HV

21 -0.413 -0.26§ -0.324] -0.487 -0.31Q -0.376 -0.544 -0.357 -0.432
22 1.206) 1.127| 1.157| 1.248) 1151 1191 1290 1.176] 1.227
V3 0.021] 0.020| 0.019]] 0025/ 0.024] 0.023] 0.028] 0.028] 0.027
V4 -0.04] -0.04§ -0.04Q -0.047 -0.055 -0.046 -0.053 -0.063 —0.053
vs 0011 0.010| 0012 0012 0011| 0.013| 0.014| 0.011| 0.015
Ve -0.05¢ -0.05§ -0.047 -0.06§ -0.07] -0.057 -0.079 -0.08¢ —0.06§
yo= 0.031| -0.023 -0.020] 0.037| -0.019] -0.020] 0.042| -0.016] —0.019
ve= 0.068| 0076 0.084| 0084 0.094| 0.102| 0.101| 0.113| 0.121
yo= | -1.357| -1.361] -1.357| -1.393 -1.389 -1.389| -1.430 -1.419 -1.423
vio= | 0442| 0356| 0360| 0513| 0414 0419| 0581| 0472| 0.477

These effects play a role in certain penguin-induced B melsmays as discussed in (Fleischer,
1994a), (Fleischer, 1994b), (Deshpamrdel., 1995), (Deshpande and He, 1995).

The generalization of thee = 1, ¢ = 0 hamiltonian in pure QCD (VI.32) to incorporate
also electroweak penguin operators is straightforward @btains

G
He (B =1)= P%fc C1( )07 ( )+ Ca()Q5( )1+ 4w E1()Q7( )+ C2()Q5()]

e Ci()Qi()g: (VI1.37)
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y,/a

TABLE XXI. Coefficients in linearm .-parametriziationy;=

coefficientsys= andy.,= atscale = m . for ;44_’5= 325M &V .

a+ b m=170G&v) of Wilson

‘ Yo= Y10= ‘

a b a b |
LO 0.189 -1.682 -0.111 0.78
NDR 0.129 -1.611 —0.129 0.67
HV 0.129 -1.611 -0.121 0.67

1 0.20
0.08 - 1 018
4 0.16
0.04
4014
0.00 |- 1oz B
- 0.10
-0.04 - ]
- 0.08
_008 L | L | L | L | L | L | L | L L | L | L | L | L | L | L | L 006
130 140 150 160 170 180 190 200 140 150 160 170 180 190 200 210
m, [GeV] m, [GeV]
FIG. 5. Wilson coefficients; tm .)= andyg tm )= as functions ofa . for ﬂs = 325M V.
where the operator basis now includes the electroweak jrengerators
3 X
Q7=§ deA & @@y, 7
q
3 X
Qg = 3 bdy 0 & @Byia i
q
3 X
Qg= > d . e @, , i (VI11.38)
3 X
Q0= > byd; v a2 S @)y a
q
in addition to (VI1.33). The Wilson coefficients at= m, read
Cyp)=Ustmp;My; )CMy): (V11.39)

whereUs is the10 10 evolution matrix of (VII.22) forf = 5 flavors. The M ; ) are given in
(VIL.3) — (VI.12) in the NDR scheme.
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FIG. 6. Wilson coefficientss tm .)= andy o tm <)= as a function ofa . for % = 325M eV.
G. Numerical Results for the B = 1 Wilson Coefficients
TABLE XXIl. B = 1 Wilson coefficientsat = m , tm ) = 4:40G &V form .= 170G &V.
© — 140M ev O — 225Mev © — 310 ev |
Scheme LO NDR HV LO NDR HV LO NDR HV
C, -0.27 -0.16 -0.20 -0.30 -0.18 -0.22 -0.33 -0.20 —0.25iq
Co 1.125 1.072 1.091 1.144 1.082 1.105 1.161 1.092 1.117
Cs 0.013 0.013 0.012 0.014 0.014 0.013 0.016 0.016 0.015
Cy -0.027 -0.031 -0.026 -0.03Q -0.035 -0.029 -0.033 -0.039 —0.033
Cs 0.008 0.008 0.008 0.009 0.009 0.009 0.009 0.009 0.010
Cs -0.03 -0.03§¢ -0.02 -0.03 -0.041 -0.03 -0.04 -0.044 —0.031
Cq= 0.042| -0.003] 0.006 0.045| -0.002| 0.005 0.047| -0.001| 0.005
Cg= 0.041 0.047 0.052 0.048 0.054 0.060 0.054 0.061 0.067
Co= -1.264| -1.279] -1.269| -1.280 -1.292| -1.283| -1.294] -1.303| -1.296
C1o= 0.291 0.234 0.237 0.328 0.263 0.266 0.360 0.288 0.291

Table XXl lists the B = 1 Wilson coefficients fon ;;05,°;03;:::;Q 1, in the mixed case
of QCD and QED.
Similarly to the s = 1 case the coefficients for the current-current and QCD pengperators
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-Cy/a

ever, this dependence is less pronounced for the coefficigihtan it is forC ;,5,1. This is notewor-
thy since inB -meson decays , usually resides in the dominant electroweak penguin daution
(Fleischer, 1994a), (Fleischer, 1994b), (Deshpandé, 1995), (Deshpande and He, 1995).

pendence in the range. = (170 15)Gev. With in/decreasingn. there is similarly to the
S = 1 case a relative variation @f ( 19% ) ando ( 10% ) for the absolute values af; and
Cs,10, FEspectively.
Since the coefficients ; andc ;o play an important role in B decays we show in fig. 7 their

dependence explicitly. Again the .-dependence can be parametrized by a linear function to an

accuracy better tham:5 % . Details of them .-parametriziation are given in table XXIII.

TABLE XXIIl. Coefficients in linearm -parametriziationrc;= = a+ b m=170G eV ) of Wilson

coefficientsc o= andc ;o= atscale = m , = 44Gev for %= 225M eV .

Co= C10= ‘

a b a b |

LO 0.152 -1.434 —0.056 0.38
NDR 0.109 —1.403 —0.065 0.32
HV 0.117 —1.403 —0.062 0.32

16 0.40

4035
14

4 0.30 &_

Q

12 1

4025
10 L | L | L | L | L | L | L | L L \ L | L | L | L | L | L | L 020
130 140 150 160 170 180 190 200 140 150 160 170 180 190 200 210

m, [GeV] m, [GeV]

FIG. 7. Wilson coefficient€ o= andC ;o= at = m , my) = 4:40Gev as a function ot . for

) _ oo5Mev.
M S
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VIIL. THE EFFECTIVE HAMILTONIAN FORK , ! Y¢'e

The s = 1effective hamiltonianfok ; ! %e"e atscales < m.is given by
2 3
GF §{7V
He (S=1)= P—évusvule @ ()+ ¥(NQi( )+  viaMyu)Qqa My)> (VILI)
i=1
with
V..V
= 4. (VI.2)
Vusvud

of eq. (VI.3). For scales > m . again the current-current operatq@s,, of eq. (VI.4) have to be
taken into account.
The new operators specificto the decay ! ‘e"e are

Q7 = (sd)y a €8y ; (VI.3)
Q7 = (sd)y a (€e)a : (VIIL.4)

They originate through the- andz°-penguin and box diagrams of fig. 2.
It is convenient to introduce the auxiliary operator

0% = (=4 6y a € (VIIL.5)

and work for the renormalization group analysis in the basis:::;04, 09, . The factor = in
the definition ofQ 9, implies that in this new basis the anomalous dimension matrill be a
function of . alone. At the end of the renormalization group analysis, fdxtor will be put back
into the Wilson coefficient ;, ( ) of the operatop -, in eq. (VIII.3). There is no need to include
a similar factor inQ ;, as this operator does not mix under renormalization withrémeaining
operators. Since -, has no anomalous dimension its Wilson coeffcient-isdependent.

In principle one can think of including the electroweak fowark penguin operators

elements for the decay, ! “e'e are both of ordeo ( ) implying that these operators even-
tually would enter the amplitude ® , ! °e"e )ato ( ?). To the order considered here this
contribution is thus negligible. This should be distindngid from the case af ! discussed

in section VII. There, in spite of being suppressed by , relative to QCD penguin operators,
the electroweak penguin operators have to be included ianbé/sis because of the additional
enhancement fact®en ;=Reh , / 22 present in the formula fot’=" (see section XIX). Such an
enhancement factor is not presentinthe !  °c*e case and the electroweak penguin opera-
tors can be safely neglected.

Concerning the Wilson coefficients, the electroweak fous§ penguin operators would also af-
fect through mixing under renormalization the coefficientg:::;C,ato ( ) andC 4 ato ( ?).
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Since the corresponding matrix elementsare ) ando (1), respectively, we again obtain a neg-
ligible 0 ( ?)effectina €K, ! C%e'e).

In summary, the electroweak four-quark penguin operators : :;0 1, can safely be neglected in
the following discussionofi ., (S = 1)fork ! P‘e'e.

We also neglect the “magnetic moment” operators.Theseatqrs; being of dimension five,
do not influence the Wilson coefficients of the operatorg:::;04, Qv andQ-,. Since their
contributions tok ;, ! “e"e are suppressed by an additional faatoy, they appear strictly
speaking at higher order in chiral perturbation theory. @& dther hand the magnetic moment
type operators play a crucial rolein! s andb ! d transitions as discussed in sections I1X
and XXIIl. They also have to be kept inthe de@y! X .e" e .

B. Wilson Coefficients

Egs. (VI.6)—(VI.8) remain valid in the case &f, ! ‘e'e with Us m;m,)andM (m ;)
now denoting7 7 matrices in thep;;:::;04, Q3, basis. The Wilson coefficients are given

o )V7v( ) ; 2%, ()= a )zW( ) (VII1.6)

ng( )=

are the rescaled Wilson coefficients of the auxiliary operat), used in the renormalization
group evolution.
The initial conditionsC; M ¢ );:::55Ce My ), 22 My ), Z2 My )andz; mo);:::;26 ) for

(VI1.20).
The corresponding initial conditions for the remaining i@gersQ 9, and Q- specific to

K, ! C%e"e arethen giveninthe NDR scheme by
" #
sMy) Co&e)  BoXe)
Coy My )= LI Tt Dok 4G (e (VIIL7)
2 sn”
and
B
CoaMyuy)=ymMy)= — O(Xt,)z Co b, (VII1.8)
2 sin®

In order to findz3, @ .) which results from the diagrams of fig. 3, we simply have tezaésthe
NDR result forz; tm .) in eq. (VII.17) by a factor of 3 .= . Thisyields

sfmc)

S Femo): (VI11.9)

z2, o) =
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C. Renormalization Group Evolution and Anomalous Dimension Matrices

construction a pure ( ;) expansion

2
=2 04 s By ..., VIII.10
] ot ( )

where @ and ® are7 7 matrices. The evolution matrice&s m ,;m ,) in eqs. (VI.7) and
(V1.8) are for the present case simply given by (V1.24) andg94)—(111.98).

The 6 6 submatrix of © involving the operator® ,;:::;0 has already been given in
eg. (VI1.25). Here we only give the remaining entries ¢ related to the additional presence of
the operaton 3,

O - 1y n = 3

O 1y oy ¢ o2 v= Fu o § o (VIIL.11)
Do gwou S % |
o g = 2N + it 9 =0 i= 1;:::6

whereN denotes the number of colours. These elements have bearafostated in (Gilman and
Wise, 1980) except that\y and > have been corrected in (Eeg and Picek, 1988), (Flynn and
Randall, 1989a).
Thee6 6 submatrix of @ involving the operatorg ;; :::;0 ¢ has already been presented as
Bin eq. (VI.26) and the seventh column of’ is given as follows in the NDR scheme (Buras
et al., 1994a)

8
921w,
200 1
1)
=2 N - .
8 464 1
1) 2
373 2 81 N ’
280 64 1 8
Do i g- - N +- N2 1 (VI1.12)
81 ;81 N 3
8 d
1) 2
57 3 2 4
W 440 424 1
o = U—— d— N -
81 81 N
O 68, 20

7(1i)= 0 i= 1;:::;6

whereC; = N? 1)=@N ). The corresponding results in the HV scheme can be founduraB
et al., 1994a).
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D. Quark Threshold Matching Matrix

Forthecase ok, ! ‘e"e the matching matrixa ) has in the basig;:::;06;09,
the form
M )= 1+ 54(“” g (VII1.13)

whereland £ are7 7matrices anch is the scale of the quark threshold.

The 6 6 submatrix ofM (@ ) involving Q;;:::;0 ¢ has been given in eq. (VI.28). The re-
maining entries of  can be found from the matrixx given in egs. (VI.32) and (VI1.34) by
making a simple rescaling by 3 .= asinthe case af; (m .).

In summary, for the quark threshatd = m , the matrix xzreads

0 1
000 O O O 0
B ¢}
E OO0 0O 0 O 0 8
000 0 0 0 2&
_B 5 5 5 5 20
E00O0O 0 0 0 &
B 5 5 5 5 20
€003 55 5§ K&
OO0 0O 0 O 0
Form = m .the seventh column ofzin (VIIl.14) has to be multiplied by 2.
E. Numerical Results for the K, ! %' e Wilson Coefficients
TABLE XXIV. K1, ! Ye" e Wilson coefficients foQ v at = 1Gev form . = 170Gev. The
corresponding coefficients far,; :::;0 ¢ can be found in table X of section VI.
)~ 215Mev )~ 325Mev 9 = 435Mev |
Scheme LO NDR HV LO NDR HV LO NDR HV ‘
Zy = —-0.014{ -0.015] 0.005 —0.024| -0.046] -0.003|| -0.035 -0.084 —0.011‘
yw = 0.575 0.747 0.740 0.540 0.735 0.725 0.509 0.720 0.710
Y= -0.700 -0.700; -0.700| -0.700f -0.700; -0.700| -0.700{ -0.700; -0.700
Inthe case ok, ! O%e'e,dueto Y = & = 0 i= 1;:::;6in eq. (VII.11) and
(VII.12), respectively, the RG evolution @f ;; : : :;Q ¢ is completely unaffected by the additional
presence of the operator,,. Thek, ! °e"e Wilson coefficientsz; andy;, i= 1;:::;6 at
scale = 1Gev can therefore be found in table X of section VI.
Thek, ! %e"e Wilson coefficients for the remaining operatars, andQ -, are given in

table XXIV. Some insight in the analytic structurewf will be gained by studying the analogous
decayB ! X.,e"e in section X and also in section XXI where the phenomenoldgyg o !
%" e will be presented.
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TABLE XXV. K1 ! Y%'e Wilson coefficientsz;y= andy;y= form . = 170G ev and various
values of .

)~ 215Mev s =@ 325Mev s =WasMer |
Schemé LO | NDR| HV LO | NDR| HV LO | NDR| HV |
[Gev] Zvy =
0.8 -0.031 -0.029 0.004f -0.053 -0.081 -0.013 -0.077 -0.149 -0.023
1.0 -0.014 -0.013 0.005f -0.024 -0.046 -0.003 -0.035 -0.084 -0.011
1.2 -0.004 -0.009 0.002] -0.006 -0.029 0 -0.009 -0.051 -0.007
[Gev] Y=
0.8 0.578 0.751| 0.74 0.545 0.739 0.730 0.514 0.722 0.712
1.0 0.575 0.747| 0.74 0.540 0.735 0.725 0.509 0.720 0.710
12 | 0571| 0744 0736 0537 0731 0.721| 0505 0.716| 0.706

In table XXV we show the -dependence of,, = andy;, = . We find a pronounced scheme
and -dependence fot;, . This signals that these dependences have to be carefdligss®d in
the calculation of the CP conserving partinthe ! °e"e amplitude. On the other hand, the
scheme and-dependences far,, are belowo (1:5% ).

Similarly, z;y shows a strong dependence on the choice of the QCD sgalevhile this depen-
dence is small or absent fgf, andy,, respectively.

Finally, as seen from eq. (VIII.9),, is independent ah .. However, with in/decreasing . in the
rangem. = (170 15)G eV there is a relative variation af ( 3% ) ando ( 14% ) for the abso-
lute values ofy, andyq, , respectively. This is illustrated further in fig. 8 and @bIXVI where
them . dependence of these coefficients is shown explicitly. Aeaidlly form. 175G ev one
finds v 3 7 7 Most importantly the impact of NLO corrections is to enhaiice Wilson
coefficienty;, by roughly25% . As we will see in section XXI this implies an enhancementef t
direct CP violationirk ;, ! Ye'e .

TABLE XXVI. K1 ! Y%"e Wilson coefficientsy;y= andy-»= for = 1:0Gev and various
values ofm ..
Y= Y=
i; = 215M &V i’s = 325M eV i; = 435M &V

m[GeV] LO NDR HV LO NDR HV LO NDR HV
150 0.54q 0.719 0.711] 0.512 0.706 0.697 0.481 0.692 0.681] -—0.576
160 0.560 0.733 0.72| 0.52 0.7213 0.711 0.49§ 0.706 0.696] —0.6371
170 0.57§ 0.747 0.74Q0| 0.540 0.735 0.725 0.509 0.720 0.710] -0.700
180 0.588 0.761] 0.753| 0.554 0.748 0.739] 0.523 0.734 0.723] -0.765
190 0.60Y4 0.774 0.766| 0.567 0.761 0.752 0.53q 0.747 0.73G] —0.833
200 0.614 0.78¢g 0.779] 0.58Q 0.774 0.764 0.549 0.760 0.749] -0.907
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FIG. 8. Wilson coefficientsy;y = 3% and j7a = 3¢ as a function ofa . for D(f_; = 325M &V at scale

= 10Ge&V.
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IX. THE EFFECTIVE HAMILTONIAN FORB ! X4

The effective hamiltonianfoB ! X, atscales = 0 fuy) is given by

nw #
Gy X6

He B! s )= P2VaVs  Ci()Q:()+Cr ()07 ()+ Cas ( )Quss () (IX.1)
=1

where in view ofy7, v =V, V, j< 0:02 we have neglected the term proportionaltqQv,,.

us

A. Operators
The complete list of operators is given as follows

Q1= (BiGlv a Gbiv a
Q.= (so)y A)((Cb)v A

Q3= by a @v a

9
X

Q4= (siby)v a @%)v a

q
X

Q5= by a @v+a (IX-Z)

q
X

Q6= (Bily)v a @%)v +a
q

e
Qs = Fmbsi 1+ s5)bF

g
Qgc = g 2bSi @+ 5)TIG*

contained in the usuaB = 1 hamiltonian presented in section VIF. The new operapors and

Qg; Specificforb! s andb ! sgtransitions carry the name of magnetic penguin operators.
They originate from the mass-insertion on the external &kjline in the QCD and QED penguin
diagrams of fig. 4 (d), respectively. In view of,  m,, we do not include the corresponding
contributions from mass-insertions on the external s4qliae.

B. Wilson Coefficients
A very peculiar feature of the renormalization group anialgs$ the set of operators in (1X.2)

Q- ;Q g vanishes at the one-loop level. Consequently in order tutate the coefficients, ( )
andcC g ( ) inthe leading logarithmic approximation, two-loop caktibns ofo (eg?) ando (7))
are necessary. The corresponding NLO analysis requiresvdieation of the mixing in question
at the three-loop level. In view of this new feature it is uséd include additional couplings in the
definition ofQ ;, andQ g; as done in (1X.2). In this manner the entries in the anomalaugnsion
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and enter the anomalous dimension matrfX. Correspondingly the three-loop mixing between
these two sets of operators enters the matfik

The mixing under renormalization in the sectoy ;Q s proceeds in the usual manner and the
corresponding entries in® and * result from one-loop and two-loop calculations, respetyiv

At present, the coefficients, andcg; are only known in the leading logarithmic approxi-
mation. Consequently we are in the position to give here tmdyr values in this approximation.
The work on NLO corrections to; andcCgg is in progress and we will summarize below what
is already known about these corrections.

The peculiar feature of this decay mentioned above causedtté first fully correct calcula-
tion of the leading anomalous dimension matrix has beenrwdaonly in 1993 (Ciuchinér al.,
1993Db), (Ciuchinier al., 1994c). It is instructive to clarify this right at the beging. We follow
here (Buragz al., 1994c).

two-loop diagrams is generally regularization scheme déeet. This is certainly disturbing be-
cause the matrix [, being the first term in the expansion fay, is usually scheme independent.
There is a simple way to circumvent this difficulty (Bukas:/., 1994c).

As noticed in (Ciuchinkr al., 1993b), (Ciuchinkr al., 1994c) the regularization scheme de-
pendence of @ inthecase ob! s andb! sgis signaled in the one-loop matrix elements

scheme and in the HV scheme but some of them are non-zero NORescheme. One has
M idone wop = YilR7 dime; 1= 17:::;6 (1X.3)
and
MO 335 pop = ZiMQ g6 dereei A= 1j:::6: (1X.4)
Inthe HV scheme all thg,’s andz;’s vanish, while in the NDR scheme= (0;0;0;0; %; 1)
andz = (0;0;0;0;1;0). This regularization scheme dependence is canceled by@sponding
regularization scheme dependence [fi as first demonstrated in (Ciuchiai al., 1993b), (Ciu-
chini et al., 1994c). It should be stressed that the numblemsnd z; come from divergent, i.e.
purely short-distance parts of the one-loop integrals. &Goeference to the spectator-model or to
any other model for the matrix elements is necessary here.
In view of all this it is convenient in the leading order tormduce the so-called “effective

coefficients” (Buragr al., 1994c) for the operatos, andQ g; which are regularization scheme
independent. They are given as follows:

X6
C7(O)eff( ) = C7(0) () + YiCi(O) (): (IX.5)
=1
and
O)eff _ 0) x° 0)
Cage ()=Cg ( )+ zZCy () (I1X.6)
=1

One can then introduce a scheme-independent vector

(0)ef £

©) ©) (O)ef £
() (1)iCg

C(O)eff( )= C]_ ;:::;CG ( );C7 ( ) M (IX?)
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From the RGE foc © ( ) itis straightforward to derive the RGE far @<t ( ). It has the form

d ©Q)eff

_ s (O)eff O)eff
d_ci ()= 4_ i Cj () (|X.8)
where
o F ©) ©) ©) N
oere <7 + E: Yx 5k ¥ 77 3 g7 I=7;j=1,...,6

Oeff _ ) 6 ©) ©) o
ji - 3 38 + o1 % 3k Z gg |—8;J—1,...,6 (|X.9)

: ) .

otherwise.

Ji

The matrix ©°f is a scheme-independent quantity. It equals the matrixiwme would directly
obtain from two-loop diagrams in the HV scheme. In order to@ify the notation we will omit
the label “eff” in the expressions for the elements of this@fve one loop anomalous dimension
matrix given below and keep it only in the Wilson coefficieatdhe operatorg ; andQ g .

This discussion clarifies why it took so long to find the corleading anomalous dimension
matrix for theb ! s decay (Ciuchiniet al., 1993b), (Ciuchiniet al., 1994c). All previous
calculations (Grinsteiat al., 1990), (Cellaer al., 1990), (Misiak, 1993), (Adel and Yao, 1993),
(Adel and Yao, 1994) of the leading order QCD correction®tb s used the NDR scheme
setting unfortunately; andy; to zero, or not including all operators or making other nksta
The discrepancy between the calculation of (Grigjanis., 1988) (DRED scheme) and (Grinstein
et al., 1990) (NDR scheme) has been clarified by (Misiak, 1994).

C. Renormalization Group Evolution and Anomalous Dimension Matrices
The coefficients ; ( ) in (IX.1) can be calculated by using
C()=1Us(;My)CMy) (1X.10)

HereUs ( ;M )isthe8 8 evolution matrix which is given in general terms in (111.98)th
being this time ar8 8 anomalous dimension matrix. In the leading orde¢ ;M ) is to be

replaced bys.”’ ( ;M ;; ) and the initial conditions bg © ( , ) given by (Grinsteirer al., 1990)

©)

C, My)=1 (IX.11)
C = ———n -D IX.12
2 My) 4%, 1y Xe t 24 (%, 17 50 (X¢) ( )
) 3% %X + 5xZ + 2x. 1,
= — — I —E IX.1
coMy) e TR Tem T SEo &) (IX.13)

with all remaining coefficients being zero at= M . The functionsD { x.) and &} x.) are

is given in (V1.25). Here we only give the remaining non-\aring entries of © (Ciuchinier al.,
1993b), (Ciuchinkr al., 1994c).
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Denoting for simplicity ;; (), the elements >’ with i= 1;:::;6are:

104
o =0 3= Ce (IX.14)
116 104 58
©0) )
= —C = — —d C IX.15
37 27 °F 47 270 7% CF (1X.15)
8 50 112
) ©)
= —C = —d —u C IX.16
57 3 F 67 27 7 u F ( )

The elements Y’ with i= 1;:::;6are:

o 11 291

0)
_ 3 -y 2= IX.17
18 28 9 9N ( )
22 58 1 11 291
3(2) — ——— + 3f 4(2) =6+ —N —_— (|X18)
9 9N 9 9N
4 16 251
) ©)
= 2N +— 3f = 4 —N —— IX.19
58 N 68 9 9N ( )

Finally the2 2 one-loop anomalous dimension matrix in the sector;Q s; is given by
(Grinsteinet al., 1990)

W= 8c; =0 (1X.20)
8
o = ~Cr = 16Cy 4N

andQ - , Q gz has been presented in (Ciuchénizl., 1993b), (Ciuchinéz al., 1994c¢) and confirmed
subsequently in (Celler al., 1994a), (Cella? al., 1994b), (Misiak, 1995). In order to extend these
calculations beyond the leading order one would have tautate & (see (111.92)) and ( )
corrections to the initial conditions in (IX.12) and (IX)13We summarize below the present
status of this NLO calculation.

The two-loop generalization of (1X.20) has been calculatety last year (Misiak and Munz,
1995). Itis given for both NDR and HV schemes as follows

D= ¢ 548N 16C 56f
7 Fog T
P =0 (IX.21)
78 :
o _ o 404 32, 56
87 F 27 3°F 27
o 458 12 214, B56f 13
= = 2y Ny = Z2fN
9 N2 9 9N 9

The generalization of (1X.14)—(1X.19) to next-to-leadiogler requires three loop calculations
which have not been done yet. The( ;) corrections toC; M ) andCg; M ) have been
considered in (Adel and Yao, 1993).
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D. Results for the Wilson Coefficients

The leading order results for the Wilson Coefficients of gemtors entering the effective
hamiltonian in (IX.1) can be written in an analytic form. Ware (Burass al., 1994c)

0 X8
cP()=" ky™ (3= 1;:::;6) (1X.22)
=1
O)ef £ 16 (0 14 16 0 0 x8
c® (= FcPMy+- T % clug)+c My h ;0 (IX.23)
=1
©)eff - S ) ) x? a;
ng ( )_ 2 ng MW )+ C2 MW ) hi l; (|X24)
=1
with
S LLE (IX.25)

s()

0

andc,” M )andc . M, ) givenin (1X.12) and (1X.13), respectively. The numbersk,;, h;
andh; are given in table XXVII.

TABLE XXVIL.

il 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
a; 5 32 = 3= 0:4086 0:4230 08994 0:1456
ki 0 0 2 2 0 0 0 0
kos 0 0 2 2 0 0 0 0
ks 0 0 = 2 0:0510 0:1403 00113 0:0054
Kas 0 0 = 2 0:0984 0:1214 0:0156 0:0026
Ksi 0 0 0 0 0:0397 00117 0:0025 0:0304
Kei 0 0 0 0 00335 00239 00462 00112
h; 22996 1:0880 2 = 0:6494 0:0380 00185 0:0057
h; 08623 0 0 0 0:9135 00873 00571 00209

E. Numerical Analysis

The decays ! X, isthe onlydecay in our review for which the complete NLO ections
are not available. In presenting the numerical values ferifilson coefficients a few remarks
on the choice of ; should therefore be made. In the leading order the leadidgraxpression
for . should be used. The question then is what to use for, in this expression. In other
decays for which NLO corrections were available this wasmgiortant because LO results were
secondary. We have therefore simply inserted our standard/alues into the LO formula for .

This procedure gives® M ;) = 0:126;0:136;0:144 for f_; = 140M &V ;225M eV ;310M &V,
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respectively. In view of these high values of’ ™ ,) we will proceed here differently. Following
(Buraset al., 1994c) we willuse ™ ;) = 0:110;0:117;0:124 as in our NLO calculations , but
we will evolve _( )to O f(my) using the leading order expressions. In short, we will use

sMz)
s( )= : IX.26
©) 1 0 sMz)=2 IhMz=) ( )

This discussion shows again the importance of the comple@ dalculation for this decay.
Before starting the discussion of the numerical valuesiferapefficientsc ,***“ andc 5o =",

let us illustrate the relative numerical importance of theeé terms in expression (1X.23) for
(O)eff

Cy

Forinstance, fom . = 170Gev, = 5Gev and ' ™ ,)= 0:1170ne obtains

C% ()= 0698C," My )+ 0086Ce My ) 0456C, My )

= 0698 ( 0:193)+ 0086 ( 0:096) 01d56= 0299: (1X.27)

In the absence of QCD we would hage”*** ( ) = ¢.” M, ) (in that case one has = 1).
Therefore, the dominant term in the above expression (teepooportional tac .’ ¢1 ; )) is the
additive QCD correction that causes the enormous QCD eehaemtt of the> ! s rate (Bertolini
et al., 1987), (Deshpande al., 1987). It originates solely from the two-loop diagrams. Qe

other hand, the multiplicative QCD correction (the fact@9B above) tends to suppress the rate,
but fails in the competition with the additive contribution

In the case ot .o °*" a similar enhancement is observed

C¥ (y=0a730Ccd My) 0073¢” My )

= 0730 ( 0096) 0073= 0:143: (1X.28)

In table XXVIII we give the values oft”*** and c 2*** for different values of and

2™ ). To this end (1X.26) has been used. A stronglependence of both coefficients is
observed. We will return to this dependence in section XXII.

TABLE XXVIII. Wilson coefficients ¢ ;" andc 40" form . = 170G ev and various values of

Pwmyyand .

O ,) = 0410 S,y = 0417 S,y = 0124
[G eV] C 7(0)eff cs(g)eff c7(O)eff cs(g)eff c7(O)eff c8(g)eff
25 20.323 20.153 —0.334 20.157 —0.346 20.162
5.0 —0.291 —0.140 —0.299 ~0.143 —0.307 —0.147
75 —0.275 -0.133 —0.281 —0.136 —0.287 ~0.139
10.0 —0.263 ~0.129 ~0.268 ~0.131 —0.274 ~0.133
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X. THE EFFECTIVE HAMILTONIAN FORB ! X e'e

The effective hamiltonianfoe ! X .e'e atscales = O my) is given by
H. B! se'e )=H. b! s ) (X.1)

G
p%vtsvtbmv( )Qov ( )+ Cioa ( )Q10a ()]

where again we have neglected the term proportional tv,, andH. © ! s )is givenin
(IX.1).

A. Operators
In addition to the operators relevantf®r! x . , there are two new operators

Qoy = (Sblyv a )y Qioa = (Sbly a E€e)a (X.Z)

wherev anda referto and s, respectively.
They originate in thez °- and -penguin diagrams with externaé of fig. 4 (f) and from the
corresponding box diagrams.

B. Wilson Coefficients

The coefficientC 15 ( ) is given by

Yo ()
Cion M) = =CioMu)i  Crobly)= R (X.3)
SN

W

with Y, ) given in (X.8). SinceD o, does not renormalize under QCD, its coefficient does not
depend on O fmy,). The only renormalization scale dependence in (X.3) ertemigh the
definition of the top quark mass. We will return to this issaiseéction XXIII C.

The coefficientC 4, ( ) has been calculated over the last years with increasingspredy
several groups (Grinsteut al., 1989), (Grigjanigt al., 1989), (Cellaet al., 1991), (Misiak, 1993)
culminating in two complete next-to-leading QCD calcwdas (Misiak, 1995), (Buras and Minz,
1995) which agree with each other.

In order to calculate the coefficienty, including next-to-leading order corrections we have
to perform in principle a two-loop renormalization groupabysis for the full set of operators
contributing to (X.1). However ;o, is not renormalized and the dimension five operatys
andQ g; have no impact on 4, . Consequently only a set of seven operators,:::;Q s andQ oy ,
has to be considered. This is precisely the case of the degay °e"e discussed in (Buras
et al., 1994a) and in section VIII, except for an appropriate cleaoigquark flavours and the fact

that now O (my,) instead of O (LGev). Since the NLO analysis af, ! ‘e"e has
already been presented in section VIl we will only give theafiresult forc o, ( ). Because of
the one step evolution from = M, downto = m, without any thresholds in between it is

possible to find an analytic formula fary, ( ). DefiningC by
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Cov ()= 2—@9( ) (X.4)

one finds (Buras and Miinz, 1995) in the NDR scheme

Y
CYPR( >=P5“DR+.°2—(xt) 47y (x¢) + P Eo (x¢) (X.5)
smT oy
with
pP)PR = ( o-_1875+X8 P )
’ sMy =1 ’
X8
+12468 + A PR 4o ] (X.6)
i=1
XS
Pp = 01405+ g *'': (X.7)
=1
The functionsy, x) andz, x) are defined by
1
Yo x) = Cp ) By (%) Zox)=Co&x)+ ZIDO(X) (X.8)

with B, ), C, x) andD , ) givenin (V11.13), (VI1.14) and (VI1.15), respectivelf , (x) is given

in eq. (VI.15). The powers; are the same as in table XXVII. The coefficiepts} ° ¥, s;, and

g can be found in table XXIX.p; is O (10 ?) and consequently the last term in (X.5) can be
neglected. We keep it however in our numerical analysissé&esults agree with (Misiak, 1995).

TABLE XXIX.
1 3 4 5 6 7 8
pif 0 O et =i 0:0433 0:1384 0:1648 0:0073
ry PR 0 0 0:8966 0:1960 02011 0:1328 0:0292 0:1858
Si 0 0 02009 0:3579 0:0490 0:3616 0:3554 0:0072
o 0 0 0 0 0:0318 0:0918 02700 0:0059
iV 0 0 0:1193 0:1003 0:0473 02323 0:0133 0:1799

In the HV scheme only the coefficientsare changed. They are given on the last line of table
XXIX. Equivalently we can write

4
pr=plPR 4 - 3+ P o3f (X.9)
with
(
0 k= NDR
=1 v hy (X.10)

We note that
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x8 x8

p; = 0:875; g = 0:1405; (X.11)
=1 =1
X8 4 X8 16
@+ s)= 12468+ 1+ ,); pil@i+ 1)= —: (X.12)
=1 9 =1 69

In this way for = 1onefindsey = 0,P)'°® = 4=9andPj v = 0in accordance with the initial
conditionsat = M . Moreover, the second relation in (X.12) assures the colaege logarithm
iNPIPRi.e.8=9MmMy = ).

The special feature af 5, ( ) compared to the coefficients of the remaining operators con-
tributing toB ! X .,e"e is the large logarithm represented by . in P, in (X.6). Con-
sequently the renormalization group improved perturlpatizeory forcg, has the structure
O0@1=4+0@0)+ O (¢ + ::5whereas the corresponding series for the remaining cefts
iSO 1)+ O ( )+ ::: Therefore in order to find the next-to-leadiagl) term in the branching
ratioforB ! X .,e" e , the full two-loop renormalization group analysis has tgleeformed in
order to findc o, , but the coefficients of the remaining operators should kentan the leading
logarithmic approximation. This is gratifying because tbefficient of the magnetic operator,
is known only in the leading logarithmic approximation.

C. Numerical Results

In our numerical analysis we will use the two-loop expressar . and the parameters col-
lected in the appendix. Our presentation follows closedydhe given in (Buras and Miinz, 1995).

In table XXX we show the constamt, in (X.6) for different and ;4 in the leading order
corresponding to the first term in (X.6) and for the NDR and HY¥iemes as given by (X.6) and
(X.9), respectively. In table XXXI we show the corresporgliralues for€, ( ). To this end we
setm .= 170G eV.

TABLE XXX. The coefficientp , of &, for various values of ;45_’5 and .

G _ ©) ©

) = 140M eV =) = 225M eV _é= 310M v
[GeV ] LO NDR HV LO NDR HV LO NDR HV
2.5 2.053 2.928 2.797 1.933 2.8486 2.759 1.835 2.775 2.727
5.0 1.852 2.625 2.404 1.788 2.591 2.395 1.7364 2.562 2.388
7.5 1.675 2.391 2.127 1.632 2.373 2.127 1.597 2.358 2.128
10.0 1.52§ 2.204 1.912 1.494 2.194 1.917 1.469 2.185 1.92]

We observe:

The NLO corrections t@ enhance this constant relatively to the LO result by roughbo
and 35% in the NDR and HV schemes, respectively. This enlmagceis analogous to the
one found inthe case &f;, ! ‘e'e .
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TABLE XXXI. Wilson coefficient&, form . = 170G ev and various values of% and .

O _ 140M ev O _ oo5M ev O~ z10Mmev |
S MS S

[Gev] LO NDR HV LO NDR HV LO NDR HV ‘

2.053 4.493 4.36] 1.933 4.410 4.323 1.835 4.338 4.29
1.852 4,191 3.970 1.788 4.156 3.961 1.736 4.127 3.95
1.675 3.958 3.694 1.632 3.940 3.694 1.597 3.924 3.69

10.0 1.526 3.772 3.480 1.494 3.76] 3.485 1.469 3.752 3.48

In calculatingg in the LO we have used; ( ) at one-loop level. Had we used the two-loop
expression for ¢ ( ) we would find for = 5Gev and f_; = 225M eV the valuep ;-°
1:98. Consequently the NLO corrections would have smaller ihdaef. (Grinsteirer al.,
1989) including the next-to-leading term9 would find P, values roughly 20% smaller

thanp ' ®* given in table XXX.

It is tempting to comparg in table XXX with that found in the absence of QCD cor-
rections. In the limit ; ! Owe findPy°® = 8=9MMy= )+ 4=9andp;V =
8=9 m My = )which for = 5Gev giveP;"® = 291 andp; "V = 246. Comparing
these values with table XXX we conclude that the QCD suppoassf P, present in the
leading order approximation is considerably weakenederNBR treatment of 5 after the
inclusion of NLO corrections. It is essentially removed for 5Gev in the HV scheme.

The NLO corrections &, which include also the .-dependent contributions are large as
seen in table XXXI. The results in HV and NDR schemes are byertivain a factor of two
larger than the leading order resdlt = P° which consistently should not include.-
contributions. This demonstrates very clearly the netessNLO calculations which allow
a consistent inclusion of the important-contributions. For the same set of parameters the
authors of (Grinsteimr al., 1989) would find®, to be smaller tha®y ® * by 10-15%.

The - dependence of, is rather weak. On the other hand itslependence is sizable
( 15% inthe range of considered) although smaller than in the case of the coaffisi
C, andCg; given in table XXVIIl. We also find that the. . dependence of, is rather
weak. Varyingm . betweeni50G ev and190G ev changess, by at most 10%. This weak
m . dependence a¥, originates in the partial cancelationof dependences betwegn (x.)
andZ, (x.) in (X.5) as already seen in the caserof ! ‘e"e in fig. 8. Finally, the
difference betweersy " ® andEg v is small and amounts to roughly 5%.

The dominania-dependence in this decay originates inthedependence af,, M ). In
fact, as can be seeninsection M), M ; ) = 2 ya= Wwithy,, presentirk, ! %e'e .
Them . dependence of;, is shown in fig. 8.
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XI. EFFECTIVE HAMILTONIANS FOR RARE K - AND B -DECAYS
A. Overview

In the present section we will summarize the effective hamilns valid at next-to-leading
logarithmic accuracy in QCD, which describe the semilefatoare Flavour Changing Neutral

Current (FCNC) transitong * !  * |, ® ! * )gp,Kpz ! ° B! X, and
B ! I"1. These decay modes all are very similar in their structuckiais natural to discuss
them together. On the other hand they differ from the decays ,K ! e ,B !

X, andB ! X.e"e discussed in previous sections. Before giving the detddeahulae, it
will be useful to recall the most important general featuséshis class of processes first. In
addition, characteristic differences between the spegifides will also become apparent from
our presentation.

Within the Standard Model all the decays listed above arp-induced semileptonic FCNC
processes determined ky-penguin and box diagrams (fig. 2 (d) and (e)).
In particular, a distinguishing feature of the presentst#slecays is the absence of a photon
penguin contribution. For the decay modes with neutrinabéfinal state this is obvious,
since the photon does not couple to neutrinos. For the melaying into a charged lep-
ton pair the photon penguin amplitude vanishes due to vectwent conservation.
An important consequence is, that the decays consideredeibibit a hard GIM suppres-
sion, quadratic in (small) internal quark masses, which maperty of thez °-penguin
and box graphs. By contrast, the GIM suppression resultiogn fohoton penguin con-
tributions is logarithmic. Decays where the photon penguintributes are for example
K; ! Y"e andB ! X.,"e . The differences in the basic structure of these pro-
cesses, resulting from the different pattern of GIM supgites are the reason why we have
discussed&k ; ! ‘%¢"e andB ! X .,'e inaseparate context.

The investigation of low energy rare decay processes alloywsobe, albeit indirectly, high
energy scales of the theory. Of particular interest is tmsisigity to properties of the top
quark, its mass: . and its CKM couplings/.; andv..

A particular and very important advantage of the processdsndiscussion is, that theoret-
ically clean predictions can be obtained. The reasons featie:

— The low energy hadronic matrix elements required are justntfatrix elements of
qguark currents between hadron states, which can be exdrixora the leading (non-
rare) semileptonic decays. Other long-distance contahatare negligibly small.

An exception is the decayg, ! *  receiving important contributions from the
two-photon intermediate state, which are difficult to cédtel reliably. However, the
short-distancepark , ! * )sp alone, which we shall discuss here, is on the same

footing as the other modes. The essential difficulty for mime@nological applications
then is to separate the short-distance from the long-distpiece in the measured rate.

— According to the comments just made, the processes at hanshart-distance pro-
cesses, calculable within a perturbative framework, pdgsicluding renormalization
group improvement. The necessary separation of the sigtarde dynamics from the
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low energy matrix elements is achieved by means of an ogepabaluct expansion.
The scale ambiguities, inherent to perturbative QCD, dmdnconstitute the only
theoretical uncertainties present in the analysis. Thesertainties are well under
control as they may be systematically reduced through tzlons beyond leading
order.

The points made above emphasize, that the short-distamemalied loop-induced FCNC
decays provide highly promising possibilities to inveatggflavourdynamics at the quantum
level. However, the very fact that these processes are lmaskigher order electroweak ef-
fects, which makes them interesting theoretically, at Hraestime implies, that the branch-
ing ratios will be very small and not easy to access experiatign

The effective hamiltonians governing the decays ! * , ® ! * )sp,Ky ! °
B! Xg, ,B ! 11, resultingfrom thez°-penguin and box-type contributions, can aII be
written down in the following general form

Here = gi—iz (F &)+ F &) @0y a2 @r)v a (XI.1)
22 sn® y

wheren, n° denote down-type quarksifn® = d;s;bbutn € n% andr leptons,r = 1; ,
(1= e; ; ). The ; are products of CKM elements, in the general cagse= v, V, .. Fur-
thermorex; = m =M 7 .
The functionsr (x;) describe the dependence on the internal up-type quark swass@nd on
lepton masses if necessary) and are understood to inclufed@ftections. They are increasing
functions of the quark masses, a property that is partilyuilportant for the top contribution.
Crucial features of the structure of the hamiltonian ar¢hienmore determined by the hard GIM
suppression characteristic for this class of decays. Wistote that the dependence of the hamil-
tonian on the internal quarks comes in the form

X
i &)= F &) F&)+t F &) F &) (X1.2)

i=u;cit

where we have used the unitarity of the CKM matrix. Now, hattlGuppression means that for
x 1F behaves quadratically in the quark masses. In the pressate@have

Fx) xhx for x 1 (X1.3)

The first important consequence is, tatz, ) 0 can be neglected. The hamiltonian acquires
the form anticipated in (X1.1). It effectively consists oEharm and a top contribution. Therefore
the relevant energy scales atg; orm . and, at leastn ., which are large compared to, ¢y .
This fact indicates the short-distance nature of thesegsmEs.
A second consequence of (X1.3) is thaix.)=F x.) 0 (10°) 1. Together with the weight-
ing introduced by the CKM factors this relation determines telative importance of the charm
versus the top contribution in (X1.1). As seen in table XXXlIsimple pattern emerges if one
writes down the order of magnitude of, . in terms of powers of the Wolfenstein expansion
parameter .

For the CP-violating decag ; ! ° and the B-decays the CKM factorsand . have
the same order of magnitude. In view bf(x.) F (x.) the charm contribution is therefore

90



TABLE XXXII. Order of magnitude of CKM parameters relevaot the various decays, expressed in
powers of the Wolfenstein parametes 022. Inthecaseok , ! ° , whichis CP-violating, only the
imaginary parts of .. contribute.

K*1 7 Kp! © B! Xg B! Xg

K+ ! * sp B! I'l Bg! I'l
c m . 9 ? >
. 5 (In + 5) 2 3 ‘

negligible and these decays are entirely determined byothedctor.

Fork + !~ and ®, ! * )sp onthe other hand. is suppressed compared tg by
a factor of ordeo ( *) 0 (10 3), which roughly compensates for the(10°) enhancement of
F (x.) OVerF (x.). Hence the top and charm contributions have the same ordeaghitude and
must both be taken into account.

In principle, as far as flavordynamics is concerned, the tapthe charm sector have the same
structure. The only difference comes from the quark massewever, this difference has striking
implications for the detailed formalism necessary to tthatstrong interaction corrections. We
havem =My = O (1) andm .M y 1. Correspondingly the QCD coupling, is also some-
what smaller ai . than atm .. For the charm contribution this implies that one can woroteest
order in the mass ratim .M ; . On the other hand, for the same reason, logarithmic QCD cor-
rections sInM y =m . are large and have to be resummed to all orders in perturbttemry
by renormalization group methods. On the contrary, no légarithms are present in the top
sector, so that ordinary perturbation theory is applicdtk¢all orders inn =M ; have to be taken
into account. In fact we see that from the point of view of QGDrections the charm and top
contributions are quite “complementary” to each otherrespnting in a sense opposite limiting
cases.

We are now ready to list the explicit expressions for theatiffe hamiltonians.

B. The Decayk * | *
1. The Next-to-Leading Order Effective Hamiltonian

The final result for the effective hamiltonian inducikg ! *  can be written as

G X
H =p=—
eff 22 2

|

VCSVwX§L + VieViaX &) v a (1 v a (X1.4)

W o=e;;

The indexi=e, , denotes the lepton flavor. The dependence on the chargea lefatss, result-
ing from the box-graph, is negligible for the top contrilauti In the charm sector this is the case
only for the electron and the muon, but not for thdepton.

The functionx (x), relevant for the top part, readso( ;) and to all orders ix = m ?=M ?

X &)= X&)+ 4—SX1(x) (X1.5)
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with (Inami and Lim, 1981)

x
— In X1.6
8 1 x+ x x¥ * (X1.6)

and the QCD correction (Buchalla and Buras, 1993a)

X1 &) = 23x + 5x° M+x L&+§+ﬁhx
310 xP 1 xp
8x + 4x° + x3 Eé]nzx 4x QL L x)
21 xP¥ @ xp°
@X o x)

@x
O m.)and

+ 8x

nx (XL.7)

wherex = 2242 with

* Int
= — XI.
Lo x)= de— (X1.8)
The -dependence in the last term in (X1.7) cancels to the ordesidered the -dependence of
the leading ternx o x ( )).

The expression corresponding®o(x.) in the charm sector is the functiong , . It results from
the RG calculation in NLLA and is given as follows:

(1=2)

XI%L = CNL 4BNL (Xlg)

Cy1 andB,.” correspond to the °-penguin and the box-type contribution, respectively. One

has (Buchalla and Buras, 1994a)

" |

xm) 22 48 24 696 4 15212 )
CNL = 55 —K+ + —K —K 33 + (1 Kc
32 7 11 77 s() 1875
2 1176244 2302 3529184
+ 1 h— @I6K, 8K ) — K, —K + ——Kaq3
m 2 13125 6875 48125
56248 81448 4563698
——K, K + K 33 (X1.10)
4375 6875 144375
where
K = _sMw) K.= () (X1.11)
s() sfm)
K,=K2»* K =K  Ky=K25 (X1.12)
" !
a-2)  Xf) 4 15212 N
B = K2 31 K + 1 K
NL p ( 2) O 187 ( )
2 n 305 15212 15581
h— I 22y K,+ KK, (XI1.13)
m2 1 r 12 625 7500
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HereK,= K "™ m = m., r=m?=m?2( )andm,isthe lepton mass. We will at times omit the
index1of X 1. In (XI.10) — (XI.13) the scaleis = O ¢ .). The two-loop expression for, ( )
is given in (111.19). Again — to the considered order — thel®ipIn ( ?=m ?) terms in (X1.10) and
(XI1.13) cancel the -dependence of the leading terms.

These formulae give the complete next-to-leading effedhimmiltonian fork = ' * . The
leading order expressions (Novikey al., 1977), (Ellis and Hagelin, 1983), (D& al., 1991),
(Buchallaer al., 1991) are obtained by replacing .) ! X,&.) andx;, ! X with X
found from (XI1.10) and (XI.13) by retaining there only the .( ) terms. In LLA the one-loop
expression should be used far. This amounts to setting, = 0in (111.19). The numerical values
for Xy for = m_.and several values of;f_’s andm . (m o) are given in table XXXIIl. The
dependence will be discussed in part three.

TABLE XXXIII. The functions X £, andx . for various 2 andm .
M S

X, =10 * X =10 * |

Y Mevinm. [Gev] 1.25 1.30 1.35 1.25 1.30 1.35
215 10.55 11.40 12.28 7.16 7.86 8.5

325 9.71 10.55 11.41 6.32 7.01 7.7

435 8.75 9.59 10.45 5.37 6.05 6.7

2. Z-Penguin and Box Contribution in the Top Sector

For completeness we give here in addition the expressiarthada °-penguin functiorc (x)
and the box functio® (x;1=2) separately, which contribute 0 x) in (XI.5) according to

X x)=C (x) 4B (x;1=2) (XI1.14)

The functionsc andB depend on the gauge of tive-boson. In 't Hooft—Feynman-gauge & 1)
they read

C &)= Cok)+ 4—Sc1<x> (X1.15)
where (Inami and Lim, 1981)
X 6 X 3+ 2
Cobe)= 3 7 T (X1.16)
and (Buchalla and Buras, 1993b)
Cr ) = 29x + Tx% + 4x® x  35¢% 3% 3¢ n
PR3 xy 3@ xP *
20x* X+ x* Tl x+ 4x + x> L, )
20 xy T kgt %
rpxoCo®) (X1.17)
@x
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Similarly

B (x;1=2) = B, x) + 4—SB1 (x;1=2) (X1.18)
with the one-loop function (Inami and Lim, 1981)
l n #
X X
= - X1
Bob)=g T3t @ g F (X1.19)
and (Buchalla and Buras, 1993a)
B, s1m2) 13x+ 3x* x 17>Z~]n X+ 3x? e X o )
71=2) = x X X
! 30 xf 3@ xF @ xy @ xp°
roxBo®) (X1.20)
@x

The gauge dependence®fandB is canceled in the combination (X1.14). The second argu-
ment inB (x;1=2) indicates the weak isospin of the external leptons (therimag in this case).

3. The Z -Penguin Contribution in the Charm Sector

In the next two paragraphs we would like to summarize thergsdéngredients of the RG cal-
culation for the charm sector leading to (XI1.10) and (XI.18)particular we present the operators
involved, the initial values for the RG evolution of the Wits coefficients and the required two-
loop anomalous dimensions. We will first treat th&-penguin contribution (X1.10) and discuss
the box part (XI.13) subsequently. Further details can beddn (Buchalla and Buras, 1994a).

At renormalization scales of the orderM ;; ) and after integrating out the - andz -bosons
the effective hamiltonian responsible for thé-penguin contribution of the charm sector is given
by

) _ Gr ’
Heff;c: p_éz Sjrlz c213('. 2
w W

.0, +v O +wQ) (XI1.21)

where the operator basis is
Z
O01= i d'%T (icylv a Gdiv a) &) (Ga)v a( ¥ a) @  fc! ug (X1.22)

Z
O, = i d'xT ((siclv a Gdy)v a) ®) (&adv a (¥ a) Q) fc! ug (X|-23)

m2
Q = Y sd)v a( ¥ a (X|-25)
g



The Wilson coefficients at = M ; are " ;v ;v3))
)

vMy )= v+ Z— - 1 LIRSS (X1.26)
vOT = (1;1;0) (X1.27)
vOT = ®B,;B ;Bs) (X1.28)
where in the NDR schemei(s, anticommuting s inD 6 4 dimensions)
B = 11N ! Bs;= 16 (X1.29)

2N

with N denoting the number of colors.
In the basis of operatom® , ;0 ;Q gthe matrix of anomalous dimensions has the form

0 1
+ +3
=€ 0 . % (X1.30)
0 0 33
with the perturbative expansion
2
== 04 _s @ X1.31
()= 1 (X1.31)
The nonvanishing entries of the anomalous dimension migas
5 =2(mno o) 5 =2(n1 1)
= g1 -1 91 7 Ly if (X1.32)
N 2N N 3 3 '
9= 8§ 1 W=cy( 8N  48)

where .o, m1, o 1 can be foundin (111.17) and (l1l.16), respectively. The eegsions @
refer to the NDR scheme, consistent with the scheme chosengfio, ). Following the general
method for the solution of the RG equations explained inigedil F 1, we can compute the
Wilson coefficientsy ( ) ata scale = 0 m.). Itis convenient to work in an effective four-flavor
theory (£ = 4) in the full range of the RG evolution from ;, down to . The possible inclusion
of ab-quark threshold would change the result f¥oy;, by not more than 0.1% and can therefore
be safely neglected.

After integrating out the charm quark at the scale 0 (@ .), thez °-penguin part of the charm
contribution to the effective hamiltonian becomes

@) Gr
Hte= Py — — Cus v Al b (X1.33)
nw 2! #
x() 1 ©) ©)
C = — - 1 h— K., + K + : X1.34
NT 2 2 2 +3K 3 . )V3( ) ( )

The explicit expression fo¥; ( ) as obtained from solving the RG equation is given in (Buehall
and Buras, 1994a). Inserting this expression in (X1.34pressing the charm quark masg ) in
terms ofm (m ) and settingi = 3, £ = 4, we finally end up with (X1.10).
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4. The Box Contribution in the Charm Sector

The RG analysis for the box contribution proceeds in anatodlgez °-penguin case. The box
part is even somewhat simpler. When theboson is integrated out, the hamiltonian based on the
box diagram reads

N

G
He(i;;c: P%m © N2 ©0 + Q) (X1.35)
Z
O= i dxT (v a(y a) & @k aldy a 0 fc! ug (X1.36)

with ¢ alread given in (X1.25). The Wilson coefficientsmt;, in the NDR scheme are given by

sMy )

dMy) @My)ioMy))= 1;0)+ 0;B,) B,= 36 (X1.37)

In the operator basiso ;0 gthe anomalous dimension matrix has the form

- 0w (X1.38)
0 22
When expanded as
©0) 2 1)
=_5 O4 _s X1.39
2 1 ( )
the non-zero elements read (NDR scheme &%)
22 = 2(mo o) 2= 2(m1 1)
(X1.40)
2= 32 17 = 80Ce
Finally, after integrating out charm at= 0 ()
HE) = 8o 4357 G a (1o a (X1.41)
eff;c 22 Sjl’lz W N L
" ) ! #
(1=2) x() 5 rhr 4
B = — 16 h—+ -+ + X1.42
NE 64 m2 4 1 r o ) ( )

(X1.41) is written here for one neutrino flavor. The indéex2) refers to the weak isospin of the
final state leptons. From this result (X1.13) can be deriwed« 3, £ = 4). The explicit expression
for ¢, ( ) can be found in (Buchalla and Buras, 1994a).

Although Wilson coefficients and anomalous dimensions dépen the renormalization
scheme, the final results in (X1.10) and (XI.13) are free fribns dependence. The argument
proceeds as in the general case presented in section Il F 3.
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5. Discussion

It is instructive to consider furthermore the functivn) in the limiting case of small masses
(x 1), keeping only terms linear ir and includingo ( ;) corrections:

2
X &)= Ex]nx }x+ = 2xIx  Ixhx Mx (X1.43)
4 4 4 3

This simple and transparent expression can be regardedoasmaan limiting case of the top- and
the charm contribution: On the one hand it follows from kegponly terms linear irnx in the
top function (XI.5). On the other hand it can be obtained @ghe last term in (X1.43) which is
0 ( ¢x) and goes beyond the NLLA) from expandirg ; (XI.9) (for m ; = 0) to first orderin ..
This exercise provides one with a nice cross-check betweerather different looking functions
Xy andx (x.) of the charm- and the top sector. Viewed the other way aropfidi3) may serve
to further illustrate the complementary character of tHeudations necessary in each of the two
sectorsX (x.) is the generalization of (X1.43) that includes all the higbeder mass terms  ,,
on the other hand generalizes (X1.43) to include all theilgatbgarithmic,0 x © m"**x), as
well as the next-to-leading logarithmi x © In" x) corrections, to all orders in .. Of these
only the terms witm = 0andn = 1 are contained in (X1.43).
Applying the approximation (X1.43) to the charm part ditgcone can furthermore convince
oneself, that thed ( ) correction term would amount to more than 50% of the lowedeor
result. This observation illustrates very clearly the sty to go beyond straightforward per-
turbation theory and to employ the RG summation techniguge importance of going still to
next-to-leading order accuracy in the RG calculation iggested by the relatively large size of the
0 x ¢Ihx)term. Note also, that formally the non-logarithmic massiter x=4) in (X1.43) is a
next-to-leading order effect in the framework of RG imprdyeerturbation theory. The same is
true for the dependence on the charged lepton mass, whidbectaken into account consistently
only in NLLA.

A crucial issue is the residual dependence of the functions andx (x.) on the correspond-
ing renormalization scales. and .. Since the quark current operator in (XI.1) has no anomalous
dimension, its matrix elements do not depend on the rendzatian scale. The same must then
hold for the coefficient functionx y , andX (x.). However, in practice this is only true up to
terms of the neglected order in perturbation theory. Theltieg scale ambiguities represent the
theoretical uncertainties present in the calculation efghort-distance dominated processes un-
der discussion. They can be systematically reduced by goihggher orders in the analysis. In
table XXXIV we compare the order of the residual scale depand in LLA and in NLLA for the
top- and the charm contribution.

TABLE XXXIV. Residual scale ambiguity in the top and charnete in LLA and NLLA.

Top Sector (= 0 my)) Charm Sector (.= 0 c))\
LLA 0 () 0 () |
NLLA 0 (%) O ((s%e) |

For numerical investigations we shall use ev <« 3Gev for the renormalization scale
<= 0 ) in the charm sector. Similarly, in the case of the top contrdn we choose . =
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O fm.) in the rangel00G ev ¢ 300Gev form. = 170Gev. Then, comparing LLA and
NLLA, the theoretical uncertainty due to scale ambiguityyigically reduced frono (10% ) to
O (1% ) in the top sector and from more than 50% to less than 20% inlthent sector. Here
the quoted percentages refer to the total variaion.,  Xu in )=X centra1 Of the functionsx (x.)
or Xy, within the range of scales considered. Phenomenologigaligations of this gain in
accuracy will be discussed in section XXIV.

C.TheDecay K1 ! * )sp
1. The Next-to-Leading Order Effective Hamiltonian

Theanalysisofk , ! * )sp proceeds in essentially the same manner as for!  *
The only difference is introduced through the reversedolepine in the box contribution. In
particular there is no lepton mass dependence, since ordgless neutrinos appear as virtual
leptons in the box diagram.
The effective hamiltonian in next-to-leading order can bgten as follows:

G

Herr = Poo——g3— VoVa¥yr + ViViY &) 6d)y a ( Jv a + hx:  (X1.44)

22 sn® y

The functiony (x) is given by
Y ()= Yo&)+ =1 &) (X1.45)

where (Inami and Lim, 1981)

" #
x 4 x 3x

and (Buchalla and Buras, 1993a)

dx + 16x° + 4x>  4x  10¥ ® &

Y, &) = n
L &) 30 x7 1 xy ®
2x 14x¢ + %3 % x4 2% + x° L, )
201 xJP T xp? ®
v opxo®) (X1.47)
Qx

The RG expressiomy , representing the charm contribution reads

Yy = Cyi BS Ll=2) (X|.48)

wherec,, ; is the z °-penguin part given in (X1.10) ang LH’ is the box contribution in the
charm sector, relevant for the case of final state leptoris waak isospirrs =  1=2. One has

(Buchalla and Buras, 1994a)
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_ 2 4 15212
(X0 B 30 gy + @ K.
4 sO) ) 1875
2 329+ 15212 30581

— +
7 7500

i K X1.49
m2 12 625 2 ( )

Note the simple relation ta == in (X1.13) (for r= 0)

Byr  Byp = —X(;“ kE &K, 1 (X1.50)

More details on the RG analysis in this case may be found icl{Blla and Buras, 1994a).

TABLE XXXV. The function vy ;, for various ;44_’5 andm ..

Yy =10 * |

9 Mevinm. [Gev] 1.25 1.30 1.35{
215 3.09 3.31 35
325 3.27 3.50 3.7
435 3.40 3.64 3.8

2. Discussion

The gauge independent functiwncan be decomposed into thé€-penguin- and the box con-
tribution

Y ®X)=C &) B &; 1=2) (X1.51)

In Feynman-gauge for the bosonc ) is given in (X1.15). In the same gauge the box contribu-
tion reads

B &; 1=2)= B, &)+ 4—SB1(X; 1=2) (X1.52)

with B, (x) from (X1.19) and

B & l_2)_25x 9 1lx+ 5¢° X+ 3x° N L x)
PEETETE xp 3@ % @ w0 T wport
B
L (X1.53)
@x
The equalityB (x;1=2) = B (x; 1=2) at the one-loop level is a particular property of the

Feynman-gauge. It is violated ky ( ) corrections. There is however a very simple relation
betweerB ; x;1=2) andB; (x; 1=2)

B, &; 1=2) B &;1=2)= 16B, &) (X1.54)
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We add a few comments on the most important differences legivwe, andX y ;.
Expandingyy ;, to first order in ,we find

.1
Yy = §x+ 4—str12x+ 0 ( &x) (X1.55)

In contrast tox  ;, both the terms 00 & Inx) and of0 ( .x hx) are absent iryy ;. The can-
cellation of the leading (x In x) terms between °-penguin and box contribution implies that the
non-leading (x) term plays a much bigger role fax, .. A second consequence are the increased
importance of QCD effects and the related larger sengjtiait ., resulting in a bigger theoreti-
cal uncertainty foryy ; than it happened to be the case fof .. In addition, whereax (x.) is
suppressed by 30% through QCD effects, the zeroth order expressiornvfas enhanced by as
much as a factor of about 2.5. Nevertheless, QCD correctnmhsded X  ;, still exceedsry ;, by

a factor of four, so thaty ., isless importantfork , ! * )sp thanx isfork * !+
Although the impact of the bigger uncertaintiesrip,, is thus somewhat reduced in the complete
resultfor«, ! * )sp, the remaining theoretical uncertainty due to scale anityigsi still
largerthanforxk * ' * . It will be investigated numerically in section XXV. The nenical

values foryy . for = m.and several values of“” andm . (n ) are given in table XXXV.

D.TheDecaysK; ! ° ,B ! Xgq andBgy! I'1

After the above discussion it is easy to write down also tlecéfe hamiltonians fok ; !
° B! X4 andBgy ! I'1l. Aswe have seen, only the top contribution is important in
these cases and we can write

G
Here = P%mvmvmox x¢) (I'lno)v a( ¥ at+thce (X|-56)
forthe decayx, ! ° ,B ! X, andB ! Xy ,with o) = (sd), (s), ®d) respec-
tively. Similarly
G
Herr = Po———5— Vo VoY &) @ON% » M)y » + hx: (X1.57)

22 sin“ y

forB,! I'l andB4 ! I'1,with @n% = (s), kd). The functions< , Y are given in (XI1.5)
and (X1.45).
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XII. THE EFFECTIVE HAMILTONIAN FORK ° K ° MIXING
A. General Structure

The following chapter is devoted to the presentation of flecgve hamiltonian for s = 2
transitions. This hamiltonian incorporates the shortagise physics contributing t ° K °
mixing and is essential for the description of CP violatioritie neutral K-meson system.

Being a FCNC procesx °© K ° mixing can only occur at the loop level within the Standard
Model. To lowest order it is induced through the box diagram$§ig. 4 (e). Including QCD
corrections the effective low energy hamiltonian, to bewer from these diagrams, can be written
as follows ( ; = v, .v,)

_ G2 h i
H % = 16F2M£ 2 1So®)+ 2 2S0®) + 2 ¢ ¢3S0 KeiXe)

[«()1%7 1+ Z( )3, 0 + he: (XI1.1)

This equation, together with (XI1.31), (X11.10), (XII.68pr ., , and ;respectively, represents
the complete next-to-leading order short-distance hamidin for s = 2 transitions. (XIl.1) is
valid for scales below the charm threshold. = 0 (@ .). In this casel . 2 consists of a single
four-quark operator

Q= (sd)y a(sd)v a (XI11.2)

which is multiplied by the corresponding coefficient fulcti It is useful and customary to de-
compose this function into a charm-, a top- and a mixed chtapreontribution, as displayed in
(XII.1). This form is obtained upon eliminating, by means of CKM matrix unitarity and setting
x, = 0. The basic electroweak loop contributions without QCD ection are then expressed
through the functions,, which read (Inami and Lim, 1981)

So (%e) = Xe (XI1.3)
4%, ll}f + xé 3x§ In x;
= XI1.4
So ) 41 %)? 20 x)° (x1l.4)
" 2
In
So (eixe) = %o Tt 3% 3% Dxe (XI1.5)

X 40 x) 40 %)

Here again we keep only linear termssn 1, but of course all orders IR..

Short-distance QCD effects are described through thedwrefactors ;, ,, ;and the explicitly
~dependent terms in (XIl.1). The discussion of these ctioes will be the subject of the

following sections.

Without QCD, i.e. inthelimit ;! 0,onehas;[ ;] ° ! 1. Ingeneral, the complete coefficient

function multiplyingQ in (XI1.1) contains the QCD effects at high energigs = 0 M ), =

O ) together with their RG evolution down to the scales 0 1Gev). Acommon ingredient

for the three different contributions in (XII.1) is the analous dimension of the operatorand
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the corresponding evolution of its coefficient. The Fiermayetric flavor structure of implies
that it acquires the same anomalous dimension as the Fiemnsiric operatop . = Q.+ Q)=2
(see section V), explicitly

Oy = o XI1.6
- (XIL6)

N 1

) — 6 —
N 2N

9 4
21+ — —N + —f DR XII.7
T3 3 (NDR) (XI11.7)

The resulting evolution of the coefficient of between general scales and then reads

' () (ot
Co()= 1+ -2 ] SANELY S(l) Co (1) (XI1.8)
where
©0) df 1)
- % 7 XIL.
i T (XI1.9)

depend on the number of active flavarsAt the lower end of the evolution = 3. The terms in
(XI11.8) depending on . ( ) are factored out explicitly in (XII.1) to exhibit the-dependence of
the coefficient function in thé = 3regime, which has to cancel the correspondirdependence

of the hadronic matrix element @f between meson states in physical applications. A similar
comment applies to the scheme dependence entgfimy(X11.9) through the scheme dependence
of ®. Splitting off the -dependence in (XII.1) is of course not unique. The way itosel
belongs to thelefinition of the ;-factors.

Let us finally compare the structure of (XII.1) with the etige hamiltonians for rare decays
discussed in chapter XI. Common features of both types afgases include:

Both are generated to lowest order via electroweak FCNC f@sitions involving heavy
quarks.

They contain a charm and a top contribution.
The hamiltonian consists of a single dimension-6 operator.

Besides these similarities, however, there are also a fewitant differences, which have their
root in the fact that thes = 2 box diagrams involve two distinct quark lines as comparetthéo
single quark line in semileptonic rare decays:

The CKM parameter combinationsappear quadratically in (XII.1) instead of only linearly.

(XII.1) in addition receives contributions from a mixed toparm sector. This part in fact
turns out to have the most involved structure of the threérdmrions.

The operatop has a non-vanishing QCD anomalous dimension, resultingnonatrivial
scale and scheme dependence of the Wilson coefficient.
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The hadronic matrix element of the four-quark operatas a considerably more compli-
cated object than the quark current matrix elements in sgnaihic rare decays.

We will now present the complete next-to-leading order ltefor ,, , and s in turn and dis-
cuss their most important theoretical features. The fiesdiley log calculations of, have been
presented in (Vainshteir al., 1976), (Novikover al., 1977) and of , in (Vysotskij, 1980). The
complete leading log calculation inlcuding alsphas been first performed in (Gilman and Wise,
1983). Leading order calculations in the presence of a hegwvgan be found in (Kaufmaer al.,
1989), (Flynn, 1990), (Datter al., 1990) and (Dattar al., 1995).

B. The Top Contribution -

The basic structure of the top quark sectoriE; ? is easy to understand. First the top quark
is integrated out, along with the , at a matching scale. = 0 (@ .), leaving an .-dependent coef-
ficient normalized at ., multiplying the single operatay. Subsequently the coefficient is simply
renormalized down to scales= 0 (1Gev) by means of (XI1.8). Including NLO corrections the
resulting QCD factor , from (X11.1) may be written (irM s) as follows (Buragz al., 1990)

" #e=25 " #e=23
= s(mb) s( t)
= [ —=——= XI1.10
o Sfmc) <) (XIl.10)
1+ 20 g e 2 g )
4 4 '
) 2 2
s(t) Sl(><t)+Bt I+ — Tt o+ mo@JnSo(xt)Jrl .
4 So (Xe) A @ nx, M 2
where ,,= 6Cr,
N 1 N? 1
B.=5 3 DR XI.11
t N + N I\ ) ( )
and
N 1 N e
S1 &)= ——81 &+ — 5 &) (X11.12)
- 64 68x 17%+ 11x> 32 68x+ 32¥  28¥ + 3x’
Sq x) = + nx
41 x¥ 2@ xp
x> @ Ix+ 7€ 2%X) _, 2x (4 Tx 7%+ x°)
n“x+ L, X)
20 xf  xp
1 2 '
20 a0 (XI1.13)
X 6
O x(@ 39+ 168% + 11x°) 3x@ 24x+ 36X + Tx’ + x*)
Sq x) = X
41 xp 2@ xf
3x* 13+ 4x+ %) _, 3x* 5+ x)
n -~ 1,4 Xll.14
21 xf * Tq xp 2@ ¥ ( )
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where the dilogarithm., is defined in (XI.8).

In the expression (X11.10) we have taken into account theeaark thresholds at ,, and
m . in the RG evolution. As it must be, the dependence on thelitbtéscales is of the neglected
ordero ( 2). In fact the threshold ambiguity is here of( %) also in LLA since © is flavor
independent. It turns out that this dependence is also veskwumerically and we therefore
set .= m.and , = m,. Furthermore it is a good approximation to neglect the kghold
completely using an effective 4-flavor theory fromdown tom ... This can be achieved by simply
substitutingn , ! . in (XI1.10).
The leading order expression fos is given by the first three factors on the r.h.s. of (XII.10).
The fourth factor represents the next-to-leading ordeegsization. Let us discuss now the most
interesting and important features of the NLO result foexhibited in (XI1.10).

, Is proportional to the initial value of the Wilson coeffictdonctionat .= M

S (x) = Sp(x) + 4—5 (S1 (x) + BS) x)) (XI11.15)

which has to be extracted from the box graphs in fig. 4 (e) ardctirresponding gluon
correction diagrams after a proper factorization of longd ahort-distance contributions.

S (x) in (XII.15) is similar to the functionx (x) andy (x) in sections XIB1 and XIC1
except thats (x) is scheme dependent due to the renormalization that isreztjfor the
operator . This scheme dependence enters (XI11.15) through the sctiep@ndent constant
B, given in the NDR scheme in (XIl.11). This scheme dependesaanceled in the
combinations . & by the two-loop anomalous dimension containedin Likewise the
scheme dependence of cancels in the differencegs; JF ;) as is evident from the
discussion of section Il F 3.

A very important point is the dependence on the high energlgimreg scale.. This de-
pendence enters the NLQ ( )-correction in (XII.10) in two distinct ways: First as a term
proportional to © and, secondly, in conjunction with, .. The first of these terms can-
celstoo ( 4)the -dependence presentin the leading tgrny ) *=2°. The second, on the
other hand, leadsto an( ;) dependence of, which is just the one needed to cancel the

«~ambiguity of the leading functios, . ( +)) in the product ,S, x.), such that in total
physical results become independent oto 0 ( ;). From these observations it is obvious
that one may interpret. in the first case as the initial scale of the RG evolution anithén
second case as the scale at which the top quark mass is defimese two scales need not
necessarily have the same value.

The important point is, that to leading logarithmic accyrdice -dependence of both

29 (v and s, = ( +)) remains uncompensated, leaving a disturbingly large temioty
in the short-distance calculation.

It is interesting to note that in the limit M, the dependence on. enters , as
In =m., rather thanh =M, . This feature provides a formal justification for choosing
«= 0 fm.)instead of . = O My ). An explicit expression for the large . limit in the
similar case of ,; may be found in section XIII.
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Although at NLO the products, x.) depends only very weakly on the precise value of
as long as itis ob m ), the choice . = m . is again convenient: With this choice be-
comes almost independent of the top quark nmmasg ). By contrast, for . = M , say, »
would decrease with rising . tm ) in order to compensate for the increasesefx. ™M y ))
due to the use of a — for high. — “unnaturally” low scale .

As mentioned above the dependence of the Wilson coefficretitelow energy scale and
the remaining scheme dependentg bas been factored out explicitly in (XII.1). Therefore
the QCD correction factor, is by definition scale and scheme independent on the lower end
of the RG evolution.

C. The Charm Contribution — ;

The calculation of ; beyond leading logs has been presented in great detail imli¢theand
Nierste, 1994), (Herrlich, 1994). Our task here will be teefly describe the basic procedure and
to summarize the main results.

In principle the charm contribution is similar in structucethe top contribution. However, since
thequark masa . My ,the charm degrees of freedom can no longer be integratesiroutta-
neously with thev boson, which would introduce large logarithmic correcion ;InM , =m ..
To resum these logarithms one first constructs an effectieery at a scal® ™ ), where
thew boson is removed. The relevant operators are subsequentiymalized down to scales

.= 0 (m.), where the charm quark is then integrated out. After thip stdy the operatop
(XI1.2) remains and ; is finally obtained as discussed in section XII A.
Let us briefly outline this procedure for the case at hand erAfttegrating outv  the effective
hamiltonian to first order in weak interactions, which isaee for the charm contribution, can be
written as

G X o) 0
HY = p= VgeVaa C.Q3%+ C Q% (XI1.16)

gi=ujc

where we have introduced the familiag = 1 four-quark operators in the multiplicatively renor-
malizable basis
h i

0 1
Q%= > v 2 @Gdilv a (ﬁqg)v a @iy a (XI1.17)

We remark that no penguin operators appear in the presemticasto GIM cancellation between
charm quark and up quark contributions.
S = 2 transitions occur to second order in the effective intéoac{XIl.16). The s = 2
effective hamiltonian is therefore given by
A

H 5 = 51 d'xT BHY B> 0) (XI11.18)

C

Inserting (X11.16) into (X11.18), keeping only pieces than contribute to the charm box diagrams
and taking the GIM constraints into account, one obtains
S=2 Gg‘ 2 X
H fee = 5 CiC 40 4 (XI11.19)

3=+
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. Z h i
0= 51 dFxT 0FK)IQT0)  0°®IQT O  Of ®)QL°0)+ QL &)Q5 (0) (XI1.20)
From the derivation of (XII.19) it is evident, that the Wilsgoefficients of the bilocal operators
0 35 are simply given by the product;C ; of the coefficients pertaining to the local operators
Q ;. The evolution of the ; fromM ; downto . proceeds in the standard fashion and is described
by equations of the type shown in (XII.8) with the approgiahomalous dimensions inserted. In
the following we list the required ingredients.
The Wilson coefficients at scale= M ,; read

C Myg)=1+ #3 (X11.21)
N
B = 1k DR XI.22
. NDR) ( )
The two-loop anomalous dimensions are
2
=_5 O, _s @ (XI1.23)
4 4
N 1 N 1 57 19 4
O - B 21 — =N —-f (NDR) (XI11.24)
N 2N N 3 3
Fori;5= +; we introduce
(0) (£) ®
a= 2 gP = 4 - (XI1.25)
2 0 0 2 0
and
(£) _ (£) (£) £) _ (£) (£)

The essential step consists in matching (X11.19) onto aecéffe theory without charm, which
will contain the single operat@ = (sd)y a (sd)y a. In NLO this matching has to be performed
to O ( ). At a normalization scale . it reads explicitly, expressed in terms of operator matrix
elements@d; j= +; )

" !#
mg( C) s( c) i .
Oyl= —=5 st — ph—5+ 4 01 (XI11.27)
N + 3 N 1 N 1
v = o= 4= = XI1.28
++ = 3N 1) 44 s = 4 =3N+1), = 3N + 3) (XI11.29)



The ,; are scheme dependent. In the NDR scheme they are given byi¢Hand Nierste, 1994)

!
N? 6, N?+ 2N + 13
v+ = @0 N) + 3

12N 4N |
N2+ 2N 2 3N 2+ 13
= = (1 C e — XI1.30
¥ ¢ = 12N 4N | ( )
N2 4N +2, 3N2+ 10N + 13
=1 N)
12N 4N

Now, starting from (XI11.19), evolving ; fromM ; downto ., integrating out charm at. with the
help of (X11.27), evolving the resulting coefficient accorg to (XII.8) and recalling the definition
of ;in (XIl.1), one finally obtains

[ [N
q@ 1 g®

X sy) 8 sMy ) P
1= [ s( c)]d3 > "
" =+ s( c) s(mb) '
s( e (2: @) .
st — ij]np"' i5 T )+ 4t
c !4
+ Simb) @5 I+ S(ZIW)CBN B; I7) (XI1.31)

We conclude this section with a discussion of a few importssues concerning the structure of
this formula.

(XI1.31), as first obtained in (Herrlich and Nierste, 199dpresents the next-to-leading
order generalization of the leading log expression fogiven in (Gilman and Wise, 1983).
The latter follows as a special case of (X11.31) when the ) correction terms are put to
zero.

The expression (XI1.31) is independent of the renormabrascheme up to terms of the
neglected orded ( 2). We have written ; in a form, in which this scheme independence
becomes manifest: While the variousterms,B; and ; in (XI11.31) all depend on the

renormalization scheme when considered separately, theioations ; @5 J)+ 4,

g 3y andB;+ B I, are scheme invariant.

The product ( .)x.( ) is independent of . to the considered order,

d
dn .

1 ()% ()=0(2) (X11.32)

in accordance with the requirements of renormalizatiomgliovariance. The cancellation
of the .-dependenceto ( ) is related to the presence of an explicitlydependent term

at NLO in (XI11.31) and is guaranteed through the identity

0 1
©) .(0) .(0)
5= 3¢ not > - > A (X11.33)

which is easily verified using (111.17), (XI1.7), (XI1.24)X11.28) and (XI1.29).

107



Also the ambiguity in the scalg , at whichw is integrated out, is reduced from ( ;)
to 0 ( 2) when going from leading to next-to-leading order. As memtid above the de-
pendence on thethreshold scale,, is 0 ( Z) in NLLA as well as in LLA. Numerically
the dependence on, is very small. Also the variation of the result with the higheegy
matching scale ,; is considerably weaker than the residual dependence.ofherefore
we have set, = myand ; = My in (XI.31). In numerical analyses we will take the
dominant _-dependence as representative for the short-distanaeacddiguity of ;. The
generalization to the casg 6 M is discussed in (Herrlich and Nierste, 1994). The more
general case, 6 my is trivially obtained by substituting ,, !, in (X11.31).

Note that due to the GIM structure of no mixing under infinite renormalization occurs
betweerp ;; and the local operatay. This is related to the absence of the logarithm in the

functions, x.) in (XI1.3).

It is instructive to compare the results obtained foand ,. Expanding (XII.31) to first order in
« In this way “switching off” the RG summations, we find

()] 20 1+ Z( )y, 2 (X11.34)
S" ) 2 m?2 2 2! 2 H

1+ -2 n + 1+22 + _, m—+ =
4 2 M 2 M 2 9 m2 3

where we havereplaced ! andm.! m. Inderiving (XII.34) besides (XII.33) the following
identities are useful

X X .(O) .(O)
y=1 ij% = © (X11.35)
Li=+; L=+
X
i3Bi+ By)= 2B, (X11.36)
L=+
The same result (XI1.34) is obtained from as well, if we setn . = my = (= ,my=m

in (X11.10) and expand fo My . This exercise yields a useful cross-check between the
calculations for ; and ,. In addition it gives some further insight into the struetaf the QCD
correctionsto s = 2 box diagrams, establishing, and , as two different generalizations of the
same asymptotic limit (X11.34).

D. The Top-Charm Contribution — 3

To complete the description of the® K ° effective hamiltonian we now turn to the mixed
top-charm component, defined by the contribution . . in (XIl.1), and the associated QCD
correction factor ;. The short distance QCD effects have been first obtainedniitie leading
log approximation by (Gilman and Wise, 1983). The calcolatf ; at next-to-leading order
is due to the work of (Herrlich and Nierste, 1995a), (Nierdi@95). As already mentioned, the
renormalization group analysis necessary fors more involved than in the cases qfand .
The characteristic differences will become clear from thiWing presentation.
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We begin by writing down the relevans = 1 hamiltonian, obtained after integrating out and
top, which provides the basis for the construction of the= 2 effective hamiltonian we want to
derive. It reads

0 1
G X X x®
HY = P2 VoV C0fT . coa (X11.37)
2 q;qO: u;c i= 1;2 i= 3
with
) )
Q= (Siq?)v a @div a Q3= (Siqg)v a @)y a (X11.38)

and corresponds to the hamiltonian (VI.5), discussed iptena/l, except that we have included
the Cc = 1component® i 0¥, which contribute in the analysis of. By contrast to the sim-

(V1.3) have to be considered. Being proportional to= v V.4 they will contribute to the . -
part of (XIl.1). We remark in this context that, on the othant, the penguin contribution to the

penguin diagrams, which would contribute to thgpiece of the s = 2 amplitude, are sup-
pressed by at least a factormf=m 2 compared with the dominant top-exchange effects discussed
in section XII B.

At second order in (XI.37) s = 2 transitions are generated. Inserting (XI1.37) in an exgices
similar to (XI1.18), eliminating , by means of , = < and collecting the terms propor-
tional to . ., we obtain the top-charm component of the effectige= 2 hamiltonian in the

form

2 3
s-2 _ G} X X
Hefee = — ot 4 CiC4Qi+ CriQ9° (X11.39)
= =1
where
i” n i
0= o d'xT 201050 0w 0 of K050 (X11.40)
for = 1;2and
iZ
05= 5 dxTIOF® OF&IQ;0+05& QO  oFO)] (XI1.41)

In defining these operators we have already omitted bilosadycts with flavor structure like
(suud)  (scd), which cannot contribute tos = 2 box diagrams. Furthermore, for the factor
. . . . . 0 0 . .

entering the bilocal operators with indexve have changed the basis frani.; to 0 ““ given in
(XI1.17). In addition local counterterms proportional teet s = 2 operator
m 2
Q 7= g_Zc (Sd)v A (Sd)v A (X||.42)
have been added to (X11.39). These are necessary here ledbauslocal operators can in general
mix into Q ; under infinite renormalization, a fact related to the lotpemni present in the leading
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term x Inx. enterings, (x.;x.) in (XI.5). This behaviour is in contrast to the charm contri
bution, where the corresponding functiep x.) = x. does not contain a logarithmic term and
consequently no locals = 2 counterterm is necessary in (XI1.19). On the other hand ithe s
uation here is analogous to the case of the charm contribtidhe effective hamiltonian for
K* ! in section XI B which similarly behaves ash x. in lowest order and correspond-
ingly requires a counterterm, as displayed in (X1.21) and3%).

After integrating out top and at the high energy matching scalg = 0 ™ ), the Wilson
coefficientsC 4, j= 1;:::60f (XI1.37) and (X11.39) are given in the NDR-scheme by (seetn

D)
. 22 22
CT (w)= 0:1;0;0;0;00+ 1) g, 5y 2,2, 2.2 4w
9°3 93 My
s(w) 11 11 1 1 1 1
+ —; —; —-E i—E ;i —E ;—E X11.43
1 S e o Ge)isE bee); Eo ()i Eo (o) ( )

andC = C, C.. E}(xy) can be found in (VI.16). The coefficient @f; is obtained through
matching the s = 2 matrix element of the effective theory (X11.39) to the capending full the-
ory matrix element, which is in the required approximatien (1) given by (compare (XII.1))

Ge
16 ?
At next-to-leading order this matching has to be done to oop,lincluding finite parts. Note that
here the loop effect is due to electroweak interactions a@® @oes not contribute explicitly in
this step. The matching condition determines the sum ;. + C; , which in the NDR scheme
and with the conventional definition of evanescent opesat@uras and Weisz, 1990), see also
(Herrlich and Nierste, 1995a), (Nierste, 1995), reads
" #
s( W ) W 3Xt BXE ]IlXt

8In + 4dInx, + 2 (XI11.45)
4 My 1 % @ =x)?

A fumyer = My 2 So&eix)Q i (X11.44)

Ci(w)=

at next-to-leading order. In leading log approximation eimeply would havec,; ( ; ) = 0.
The distribution ofc, amongc-, andc-, is arbitrary and has no impact on the physics. For
example we may choose

C7+ = C7 C7 =0 (X“46)
Having determined the initial values of the Wilson coefintge
ctr € Cq;:::55C Cg;Cq ) (X11.47)

atascale, ,C ‘"’ ( y ), the next step consists in solving the RG equations to datern‘ ’ ( )
at the charm mass scale = 0 m .). The renormalization group evolution oft ’ is given by

d
d]n_C()( y= T () (X11.48)
o+ 1~
)= o K (X11.49)
77
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Here .isthe standard 6 anomalous dimension matrix for the = 1 effective hamiltonian
including QCD penguins from (V1.23), (VI.25) and (VI.26) INR-scheme). Similarly are the
anomalous dimensions of the current-current operatorsy ¢an be obtainedas = .1 12
and are also given in section V.
-7 represents the anomalous dimensio ef(X11.42) and reads
2
7= ++2,+2 @Q=g= 4_S 7(3) + 4_S 7%) (X11.50)
ForN = 3andin NDR
4 175 152
©) 1)
= 2+-f = —+ —f XI1.51
77 3 77 3 9 ( )

Finally ~ -, the vector of anomalous dimensions expressing the mixinigeobilocal operators

2
~ = 4—S~<O7’+ 4— ~ ) (XI1.52)
where
~OT = 16; 8; 32; 16;32;16) (X11.53)
)T

~7 = 8;0;16;0; 16;0) (X11.54)

1064 832
~OT = 212; 28; 4245 567, i (X11.55)

1288

~WT = 276; 92;552; 184; ——;0 (XI11.56)

The scheme-dependent numbers i are given here in the NDR-scheme with the conventional
treatment of evanescent operators as described in (Budad/aisz, 1990), (Herrlich and Nierste,
1995a), (Nierste, 1995).

In order to solve the RG equation (XI11.48) it is useful (Hexl and Nierste, 1995a), (Nierste,

DT= C';Cs=C,;C; =C ) (X11.57)
which obeys
d D= D (XI1.58)
dh < '
where
0 1
s ~+7 ~oT
=80 ., o £ (XI11.59)
oF 0 -



The solution of (XI1.58) proceeds in the standard fashiomescribed in section Il F1 and has
the form

D(o)=Us( ;i oM ( )Us(p; w)D () (X11.60)

similarly to (111.105). The b-quark-threshold matchingtma™M ( ,)is an8 8 matrix whose

6  6submatrixy;, 1;j= 1;:::;6is identical to the matrixt described in section VID. The
remaining elements are;; = M gg = 1and zero otherwise. From (XI11.60) the Wilson coefficients
C;( .) are obtained as

Ci( c)

Il
@)
o
[
'_l
Il
’_l
~

':::;6 C7(c):C+(c)D7(c)+C (c)DB(c) (x“61)

The final step in the calculation of; consists in removing the charm degrees of freedom
from the effective theory. Without charm the effective ghtistance hamiltonian corresponding
to (XI11.39) can be written as

G 2
Hefre = — o Ca (X11.62)
The matching condition is obtained by equating the matrements of (XI1.39) and (XI1.62),
evaluated at a scale. = 0 m .). At next-to-leading order one needs the finite parts of theima
elements of) ;;, which can be written in the form

2
PO 45 ( Q)i= m;—(j)rij( JH0 i (X11.63)

where in the renormalization scheme described above aftgX#l.56) ther;; are given by

8
2 (4h( c:rnc) 1)ij j:l;z

ry( )= Bh(mo) 4y = 3;4 (X11.64)
’ ( 8]n(c:rnc)+ 4) ij j: 5;6

r3=1 ;=0 jeven (X11.66)
Using (XI11.63), the matching condition at. between (XI11.39) and (XI11.62) implies

X X6 2 2
Col o) = Ci( o)C5( c>m;—(;’rﬁ( 4O ,4“‘7((>) (XI1.67)

= 31
Evolvingc . from _to < .inathree-flavor theory using (XI1.8) and comparing (XII)&#th
(XII.1), we obtain the final result

X ( ¢) 2:9h s(¢)
= s( ¢ C < 1
T s (i 2 e 2

Jz +
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1X X6 i

t3 Ci( IC5( )r( o) (XI1.68)

= 3=1

One may convince oneself, thais, (x.;x.) is independent of the renormalization scales, in par-
ticular of ., uptotermsob &. 22 ).

Furthermore, using the formulae given in this section, @sy to see from the explicit expres-
sion (XII.68), that 5 _*? ! linthelimit ! 0, asitshould indeed be the case.
The next-to-leading order formula (XI1.68) fo, first calculated in (Herrlich and Nierste, 1995a),
(Nierste, 1995), provides the generalization of the legdoy result obtained by (Gilman and
Wise, 1983). It is instructive to compare (XII.68) with treabling order approximation, which can
be written as

LO

0]
3 = s<c>2‘97(@)];;) (X11.69)

using the notation of (XI1.68)c %° denotes the coefficient,, restricted to the leading logarithmic
approximation. Formula (X11.69), derived here as a spewaake of (XII.68), is equivalent to the
result obtained in (Gilman and Wise, 1983).

If penguin operators and the b-quark threshold in the RGutwwl are neglected, it is possible to
write down in closed form a relatively simple, explicit eegsion for ;. Using a 4-flavor effective
theory for the evolution from the -scale down to the charm scale, we find in this approximation

X () -

3 = < S ( C)279
"SO (xc( c);xt) |
18 12 6 7716 s () 307
A —K: + = + =K 1 PN
(o) 7 11 29 2233 4 162
+ Jnm—c y GK,, 2K, +K )+
C
262497 123 1108657 277133
+ Ky, —K, + 7
35000 625 1305000 50750
21093 13331 10181 1731104
750 ' 13750 ' 18125 , 2512125
3x 3x?Inx 1
+ hx = £+ KK; (X11.70)
41 %) 410 %) 2
where
K,, = K%® K, =K % K =K ™ (X11.71)
K,=K™ K = _sMw) (X11.72)
s( ¢l

Here we have set;, = My . (XII.70) represents the next-to-leading order geneadilin of an
approximate formula for the leading log, also omitting gluon penguins, that has been first given
in (Gilman and Wise, 1983). The analytical expression fpm (XII.70) provides an excellent
approximation, deviating generally by less than from the full result.
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E. Numerical Results
1. General Remarks

After presenting the theoretical aspects of the shortdist QCD factors;, , and ;in the
previous sections, we shall now turn to a discussion of themerical values. However, before
considering explicit numbers, we would like to make a fewagahremarks.

First of all, it is important to recall that in the matrix elemtk °# 372 X °i(see (XIl.1)), only
the complete products

"

Soi il s( )17 1+ J3 KD (H)K%% (KD (HK% (XI1.73)

s()
4

are physically relevant. Hei®); denote the appropriate quark mass dependent functipfts the
three contributionsi(= 1, 2, 3) in (X11.1). None of the factors in (XII.73) is physically raaingful

by itself. In particular, there is some arbitrariness intiph the product (XI1.73) into the short-
distance part and the matrix element@f(XIl.2) containing long distance contributions. This
arbitrariness has of course no impact on the physical restdtvever, it is essential to employ
a definition for the operator matrix element that is consistégth the short-distance QCD factor
used.

Conventionally, the matrix elemerk ° K %iis expressed in terms of the so-called bag param-
eterBx ( ) defined through

WD (OX%% SFimiBy () (X11.74)

wherem ¢ is the kaon mass artk = 160M eV is the kaon decay constant. In principle, one
could just use the scale- and scheme dependent bag factor) along with the coefficient func-
tionsc; ( ) as defined by (XII.73), evaluated at the same scale and inatime senormalization
scheme. However, it has become customary to define the gisteitice QCD correction factors

; by splitting off from the Wilson coefficient; ( ) the factor[ o ( )1 °IL+ <( )=@ ) J3]
which carries the dependence on the renormalization schechéhe scale. This factor is then
attributed to the matrix element qof, formally cancelling its scale and scheme dependence. Ac-
cordingly one defines a renormalization scale and schenagiamt bag paramet&; (compare
(XI1.73), (X11.74))

"

Bg [()1°%° 1+

Z()% Bk () (XI1.75)
If the ; as described in this report are employed to describe thé-distance QCD corrections,
eg. (XII.75) is the consistent definition to be used for therkhag parameter.

Eventually the quantitg x ( ) should be calculated within lattice QCD. At present, thelysis
of (Sharpe, 1994), for example, gives a central valuB 0f2G ev )y, x = 0616, with some still
sizable uncertainty. For a recent review see also (Sonb)19%is result already incorporates the
lattice-continuum theory matching and refers to the usuaRNscheme. It is clear that the NLO
calculation of short-distance QCD effects is essentiattorsistency with this matching and for
a proper treatment of the scheme dependence. Both reguirg corrections, which go beyond
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the leading log approximation.
To convert to the scheme invariant parametgrone uses (XII.75) with the NDR-scheme value for
J; = 307=162t0 obtainBx = 0:84. Note that the factor involvings in (XI1.75), which appears at
NLO, increases ther.h.s. of (XI1.75) by 45% . The leading factor_ = is aboutL 31. Of course,
the fact that there is presently still a rather large unaastan the calculation of the hadronic
matrix element is somewhat forgiving, regarding the pedisfinition ofBx . However, as the
lattice calculations improve further and the errors desgethe issue of a consistent definition of
the ;andBx will become crucial and it is important to keep relation (XB) in mind.

Let us next add a side remark concerning the separation édilreemplitude into the formally
RG invariant factors; andB ¢ . This separation is essentially unique, up to trivial canstactors,
if the evolution from the charm scale. down to a "hadronic” scale < . is written in the
resummed form as shown in (XI1.8) and one requires that etbfa depending on the scaleare
absorbed into the matrix element. On the other hand the hadsgale = 0 (1Gev) is not
really much different from the charm scale = 0 m.), so that the logarithms = _ are not
very large. Therefore one could argue that it is not necggsatesum those logarithms. In this
case the first two factors on the r.h.s. of (XII.8) could beamqed to first order in ; and the
amplitude (XI1.73) would read

Ci(eo) 1+ - Ih— HK°D()HK°i (X11.76)
From this expression it is obvious, that the separation efpysical amplitude into scheme in-
variant short-distance factors and a scheme invarianixr@ément is in general not unique. This
illustrates once more the ambiguity existing for theomdtmncepts such as operator matrix ele-
ments or QCD correction factors, which only cancels in ptaisjuantities.
For definiteness, we will stick to the RG improved form alsotfee evolution between_ and
and the definitions for; andB ¢ that we have discussed in detail above.

2. Results for 1, ,and 3

We are now ready to quote numerical results for the shotéwli® QCD corrections, at next-
to-leading order and to compare them with the leading ordpraximation.
The factors ; and ; have been analyzed in detail in (Herrlich and Nierste, 1%9%) (Nier-
ste, 1995). Here we summarize briefly their main results.n@ysiur central parameter values
m.f) = 13Gev, 2 = 0325GeV,m.fm.) = 170Gev and fixing the scales as. = m.,

w =My for 1, y = 130Gev for 5, one obtains at NLO
1= 138 5= 047 (XIL.77)

This is to be compared with the LO values corresponding tes#ime input 1© = 112, I° =
0:35. We note that the next-to-leading order corrections armbéez typically20%  30% , but still
perturbative. The numbers above may be compared with tidénigéog values 1° = 0:85 and
39 = 036that have been previously used in the literature, basedenltbicem . = 1:4Gev,
ocp = 02Gev and = My . The considerable difference between the two LO valuesfor
mainly reflects the large dependence obn 4. .

In fact, when the QCD scale is allowed to vary Withiﬁ% = (0325 0:110)G eV, the value for
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1 (NLO) changes by 35% . The leading order result® appears to be slightly less sensitive
to ,cp. However, in this approximation the relation of ., to % is not well defined, which
introduces an additional source of uncertainty when waykinleading logarithmic accuracy.

The situation is much more favorable in the casepivhere the sensitivity tob‘f—; is quite small,

3% . Likewise the dependence on the charm quark mass is very fidloth ; and .
Usingm.m.) = (13 0:205)Gev and the central value for% it is about 4% for ; and
entirely negligible for ;.

Finally, there are the purely theoretical uncertainties thuthe renormalization scales. They are
dominated by the ambiguity related tQ. The productss, x.( ¢)) 1 ( o) @andSy & ( );x¢)

3 ( ) are independent of . up to terms of the neglected order in RG improved perturbatio
theory. In the case of, (x.( o)) 1( o) (So & ( o);x%e) 3( o) the remaining sensitivity to

< amounts to typically 15% ( 7%) at NLO. These scale dependences are somewhat reduced
compared to the leading order calculation, where the cooreding uncertainty is around 30%

( 10%).
To summarize, sizable uncertainties are still associaiédtive number for the QCD factor,,
whose central value is found to be = 1:38 (Herrlich and Nierste, 1994). On the other hand,
the prediction for ; appears to be quite stable and can be reliably determined as 0:47
0:03 (Herrlich and Nierste, 1995a), (Nierste, 1995). One sheuighhasize however, that these
conclusions have their firm basis only within the framewofla@omplete NLO analysis, as the
one performed in (Herrlich and Nierste, 1994), (NiersteQ3)9 Fortunately the quantity,, for
which a high precision seems difficult to achieve, plays silegportant role in the phenomenology
of indirect CP violation.

Finally, we turn to a brief discussion of (Buraser al., 1990), representing the short-distance
QCD effects of the top-quark contribution. For central pagger values, in particular;f_’S =
0:325G eV andm . ) = 170G &V, and for .= m. m .) the numerical value is

, = 0574 (X11.78)

Varying the QCD scale within . = (0325 0:110)Gev resultsina 05% change in,.

The dependence an. ) is even smaller, only 03% form.m.) = @170 15)Gev. ltis
worthwhile to compare the NLO results with the leading log@aximation. Using the same in-
put as before yields a central value g = 0:612, about7% larger as the NLO result (XI1.78).
However, what is even more important than the differenceemtral values is the quite striking
reduction of scale uncertainty when going from the leadogydpproximation to the full NLO
treatment. Recall that the.-dependence in, has to cancel the scale dependence of the func-
tion Sy . ( +)). Allowing for a typical variation of the renormalizationae .= 0 ) from
100G eV to 300G eV results in a sizable change §3 . ( +)) ° of 9%. In fact, in leading or-
der the -dependence of, has even the wrong sign, re-inforcing the scale dependersert in

So & ( +)) iInstead of reducing it. The large sensitivity to the unpbgsparameter . is essentially
eliminated (to 0:4% ) for ,S, x.) at NLO, a quite remarkable improvement of the theoretical ac
curacy. The situation here is similar to the case of the togrdominated rare K and B decays
discussed in sections XI, XXIV and XXVI. For a further illuation of the reduction in scale
uncertainty see the discussion of the analogous casg oh section XIII B.

The dependence of, on the charm and bottom threshold scaless 0 (m.)and ,= 0 () is
also extremely weak. Takings ev < 3Gev and3Gev »  9G eV resultsin avariation
of ,bymerely 026% and 0:06%, respectively.
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In summary, the NLO result for,S, ) is, by contrast to the leading logarithmic approximation,
essentially free from theoretical uncertainties. Funtiae, , is also rather insensitive to the
input parameters; - andm .. The top contribution plays the dominant role for indire€ @o-
lation in the neutral kaon system. The considerable imprere in the theoretical analysis of the
short-distance QCD factor, brought about by the next-to-leading order calculatiorhexé¢fore
particularly satisfying.
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XIII. THE EFFECTIVE HAMILTONIAN FORB° B ? MIXING
A. General Structure

Due to the particular hierarchy of the CKM matrix element/dhe top sector can contribute
significantly toB® B ° mixing. The charm sector and the mixed top-charm contrilmstiare
entirely negligible here, in contrastto tke K ° case, which considerably simplifies the analysis.

Refering to our earlier presentation of the top sector for= 2 transitions in section XII B
we can immediately write down the effective = 2 hamiltonian. Performing the RG evolution
only down to scales,, = 0 tm) and making the necessary replacemeantd ( b we get, in
analogy to (XII.1) (Burag? al., 1990)

w

Hir? = 1G6§2M£ VeVia)® 28 S0 &) [ o( )] 0 1+ 54( Do +he: (XIL1)
where here
0= @y »bdy a (XI11.2)
and
2 = [s( I , (Xi3)
t 54( - :ZjJrBt %Jr;th% ' “@Eift)hME

The definitions of the various quantities in (XI11.3) can leihd in section XII B. Several impor-
tant aspects of, in the kaon system have also been discussed in this sectimialScomments
apply to the present case of . Here we would still like to supplement this discussion bytiwg
down the formula for , inthe limitingcasen,. My,

6=23
= Lol )] [, o)
) 2 2 20 M2
L S N molh—S+11 = 24+B, g+0 O
4 2 mi m? 9 m ?

This expression clarifies the structure of the RG evolutiothe limitm . M ; . It also suggests
that the renormalization scale is most naturally to be tek®n. = O (m.) rather than . =

0 M y ), both in the definition of the top quark mass and as the irstale of the RG evolution.
Formula (XII1.4) also holds, with obvious modificationsyfthe , factor in the kaon system,
which has been discussed in sec. XII B.

We finally mention that in the literature the-dependent factors in (XIIl.1) are sometimes not
attributed to the matrix elements of, as implied by (XI11.1), but absorbed into the definition of
the QCD correction factor

" #

= o2 [o(p)] 77 14 54( o) g (XI11.5)

Whichever definition is employed, it is important to rememtigs difference and to evaluate
the hadronic matrix element consistently. Note that, intiast to .5, . is scale and scheme
dependent.
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B. Numerical Results

The correction factor,; describes the short-distance QCD effects in the theotetipaession
forB° B mixing. Due to the arbitrariness that exists in dividing tite/sical amplitude into
short-distance contribution and hadronic matrix elemiat short-distance QCD factor is strictly
speaking an unphysical quantity and hence definition dep@ndTheB -factor, parametrizing
the hadronic matrix element, has to match the conventiod tme ,;. With the definition of

,s employed in this article and given explicitly in the prevéosection, the appropriate-factor
to be used is the so-called scheme independent bag-parametes defined in eq. (XVII1.18),
where = L= 0 m). We remark, that the factor,; is identical forBy, BgandB, By
mixing. The effects o6U (3) breaking enter only the hadronic matrix elements. Thisuiesais a
consequence of the factorization of short-distance angtthstance contributions inherent to the
operator product expansion. For further comments see laésdiscussion of the analogous case
of short-distance QCD factors in the neutral kaon systemedtien XII E 1.
In the following we summarize the main results of a numergsllysis of .5 . The factor . is
analogous to, entering the top contribution ® ° K ° mixing and both quantities share many
important features.
The value of ,; for Df_’s = 0325GeV, m.fm.) = 170Gev and with . set equal tan . m .)
reads at NLO

s = 0551 (X111.6)

This can be compared with? = 0:580, obtained, using the same input, in the leading logarithmic
approximation. In the latter case the produgt ( ) S & +))is, however, affected by a residual
scale ambiguity of 9% (for 100G ev ¢ 300G ev). This uncertainty is reduced to the
negligible amountof 0:3% inthe complete NLO expressionof ( .) S & .)), corresponding
to an increase in accuracy by a factor of 25. The sensitivityhé unphysical scale. in leading
and next-to-leading order is illustrated in fig. 9.

In addition the number shown in (XIII.6) is also very stabgmenst changes in the input pa-
rameters. Taking % = (0325 0:10)GeV andm. m )= (170 15)G &V results in a variation
of ;5 by 13% and 0:3%, respectively.

It is clear from this discussion, that the short-distancéd@ects inB ° B ° mixing are very
well under control, once NLO corrections have been propediuded, and the remaining uncer-
tainties are extremely small. The effective hamiltoniaregiin (XIII.1) therefore provides a solid
foundation for the incorporation of non-perturbative effe to be determined from lattice gauge
theory, and for further phenomenological investigatiadated toB © B ° mixing phenomena.
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enters the theoretical expression far 5, describingg © B ° mixing. Itis independent of the precise value
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an unavoidable theoretical uncertainty. This ambiguitshiswn here for the leading order (dashed) and the
next-to-leading order calculation (solid).

120



XIV. PENGUIN BOX EXPANSION FOR FCNC PROCESSES

An important virtue of OPE and RG is that with. > M ; the dependence of weak decays on
the top quark mass is very elegantly isolated. It residegiarthe initial conditions for the Wilson
coefficients atscale My i.e.inC;M ). A quick look at the initial conditions in the previous
sections reveals the important fact that the leadingdependence in all decays considered is
represented universally by the-dependent functions which result from exact calculatwithe
relevant penguin and box diagrams with internal top quadharges. These are the functions

So); Bo®d); Co®); Do®); Eo&d); Do&); EJ&) (XIV.1)

for which explicit expressions are given in (XI1.4), egs.Il(¥3)—(VIl.15), (VI.15), (IX.12) and
(IX.13), respectively. In certain decays some of thesetfons do not appear because the corre-
sponding penguin or box diagram does not contribute to tiialiconditions. However, the func-
tion C, (x.) resulting from thez °-penguin diagram enters alir = 1decaysbuB ! X . . Hav-

ing a quadratic dependence mn, this function is responsible for the dominamt-dependence

of these decays. Since the non-leadingdependence of , x.) is gauge dependent,, x.) is
always accompanied ¥, x.) or D ; (x¢) in such a way that this dependence cancels. For this
reason it is useful to replace the gauge dependent funchHgms.), C, (x.) andD , x.) by the
gauge independent set (Buchaltazl., 1991)

X&) = CoXe) 4By (X¢)
Yo &) = Co &e) By X¢) (X|V.2)

1
ZoXe) = Co &)+ ZDO(Xt)

as we have already done at various places in this review. ridhesion of NLO QCD corrections
to B °-B °-, K °-K °-mixing and the rar& - andB -decays of section XI requires the calculation
of QCD corrections to penguin and box diagrams in the fulbtiie This results in the functions
S (%) = 2S0 &), X (x0)andy (x.), with the latter two given in (X1.5) and (X1.45), respectiye

It turns out however that if the top quark mass is definded as m. tm ) one has

SEe)= 250&e); X K= x Xo&e)i Y K= v Yo &) (XIV-3)

with ,, yx and , almost independent of .. Numerical values ofy and , are given in part
three.

Consequently with this definition af . the basian -dependent functions listed in (XIV.1) and
(XIV.2) represent then .-dependence of weak decays at the NLO level to a good appabixim It
should be remarked that the QCD corrections tQ E,, D § andE § have not been calculated yet.
They would however be only required for still higher orderregtions (NNLO) in the renormal-
ization group improved perturbation theory as fabasandk , are concerned. On the other hand,
in the case ob J andk J, which are relevantforthe! s decay, these corrections are necessary.

An inspection of the effective hamiltonians derived in theyious sections shows that fBr-

B °-mixing, K °-K °-mixing and the rare decays of section Xl the dependence of the effective
hamiltonian is explicitly given in terms of the basic furmts listed above. Due to the one step
evolution from . to , we have also presented the explieit-dependence foB ! x, and

B ! X, e decays. On the other hand in the caseof! andk,; ! Ye"e where
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the renormalization group evolution is very complicated th. dependence of a given box or

penguin diagram is distributed among various Wilson caefficfunctions. In other words the

m -dependence acquired at scale 0 My ) is hidden in a complicated numerical evaluation of
U(;My).

For phenomenological applications it is more elegant ancersonvenient to have a formal-
ism in which the final formulae for all amplitudes are givempkitly in terms of the basien -
dependent functions discussed above.

In (Buchallaet al., 1991) an approach has been presented which accomplishdaghk. It
gives the decay amplitudes as linear combinations of thie hasversal, process independent but
m -dependent functions, .) of eq. (XIV.1) with corresponding coefficients, characteristic
for the decay under consideration. This approach termedd#a Box Expansion” (PBE) has the
following general form

X
A (decay) = P, (decay) + P, ([decay) F, (X¢) (XIV.4)

r

where the sum runs over all possible functions contributiing given amplitude. In (XIV.4) we
have separatedma -independent terra, which summarizes contributions stemming from internal
guarks other than the top, in particular the charm quark.

Many examples of PBE appear in this review. Several decayrsuositions depend only on a
single function out of the complete set (XIV.1). For completss we give here the correspondence
between various processes and the basic functions

B %-B %-mixing So X¢)

K ! ,B ! K ,B ! K(xe)

K ! ,B ! 11 Yo X¢)

Kp! %ete Yo X))y Zo Ke)y Eo Ke)

no X o &), Yo Xe)s Zo Ke)y B Ki)

B! Xg Dg(xt),Eg(xt)

B! Xse'e Yo X¢), Zo(xt).Eo(Xt),Dg(Xt),Eg(Xt)

In (Buchallaer al., 1991) an explicit transformation from OPE to PBE has beedan& his
transformation and the relation between these two expass@n be very clearly seen on the basis
of

X
AP ! F)= WP ()PiUku( My )C3My) (XIV.5)

ik

whereUy; ( ;M y ) represents the renormalization group transformation flomdownto . As
we have seen, OPE puts the last two factors in this formulethagy, mixing this way the physics
aroundM ,, with all physical contributions down to very low energy s=al The PBE is realized
on the other hand by putting the first two factors togetherramgiting c ; ™ i ) in terms of the
basic functions (XIV.1). This results in the expansion of @4V.4). Further technical details and
the methods for the evaluation of the coefficiemtsan be found in (Buchaller al., 1991), where
further virtues of PBE are discussed.

Finally, we give approximate formulae having power-likepdedence orx. for the basic,
gauge independent functions of PBE
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So &) = 0784 K° Xo&) = 0660 X7°

Yo &x) = 0315 %° Zo ) = 0475 %3

Eo (k) = 0564 =1 DO, = 0244 &&°
0

EJx:) = 0145 X°:

(XIV.6)

Inthe rangel50Gev  m. 200G eV these approximations reproduce the exact expressions to
an accuracy better than 1%.
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XV. HEAVY QUARK EFFECTIVE THEORY BEYOND LEADING LOGS

A. General Remarks

Since its advent in 1989 heavy quark effective theory (HQEAE) developped into an elaborate
and well-established formalism, providing a systematerfework for the treatment of hadrons
containing a heavy quark. HQET represents a static appadiomfor the heavy quark, covari-
antly formulated in the language of an effective field thedtrgllows to extract the dependence of
hadronic matrix elements on the heavy quark mass and toiexpdosimplifications that arise in
QCD in the static limit.

There are several excellent reviews on this subject (Neub294c), (Georgi, 1991), (Grinstein,
1991), (Isgur and Wise, 1992), (Mannel, 1993) and we do rtetrgit here to cover the details
of this extended field. However, we would like to emphasize ¢lose parallels in the general
formalism employed to calculate perturbative QCD effeotdlie effective weak hamiltonians we
have been discussing in this review and in the context of HQEparticular we will concen-
trate on results that have been obtained in HQET beyond digkénlg logarithmic approximation in
QCD perturbation theory. Such calculations have been daielyrfor bilinear current operators
involving heavy quark fields, which have important appl@as in semileptonic decays of heavy
hadrons. For the purpose of illustration we will focus onsimaplest case of heavy-light currents
as an important example. Furthermore, while existing resieoncentrate on semileptonic decays
and current operators, we will also include results obthiiee nonleptonic transitions and sum-
marize the calculation of NLO QCD correctionsgd B ° mixing in HQET (Flynnet al., 1991),
(Giménez, 1993). These latter papers generalize thengddg results first obtained in (Voloshin
and Shifman, 1987), (Politzer and Wise, 1988a), (Politper\&ise, 1988b).

Throughout we will restrict ourselves to the leading ordeHQET and not address the question
of 1=m corrections. For a discussion of this topic we refer the eedalthe literature, in particular
the above mentioned review articles.

B. Basic Concepts

Let us briefly recall the most important basic concepts ugitgy the idea of HQET.
The Lagrangian describing a quark fieldvith massm and its QCD interactions with gluons
reads

L= iB m (XV.1)

whereD = @ igT®A? is the gauge-covariant derivative. lis a heavy quark, i.e. its mass is
large compared to the QCD scale, ., =m 1, it acts approximately like a static color source
and its QCD interactions simplify. A heavy quark inside atdeadmoving with velocityv has
approximately the same velocity. Thus its momentum can litteewrasp = m v + k, wherek is a
small residual momentum of the order of ., and subject to changes of the same order through
soft QCD interactions. To implement this approximatiom tluark field is decomposed into

®=e ™ *h, ®)+ H, x)) (XV.2)

with h, andH , defined by
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my gt & (XV.3)

Hy) =e"’ — ) (XV.4)

To be specific we consider here the case of a hadron contaanivegavy quark, as opposed to a
heavy antiquark. In order to describe a heavy antiquarkd#fmitions (XV.3) and (XV.4) are
replaced by

h{’ &) =e ™" "1767 (%) (XV.5)
. &
H O )= e ™ Xl—+2 ) (XV.6)
Consequently, for a heavy antiquark, one only needs to isutest ! vin the expressions given

below for the case of a heavy quark.
In the rest frame of the heavy quatik andH ., correspond to the upper and lower components of
, respectively. Ingeneral, for ! 1 h,andH, represent the "large” and "small” components
of . In fact, the equations of motion of QCD imply tiat, is suppressed by a factog, ., =m in
comparison ta,. The inclusion of an explicit exponential facteto ( im v x) in (XV.2) ensures
that the momentum associated with the fields only a small residual momentum of ordej. .
Now an effective theory fon, is constructed by eliminating the small component figldfrom
explicitly appearing in the description of the heavy qu#k.the classical level this can be done by
using the equations of motion or, equivalently, by direathggrating out thei , degrees of free-
dom in the context of a path integral formulation (Manaedl., 1992). The effective Lagrangian
one obtains from (XV.1) along these lines is given by, (= D vv D)

1
L = hviV D h+ hvi]B ? ib » hv XV.7
ef f;tot \h ? iV D + 2m i" 2 ( )

The first term in (XV.7)
Lee= hyv @ + gv T?A%)h, (XV.8)

represents the Lagrangian of HQET to lowest ordets#a and will be sufficient for our pur-
poses. The second, nonlocal contribution in (XV.7) can lpaeged into a series of local, higher
dimension operators, carrying coefficients with increggiowers ofl=m . To first order it yields
the correction due to the residual heavy quark kinetic gnangl the chromo-magnetic interaction
term, coupling the heavy quark spin to the gluon field.

From (XV.8) one can obtain the Feynman rules of HQET, the agayor of the effective field,

i 1+ &
v k2

(XV.9)

and theh,-h,-gluon vertex,igv T2. The explicit factor 1+ 67)=2 in (XV.9) arises because the
effective fieldh, is a constrained spinor, satisfyiregh, h,, as is obvious from (XV.3). The
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velocity v is a constant in the effective theory and plays the role oballfor the effective field
h,. In principle, a different fielch, has to be considered for every velocity

The Lagrangian in (XV.8) exhibits the crucial features of HHRQ The quark-gluon coupling is in-
dependent of the quark’s spin degrees of freedom and thewhg@n is independent of the heavy
guark flavor, since the heavy quark mass has been elimingitéslobservation forms the basis for
the spin-flavor symmetry of HQET (Isgur and Wise, 1989), ({isgnd Wise, 1990), which gives
rise to important simplifications in the strong interactarf heavy quarks and allows to establish
relations among the form factors of different heavy hadratrix elements. The heavy quark
symmetries are broken hy=m -contributions as well as radiative corrections.

So far our discussion has been limited to the QCD interastadrihe heavy quark. Weak interac-
tions introduce new operators into the theory, which may ureenit operators, bilinear in quark
fields, or four-quark operators, relevant for semilept@md nonleptonic transitions, respectively.
Such operators form the basic ingredients to be studied akvwdecay phenomenology. They
can as well be expanded irm and incorporated into the framework of HQET. For example a
heavy-light current operater (evaluated at the origirx = 0), can be written (XV.2)

1
9 =gh,+0 () (XV.10)
m

to lowest order in HQET.
Up to now we have restricted our discussion to the classwall In addition, of course, quantum
radiative corrections have to be included. They will forrexde modify relations such as (XV.10).
Technically their effects are taken into account by perfagrthe appropriate matching calcula-
tions, relating operators in the effective theory to theegponding operators in the full theory to
the required order in renormalization group improved QCEtybation theory. The procedure
is very similar to the calculation of the usual effective hiéonmians for weak decays. The basic
difference consists in the heavy degrees of freedom théteing integrated out in the matching
process. In the general case of effective weak hamiltorttamieavy field to be removed as a
dynamical variable is the W boson, whereas it is the lowerpmmment heavy quark field , in the
case of HQET. This similarity will become obvious from ouepentation below.
At this point some comment might be in order concerning theimnship of the HQET formalism
to the general weak effective hamiltonians discussed pilynia this review, in particular those
relevant for b-physics.
The effective hamiltonians forB = 1;2 nonleptonic transitions are the relevant hamiltonians
for scales = 0 (), which are appropriate for B hadron decays, and their Witsmfficients
incorporate the QCD short distance dynamics between sgatesM , ) ando (). As already
mentioned at the end of section V it is therefore not necgdsanvoke HQET. The physics below
= 0 () is completely contained within the relevant hadronic nxagtements. On the other
hand, HQET may be useful in certain cases, like 8.§. B ° mixing, to gain additional insight
into the structure of the hadronic matrix elements for scélelowm ., but still large compared
to ,cp. These scales are still perturbative and the related Gmins can be extracted ana-
lytically within HQET. In particular, this procedure makétee dependence of the matrix element
on the heavy quark mass explicit, as we will see on exampliesvb&urthermore, this approach
can be useful e.g. in connection with lattice calculatiohkamronic matrix elements, which are
easier to perform in the static limit for b-quarks, i.e. eayshg HQET (Sachrajda, 1992). The
simplifications obtained are however at the expense of theoapnation due to the expansion in
1=m.
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The most important application of HQET has been to the aismlykexclusive semileptonic
transitions involving heavy quarks, where this formalisihovas to exploit the consequences of
heavy quark symmetry to relate formfactors and providessalfar systematic corrections to the
m ! 1 limit. This area of weak decay phenomenology has been alnmeatewed in detail (Neu-
bert, 1994c), (Georgi, 1991), (Grinstein, 1991), (Isgu &vise, 1992), (Mannel, 1993) and will
not be covered in the present article.

C. Heavy-Light Currents

As an example of a next-to-leading QCD calculation withia tontext of HQET, we will now
discuss the case of a weak current, composed of one heavynandbt quark field, to leading
order in thel=m expansion. For definithess we consider the axial vectoryakglt current,
whose matrix elements determine the decay constants oflpsealar mesons containing a single
heavy quark, likefy andf; .

The axial vector current operator in the full theory is givsn

A=qg s (XV.11)

where is the heavy and;the light quark field. In HQET this operator can be expandeithén
following way

1
A=Cy( )KL+ Cy()E+ 0 (—) (XV.12)
m
where the operator basis in the effective theory reads
K1=4d9 shy K;=qu shy (XV.13)

with the heavy quark effective field, defined in (XV.3). The use of the expansion (XV.12) is
to make the dependence of the matrix elements @n the heavy quark mass explicit. The
dependence on this mass is two-fold. First, there is a poejemtdence, which is manifest in the
heavy quark expansion in powers B#n . From this series only the lowest order term is shown
in (XV.12). Second, there is a logarithmic dependencenodue to QCD radiative corrections,
which can be calculated in perturbation theory. This depand is factorized into the coefficient
functionsc |, C, in much the same way as the logarithmic dependence of naemiepteak decay
amplitudes on the W boson mass is factorized into the Wilsmefficients of the usual weak
hamiltonians. Since the dynamics of HQET is, by constructindependent af , no furtherm
dependence is present in the matrix elements of the eféettigory operatorg™ ,,, except for
trivial factors ofm related to the normalization of meson states. Consequrgty dependence
of (XV.12) is determined explicitly.

We remark that in general the meson states in HQET to be usdldefo.h.s. of (XV.12) differ
from the meson states in the full theory to be used to sandthiebperator on the I.h.s.. For the
leading order in=m we are working in this distinction is irrelevant, however.

An important point is that the operatars ., in the effective theory have anomalous dimensions,
although the operatax in the full theory, being an axial vector current operataresi not. As

a consequence matrix elementszof, will depend on the renormalization scale and scheme.
This dependence is canceled however through a corresgpadeipendence of the coefficients
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so that the physical matrix elements mfwill be scale and scheme independent as they must
be. The existence of anomalous dimensions for the effetiiery operators merely reflects the
logarithmic dependence on the heavy quark nrasiie to QCD effects. This dependence results
in logarithmic divergences in the limit ! 1 , corresponding to the effective theory, which
require additional infinite renormalizations not presentull QCD. Obviously the situation is
completely analogous to the case of constructing effeeteak hamiltonians through integrating
out the W boson, which we have described in detail in sectilonn fact, the extraction of the
coefficient functions by factorizing long and short distacontributions to quark level amplitudes
and the renormalization group treatment follow exactlysame principles.

The Wilson coefficients at the high matching scale= 0 (), the initial condition to the RG
evolution, can be calculated in ordinary perturbation tiieath the result (NDR scheme)

Ciln)= 14 h‘i’hfwl (XV.14)
Ca(n)= 4—SB2 (XV.15)
with

and % given in (XV.18) below.C is the QCD color factory 2 1)=(N ). We remark that the
coefficient of the new operatar,, generated ab ( ), is finite without requiring renormalization.
As a consequence no explicit scale dependence appears.tEPANdB , is a scheme independent
constant. For the same reasognandz’, do not mix under renormalization, but renormalize only
multiplicatively. The anomalous dimension of the effeetlveavy quark currents is independent
of the Dirac structure. It is the same 8% andx’, and reads at two-loop order

2

b= }ﬁ’_45+ o _45 (XV.17)
where
0) _
D= 3 (XV.18)
49 2 5 8 5
1) 2 2 2
= Z+ 22 NCcp+ = = C2+ ZCcpof=
hl 3 F 2 3 P37

254 56 , 20
= == = “f DR XV.19
s 7 T (NDR) ( )

N (£) denotes the number of colors (flavors). The anomalous difoen,} has been first cal-

culated by (Voloshin and Shifman, 1987) and (Politzer and&)il988a), (Politzer and Wise,
1988b). The generalization to next-to-leading order hanlpeerformed in (Ji and Musolf, 1991)
and (Broadhurst and Grozin, 1991).

The RG equations are readily solved to obtain the coeffisiana lower but still perturbative scale
, Where, formally, » = O (). Using the results of section Ill F we have
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[

#dhl

Ci()= 1+ s )Jhl s{ n) 14 =t InleB; @ (XV.20)
s( ) 4 m
BTN T
s h s h
= B XV.21
Co() ) p 2 ( )
with
©) @
G = —B- Jpy = G -t (XV.22)
2 0 0 2 0

We remark that the corresponding formulae for the vectareriircan be simply obtained from the
above expressions by letting ! 1 and changing the sign &f,.

In addition to the case of heavy-light currents consideree hthe NLO corrections have also
been calculated for flavor-conserving and flavor-changiayii-heavy currents of the type

and ,; ,respectively, where, ;, are heavy quarkfields(= , ). Inthese cases the
anomalous dimensions become velocity dependent. Additmmplications arise in the analysis
of flavor changing heavy-heavy currents due to the presdremdalistinct heavy mass scales. For
a detailed presentation see (Neubert, 1994c) and refeyeited therein.

D. The Pseudoscalar Decay Constant in the Static Limit

An important application of the results summarized in tts &ction is the calculation of the
short distance QCD effects, from scales betwegr- 0 m ) and the low scale = 0 1G&V),
for the decay constants of pseudoscalar heavy mesons. Using only the leading tertiein
expansion (XV.12), omitting alil=m power corrections, corresponds to the static limit for
which plays some role in lattice studies. As already meiiibwe will restrict ourselves here to
this limit. We should remark however, that non-negligibaver corrections are known to exist
for the realistic case of B or D meson decay constants (Saehrg992).

The decay constartt is defined through

WAPi= ifmpv (XV.23)

where the pseudoscalar meson stateéis normalized in the conventional wayp(P 1= 2E V).
The matrix elements af, ., are related via heavy quark symmetry and are given by

R Pi= HEPi= () mev (XV.24)

Apart from the explicit mass fact(?rﬁ, which is merely due to the normalization ¢fi, these
matrix elements are independent of the heavy quark mass.’rétleced” decay constarft( )

is thereforem -independent. It does however depend on the renormalizatiale and scheme
chosen. The computation af( ) is a nonperturbative problem involving strong dynamicoiel
scale . Using (XV.12), (XV.20), (XV.21), (XV.23) and (XV.24) we dain

! " #dhl

£() s () s(n) s(n)
f}?:ym 1+ 7 ni (h) 1+Th N
P s

n-2+B, J:1 B (XV.25)
m
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The dependence of the coefficient function on the renormiiiza scheme through,, in the sec-
ond factor in (XV.25), and its dependence orncancel the corresponding dependences in the
hadronic quantity( ) to the considered order in,. The last factor in (XV.25) is scheme inde-
pendent. Furthermore the cancellation of the dependence tmthe required order can be seen
explicitly. Note also the leading scaling behaviaur 1= m;, which is manifest in (XV.25).

Although £°( ) cannot be calculated without nonperturbative input, itlependence of the heavy
guark mass implies thatt will drop out in the ratio off; overf, , if charm is treated as a heavy
guark. One thus obtains

' ( )#dhl ( ) ( )
D s\ b s\ b s c
— = — 1+ ® By) +
B s(c) 4 ! J]l 2)

s( b) 0) b s( c) 0) c

m < (XV.26)

&
3

&h
3

The QCD factor on the right hand side of (XV.26) amounts tt4 for m, = 48GeV, m. =
14Gev and ;5 = 02Gev ifwe set ; = m;, i= bjc If we allow for a variation of the
renormalization scales @s3 =m; 2, this factor lies within a range af:12to 1:16. This
is to be compared with the leading log approximation, whbeeedentral value reads:12 with a
variation from1:10 to 1:15. Note that due to cancellations in the ratio=f, the scale ambiguity
is not much larger in LLA than in NLLA. However the next-tcalging order QCD effects further
enhancef; =f, independently of the renormalization scheme.

E. B = 2 Transitions in the Static Limit

In section XIIl we have described the effective hamiltonfane ® B ° mixing. The cal-
culation of the mixing amplitude requires in particular teealuation of the matrix element
B°D R  Hpiofthe operator

Q= ®Edy abdy a (XV.27)

in addition to the short-distance Wilson coefficient. Casdint function and operator matrix ele-
ment are to be evaluated at a common renormalization scate,0 ), say. In contrast to the
determination of the Wilson coefficient, the computationha hadronic matrix element involves
nonperturbative long-distance contributions. Ultimatiblis problem should be solved using lat-
tice QCD. However, the b quark is rather heavy and it is tleeeelifficult to incorporate it as a
fully dynamical field in the context of a lattice regularizat approach. On the other hand QCD
effects from scales below, = 0 m,) downto 1Gev are still accessible to a perturbative
treatment. HQET provides the tool to calculate these dmutinns. At the same time it allows one
to extract the dependencet@ D B °ion the bottom mass , explicitly, albeit at the prize of the
further approximation introduced by the expansion in iseguowers ofn ..

In a first step the operatar in (XV.27) is expressed as a linear combination of HQET ojoesa
by matching the "full” to the effective theory at a scale= 0 ()

D (pis 1+ =2 (0 Oyp Pig m g gie 22
4 my 4

leﬁs ( b)l

(XV.28)
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Here
Q=20d)y ah'’dy a 0s=20d)s » 0 'd)s » (XV.29)

(hd)s » h@ 5)d)are the necessary operators in HQET relevant for the cass bf! B °
transition. The fielch creates a heavy quark, whit¢ ’ annihilates a heavy antiquark. Since the
effective theory fielch (h' ’) cannot, unlike the full theory fieldin ¢, at the same time annihilate
(create) the heavy antiquark (heavy quark), explicit fexctof two have to appear in (XV.29).
Similarly to the case of the heavy-light current discussethe previous section a new operator
Qs with scalar-pseudoscalar structure is generated. Itdicieett is finite and hence no operator
mixing under infinite renormalization occurs betweg@andQ ..

In a second step, the matrix element( )i at the high scale, has to be expressed through the
matrix element ofy evaluated at a lower scale 1G ev, which is relevant for a nonperturbative
calculation, for example using lattice gauge theory. Téiation can be obtained through the usual
renormalization group evolution and reads in NLLA

Mo (gi= 22y 200 Ul gy (XV.30)

s() 4

where

~©) g ~@)
— =, — (XV.31)
2 0 0

g =
with the beta-function coefficients, and ; given in (l11.16). The calculation of the one-loop
anomalous dimension® of the HQET operator, required for the leading log approximation
to (XV.30), has been first performed in (Voloshin and Shifma887) and (Politzer and Wise,
1988a), (Politzer and Wise, 1988b). The computation of weelbop anomalous dimension*’
is due to (Giménez, 1993). Finally, the next-to-leadinggommatching condition (XV.28) has been
determined in (Flynrer al., 1991). In the following we summarize the results obtainethese
papers.

The scheme dependent next-to-leading order quantitie@sand~® refer to the NDR scheme
with anticommuting s and the usual subtraction of evanescent terms as definedunagEnd
Weisz, 1990). Foxn = 3colors we then have

~0 =g © =4 (XV.32)
11
B B= 14 B ) B,= 8 (XV.33)
2 4
o _ 808 52, n 6_f (XV.34)
9 277 9

wheref is the number of active flavors.
At this point we would like to make the following comments.

The logarithmic term in (XV.28) reflects tlee () scale dependence of the matrix elements
of 9 andQ. Accordingly its coefficient is given by the difference iretbne-loop anomalous
dimensions of these operators? and~©.
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The one-loop anomalous dimension of the effective theogratpp’, ~©, is exactly twice
as large as the one-loop anomalous dimension of the heglrielirrent discussed in section
XV C (see eq. (XV.18). Therefore the scale dependenasyafbelow  is entirely con-
tained in the scale dependence of the decay constant sqffaced This implies the well
known result that in leading log approximation the paramete has no perturbative scale
dependence in the static theory below As the result of (Giménez, 1993) fer’ shows,
this somewhat accidental cancellation is not valid beytedone-loop level.

The matching condition (XV.28) contains besides the ldgaria scheme dependent con-
stant term in the relation between i andy'i. We have written this coefficient in the
formB B in order to make the cancellation of scheme dependences,dsbussed be-
low, more transparent. Here is identical toB , introduced in (V.8) and characterizes the
scheme dependenceltdf i (see also sections Xll and XIlII).

The quantity® has been originally calculated in (Giménez, 1993) usimgetisional re-
duction (DRED) instead of NDR as renormalization schemewei@r, B turns out to be
the same in DRED and NDR, implying that als®’ coincides in these schemes (Giménez,
1993).

Finally we may put together (XV.28) and (XV.30), omitting filne moment the scheme inde-
pendent, constant correction duelg, to obtain

" #d” |

s ( p) s (p) (~© -2 iy B I+ S()J” ()i
() 4 Mo ‘

R (p)i=
(XV.35)

This relation serves to express thé B ° matrix element of the operatar, evaluated at a scale

» = O ), which is the relevant scale for the effective hamiltonidrsection Xlll, in terms
of the static theory matrix elemeny ( )i normalized at a low scale 1Gev. The latter is
more readily accessible to a nonperturbative lattice ¢atlicun than the full theory matrix element
H ( p)i. Note that (XV.35) as it stands is valid in the continuum tiyetn order to use lattice re-
sults one still has to perform an ( ;) matching ofQ' to its lattice counterpart. This step however
does not require any further renormalization group impnoget since by means of (XV.3%) is
already normalized at the appropriate low scalelhe continuum — lattice theory matching was
determined in (Flynrt al., 1991) and is also discussed in (Giménez, 1993).
Of course, the right hand side in (XV.35) gives only the legdcontribution in thel=m ex-
pansion of the full matrix element) ( )i (apart fromgQ’;). Going beyond this approximation
would require the consideration of several new operatong;lwappear at the next order igm .
These contributions have been studied in (Kilian and Mant@93) in the leading logarithmic
approximation. On the other hand (XV.35), while restrictedhe static limit, includes and re-
sums all leading and next-to-leading logarithmic cormtdi between the scalegs = 0 m ) and

1G eV in the relation amon@ andy. It is interesting to consider the scale and scheme

dependences present in (XV.35). The dependenceiarthe first factor on the r.h.s. of (XV.35)
is canceled by the-dependence afy ( )i The dependence on, of this factor is canceled by
the explicitin ,, term proportional to~©. Hence the only scale dependence remaining on the
r.h.s., to the considered order( ), istheone () @, ,. Thisis precisely the scale
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dependence of the full theory matrix element on the I.h.sickvis required to cancel the cor-
responding dependence of the Wilson coefficient. Simildré/term s ( p)B represents the
correct scheme dependencenpf( )i, while the scheme dependence qf( )J cancels with the
scheme dependence af ( )i and the differenc&  Jis scheme independent by itself. This
discussion demonstrates explicitly that the transitiomfifull QCD to HQET can be made at an
arbitrary scale , = 0 (m ), as we have already emphasized above.

Finally we would like to remark that since the logarithm = is not really very large in the
present case, one might take the attitude of neglectingehigitder resummations of logarithmic
terms altogether and restricting oneself to the ) corrections alone. Then (XV.28) would be
already the final result, as it was used in (Flynal., 1991). This approximation is fully consistent
from a theoretical point of view. Yet it is useful to have thenm complete expression (XV.35) at
hand. Of course, as indicated above, the finite ;) correction due to the matrix element®@f in
(XV.28) must still be added to the r.h.s. of (XV.35). Howeuercomplete the NLO renormaliza-
tion group calculation also the leading logarithmic cotigts related to the operatar, should
then be resummed. To our knowledge this part of the analgsisibt yet been performed in the
literature so far.
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Part Three —

The Phenomenology of Weak Decays

The third part of our review presents the phenomenologicalpe of weak decays beyond the
leading logarithmic approximation.

There is essentially a one-to-one correspondence betlWeesettions in the second and in the
third part of this review. Part three uses heavily the resdéirived in part two. In spite of this,
the third part is meant to be essentially self-containedaamdbe followed without difficulties by
those readers who only scanned the material of the secohdrmhread section Il.

The phenomenological part of our review is organized ag¥al We begin with a few com-
ments on the input parameters in section XVI. Next, as anegipn of the NLO corrections in
the current-current sector, we summarize the presentsstditine tree level inclusive B-decays,
in particular the theoretical status of the semi-leptorraniching ratio. The issue of exclusive
two-body non-leptonic decays and the question of facttamawill not be discussed here. The
numerical values of the related factarsfor various renormalization schemes can be found in
(Buras, 1995).

The main part of the phenomenology begins in section XVllevehwe update the "standard”
analysis of the unitarity triangle based on the indirect @Pation inK ! (the parameteY )

and theB§ B J mixing described by,. We incorporate in this analysis the most recent values
of m ¢, Vuu=Va, Va, Bx andry. In addition to the analysis of the unitarity triangle weeteatine
several quantities of interest. These results will be ussgliently in subsequent sections.

In section XIX we present’= beyond leading logarithms, summarizing and updating thenex
sive analysis presented in (Burasal., 1993b). " measures the size of the direct CP violation in
K ! and its accurate estimate is an important but very diffiagkt In section XX we discuss
briefly thek ; K5 mass difference and tha = 1=2rule. Next, in section XXI we present an
update fork;, ! %e'e .

Next in sections XXII and XXIIl we consideB ! X, andB ! X."e , respectively.

B ! X, is known only in the LO approximation. However, in view of itaportance we
summarize the leading order formulae and show the standadélprediction compared with the
CLEO Il findings. We also summarize the present status of Naloutations for this decay. The
NLO calculations fom ! X .,e"e have been completed and we give a brief account of these
results.

Sections XXIV=XXVI discussk ! , Ky ! * and rare B-decaysB( ! X, ,

B ! I'l). Exceptfork, ! * , all these decays have only very small hadronic uncertain-
ties and the dominant theoretical errors are related t@uvanenormalization scale ambiguities.
We demonstrate that these uncertainties are considerdhiged by including NLO corrections,
which will improve the determination of the CKM matrix in thicoming experiments. Using the
results of section XVIII, we also give updated standard nhpdadictions for these decays.
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XVI. COMMENTS ON INPUT PARAMETERS

The phenomenology of weak decays depends sensitively ommderuof input parameters.
We have collected the numerical values of these parameteqgpendix A. To this end we have
frequently used the values quoted by (Particle Data Gro8p4)L The basis for our choice of
the numerical values for various non-perturbative paramsesuch ag ; or Fy, will be given in
the course of our presentation. In certain cases, like theeBen life-times and the size of the
BJ BJ mixing, for which the experimental world averages changestantly we have chosen
values, which are in the ball park of those presented at waigonferences and workshops during
the summer of 1995. Here we would like to comment briefly oe¢hmportant parameters’, J
Vuw=Vejandm .. The importance of these parameters lies in the fact thaymenching ratios
and also the CP violation in the Standard Model depend $ezlgibn them.

A. CKM Element ¥/ 4,7

During the last two years there has been a considerablegg®grade by experimentalists (Pat-
terson, 1995) and theorists in the extractionmof jfrom the exclusive and inclusive B-decays. In
these investigations the HQET in the case of exclusive deaay the Heavy Quark Expansions
for inclusive decays played a considerable role. In pddione would like to mention the impor-
tant papers (Neubert, 1994a), (Shifmaal., 1995) and (Balkz al., 1995a) on the basis of which
one is entitled to use:

4j= 0040 0003 => A =082 006 (XVI.1)

This should be compared with an error 0f0:006 for §7,jquoted still in 1993. The corresponding
reduction of the error i by a factor of 2 has important consequences for the phendoggnof
weak decays.

B. CKM Element Ratio ¥, ,,=V4,]

Here the situation is much worse and the value

V
“ — 008 002 (XV1.2)

Vo
guoted by (Particle Data Group, 1994) appears to be stitlv@here is a hope that the error could
be reduced by a factor of 2 to 4 in the coming years both dueetthigory (Baller al., 1995a) and
the recent CLEO measurements of the exclusive semileptietiayss ! ( ;%)1,(Thorndike,
1995).

C. Top Quark Mass m
Next it is important to stress that the discovery of the toargfAbeer al., 1994a), (Abet al.,

1994b), (Abeet al., 1994c), (Abachkr al., 1995) and its mass measurement had an important
impact on the field of rare decays and CP violation reducimgickerably one potential uncertainty.
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It is however important to keep in mind that the parameterthe top quark mass, used in weak
decays is not equal to the one used in the electroweak pya@sidies at LEP or SLD. In the latter
investigations the so-called pole mass is used, wheredktheaNLO calculations listed in table

| and used in this reviewy . refers to the running current top quark mass normalized-atm :

m. ). One has

" #
m & = mo ) 1*% 2 e) (XVI.3)

sothat fom .= 0 170G eV), m . () is typically by 8 G ev smaller tham £ °*. This difference
will matter in a few years.

In principle any definitiomn . ( ) with = 0O @m ) could be used. In the leading order this
arbitrariness in the choice of. introduces a potential theoretical uncertainty in thosebhing
ratios which depend sensitively on the top quark mass. T¢lasion of NLO corrections reduces
this uncertainty considerably so that the resulting brangchatios remain essentially independent
of the choice of .. We have discussed this point already in previous sectiduserical examples
will be given in this part below. The choice = m . turns out to be convenient and will be adopted
in what follows.

Using them £°® quoted by CDF (Aber al., 1994a), (Abeer al., 1994b), (Abert al., 1994c)
together with the relation (XVI1.3) we find roughly

m. mMm.= 170 15)Gev (XV1.4)

which we will use in our phenomenological applications. tmpiple an error of 11Gev could
be used but we prefer to be conservative.
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XVII. INCLUSIVE B DECAYS
A. General Remarks

Inclusive decays o8 mesons constitute an important testing ground for our stdeding

of strong interaction dynamics in its interplay with the darces. At the same time inclusive
semileptonic modes provide useful information ¥n, 5

Due to quark-hadron duality inclusive decays of heavy mesan, in general, be calculated more
reliably than corresponding exclusive modes. During regears a systematic formulation for the
treatment of inclusive heavy meson decays has been dedeldipis based on operator product
and heavy quark expansion, which are applied toRhmeson inclusive width, expressed as the
absorptive part of the forward scattering amplitude

Z
m i d'xByHS S 0B (XVI1.1)

B! X)=

B

Heren ‘. is the part of the completes = 1 effective hamiltonian that contributes to the partic-

ular inclusive final stat& under consideration. E.g. for inclusive semileptonic gsca

G X
HGH o1 = BoVa @ a L)y a + h (XVII.2)

e ;

For nonleptonic modes the relevant expression is the- 1 short distance effective hamiltonian
given in (V1.32). It has been shown in (Chayal., 1990), (Bjorkenet al., 1992), (Bigiet al.,
1992), (Bigiet al., 1993), (Manohar and Wise, 1994), (Blekal., 1994), (Falket al., 1994),
(Mannel, 1994), (Bigkt al., 1994a), that the leading term in a systematic expansioX\dfl (1)
in 1=m ,, is determined by the decay width of a free b-quark calculatete parton picture. Fur-
thermore, the nonperturbative corrections to this peativb result start at order =m ,)?, where

is a hadronic scale 1Gev, and are quite small in the case of B decays. In the light &f thi
formulation it becomes apparent that the perturbativappar description of heavy hadron decay
is thus promoted from the status of a model calculation tdghding contribution in a systematic
expansion based on QCD. We will still comment on them ) corrections below. In the follow-
ing we will however concentrate on the leading quark levalysis of inclusiveB decays. As we
shall see, the treatment of short-distance QCD effectseanétrt-to-leading order level — at least
for the dominant modes — is of crucial importance for a prapeterstanding of these processes.
The calculation of b-quark decay starts from the effectige = 1 hamiltonian containing the
relevant four-fermion operators multiplied by Wilson dogénts. To obtain the decay rate, the
matrix elements (squared) of these operators have to belatd perturbatively to the required
orderin .. While in LLA a zeroth order evaluation is sufficieqt,( ;) virtual gluon effects (along
with real gluon bremsstrahlung contributions for the progencellation of infrared divergences
in the inclusive rate) have to be taken into account at NLQhisiway the renormalization scale
and scheme dependence present in the coefficient funcsoreniceled to the considered order
(0 ( ©) in the decay rate. Thus, by contrast to low energy decaytbeircase of inclusive heavy
qguark decay, a physical final result can be obtained withitupeation theory alone.
Our goal will be in particular to review the present statushaf theoretical prediction for the
meson semileptonic branching rafi@,, . This quantity has received some attention in recent years
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since theoretical calculations (Altarelli and Petrar@91), (Tanimoto, 1992), (Palmer and Stech,
1993), (Bigiet al., 1994b), (Fallker al., 1995) tended to yield values aroungl5 13:5%, above
the experimental figures, = (104 0:4)% (Particle Data Group, 1994). However, these earlier
analyses have not been complete in regard to the inclusidinaifstate mass effects and NLO
QCD corrections in the nonleptonic widths. More precistgigse calculations took into account
mass effects appropriate for the leading order in QCD aloitiy MLO QCD corrections obtained
for massless final state quarks. Recently the most impoofathiese — so far lacking — mass ef-
fects have been properly included in the NLO QCD calculatioough the work of (Bagaer al.,
1994), (Bagaret al., 1995a), (Bagamr al., 1995b). Thes® ( ) mass effects tend to decrease
By and, according to the analysis of these authors essentiafiy it, within theoretical uncer-
tainties, into agreement with the experimental numberoiefurther discussing these issues, it
is appropriate to start with a short overview summarizirgpbssible b-quark decay modes and
classifying their relative importance.

B. b-Quark Decay Modes
First of all, a b-quark can decaymileptonically to the final statesl , andul ,with 1= ¢,
In the case of nonleptonic final states we may distinguisketlitasses: Decays induced through

current-current operators alone (class 1), decays indhgdabth current-current and penguin op-
erators (class Il) and pure penguin transitions (classWg have

Class Final State
| Jcud, cus; ucs, uadd
Il |ccs, o uud, uus
Il |{ddd, dds; ssd, sss

Clearly there is a rich structure of possible decay modes avthe quark level and a complete
treatment would be quite complicated. However, not all esthfinal states are equally impor-
tant. In order to perform the analysis of b-quark decay, migaar in view of the calculation of
By, itis useful to identify the most important channels andntioaduce appropriate approxima-
tions in dealing with less prominent decays. To organizepttoeedure, we make the following
observations:

The dominant, i.e. CKM allowed and tree-level induced, gec@eb ! cl ,b ! cud
andb ! ccs. For these a complete NLO calculation including final statessneffects is
necessary.

The channelsus, od, uad, uus may be incorporated with excellent accuracy into the modes
cud, ccs, ucs, uud, respectively, using the approximate CKM unitarity in thrstfiwo gen-
erations. The error introduced thereby throughdftemass difference is entirely negligible.

Penguin transitions are generally suppressed by the sesallof their Wilson coefficient
functions, which are typically of the order of a few perceRar this reason, one may ne-
glect the pure penguin decays of class Ill altogether asg thesiay rates involve penguin
coefficients squared.
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Furthermore we may neglect the penguin contributions toGK& suppressed ! u
transitions of class Il.

In addition one may treat the remaining smaller effects, elgm ! u transitions and the
interference of penguins with the leading current-curcemitribution inb !  ccs within the
leading log approximation.

Finally, rare, flavor-changing neutral current b-decay awdre negligible in the present
context as well.

Next we will write down expressions for the relevant decag ntributions we have discussed.
For the dominant modes ! cl ,b! cudandb ! ocs (without penguin effects) one has at
next-to-leading order:

" #
B! c )= P (jx0) 14 2 ;( ) 5 e 10) (XVI1.3)
SMW) s( )

! cud)= (P ®;0;0) 2L% + L* + @L?R, + L°R )

2

+2S”§<L L )’g <x>+§(L+L>2g c)
3 4 + 11 C 4 + 22 C
1
+ LI e k) 12h—) (XVI1.4)
2 my
B! aos)= P KejXeiXs) 2L2 + L% + SMW; s )(2L§R++L2R )
+2S()§(L L )*h <x>+§<L + L )%hy &)
3 4 + 11 C 4 + 22 C
+ }<Li I’) &) 12h—) (XVIL5)
2 my

Eq. (XVII.5) neglects small strange quark mass effects eNh.O terms, which have however
been included in the numerical analysis in (Bagan/., 1995b). In the equations abovg =
Gim ¥+ F=0192 °)andP (x;;x,;x3) is the leading order phase space factor given for arbitrary
masse; = m ;=m ,, by

(1ZX1)2
d
P (X1;%X2;%3) = 12 gs (s )é >§) €+ xi s)w (s;)é;xg)w (s;xf;l) (XVII.6)
(2 + x3)2
w@bjc)= @+ 1+ 2ab 2ac  2bd)? (XVII.7)

P is a completely symmetric function of its arguments.
Furthermore
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nw #d

L =L ()= S(M(W)) (XVI1.8)
withd, = 6=23,d = 12=23(see (V.10)) and = O (m,). The scheme independent come
from the NLO renormalization group evolution and are givgnRb = B J (see (V.9)).
For f = 5flavorsrR, = 6473=3174, R =  9371=1587. Note that the leading dependence

of . on the renormalization scaleis canceled t® ( ;) by the explicit -dependence in the
~correction terms. Virtual gluon and bremsstrahlung adirogs to the matrix elements of four
fermion operators are contained in the mass dependentduBet g;; andh;;.
The functiong x; ;x,;x3) is available for arbitrary,, x,, x; from (Hokim and Pham, 1983),
(Hokim and Pham, 1984). The special casg,;;0;0) has been analysed also in (Cabibbo and
Maiani, 1978). Analytical expressions have been given in (89) forg (x; ;0;0) and in (Bagan
et al., 1994) forg (0;x,;0). The functionsy; x), g1, (x) andg,, (x) are calculated analytically in
(Baganet al., 1994). Furthermore, as discussed in (Bagaa., 1994),h,, x) andh,, x) can be
obtained from the work of (Hokim and Pham, 1983), (Hokim amhérA, 1984). Finallyh;, )
has been determined in (Bagerrul., 1995b). For the full mass dependence of these functions we
refer the reader to the cited literature. Here we quote thelteobtained in the massless limit.
These have been computed in (Altaretlizl., 1981), (Buchalla, 1993) fax;, hi; (gi5 0) = hiy 0))

31 19
9 0) = o2 0) = - 2 g 0)= g1 0) ) (XVIL.9)
Furthermore
25
g(0;0;0)= — 2 (XVI1.10)

In table XXXVI we have listed some typical numbers extradtedh (Bagarer al., 1995a), (Bagan
et al., 1995b) illustrating the impact of charm mass effects o= 0:3) in the NLO correction
terms by giving the enhancment factor of the NLO over the L8ults. There are of course
various ambiguities involved in this comparison. The nurslia table XXXVI are therefore
merely intended to show the general trend. Note the sizaili@reeement through NLO mass
effects in the nonleptonic channels, in particiar ccs. A large QCD enhancement in the latter
case has also been reported in (Voloshin, 1995).

TABLE XXXVI. Typical values for the ratio of NLO to LO resultior dominant b-decay channels with
(1) and without (1) including finite charm mass effects iretNLO correction terms. The leading order final
state mass effects (through the functiohare taken into account in all cases.

b! ce b! c b! cud b! ocs\
| 0.85 0.88 1.06 1.32 ‘
I 0.79 0.80 1.01 1.02 |

To complete the presentation of b decay modes we next write @xpressions for the CKM
suppressed channeals! ul ,b! ucsandb ! uud (without penguins) as well as the contri-
bution to theb ! ocs rate due to interference of the leading, current-currgme tyansitions with
penguin operators. Restricting ourselves to the LLA fosghemall contributions we obtain
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! u 1)= F+—F P ©0;x;0) (XVII.11)
1 Jv_Cb 1
Vub h i
b! ucs)= Ojv—sz 0;%c5%s) ZLE + L° (XVII.12)
cb

Vb h i

©! uud)= oi—F 217 + L2 (XVI11.13)
cb

1 1
penguin (b' CCS) =6 OP (XC;XC;XS) g &t §C4+ F (CS + :_3C6)

1 1
+ o §c3+ o+ F (§c5+ Cg) (XVI1.14)

Ly xc)?
6% ds 2 2..2 2
F = m 2 2 s+ x: >§)(l+ S >§)w (SixSixo)w (1;8;%2) (XVI1.15)
(Xct Xs)

Numerically we have foryv, ,=v4,j= 041

X
b! u 1) 0:024 b! ucs) 0017 (XVII.16)

1

©! uud) 0034, penguin 0! aCS) 0:041, (XVI1.17)

Note that the contribution due to the interference with pgmdransitions irb ! ccsis negative.
Hence, in addition to being small the effects in (XVII.16dgXV11.17) tend to cancel each other
in the total nonleptonic width.

Finally one may also incorporate nonperturbative coroasti These have been derived in (Bigi
et al., 1992) and are also discussed in (Baga., 1994). As mentioned above, nonperturbative
effects are suppressed by two powers of the heavy b-quark amsamount typically to a few
percent. For details we refer the reader to the cited asticle

C. The B Meson Semileptonic Branching Ratio

An important application of the results described in thevignes section is the theoretical
prediction for the inclusive semileptonic branching raif®@ mesons

|
B, - o' ¥Xe) (XVI1.18)

tot B )

OnthepartonlevelB ! Xe )’ ©! ce )and
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o ®) ! cl)+ ! ad)+ ©! )+  pegun®! cs)+ 0! u)
(XVI1.19)

Here we have applied the approximations discussed aboye.! u) summarizes th® ! u
transitions.

Based on a similar treatment of the partonic rates, inclygimarticular next-to-leading QCD cor-
rections for the dominant channels and also incorporatimgarturbative corrections, the authors
of (Baganer al., 1995a), (Bagauwr al., 1995b) have carried out an analysissaf, and estimated
the theoretical uncertainties. They obtain (Baga., 1995b)

Bsp = (120 14)% and Bsp = (112 1:)% (XVI11.20)

using pole and1 S masses, respectively. The error is dominated in both casgélvenormaliza-
tion scale uncertaintyn(,=2 < < 2m ). Note also the sizable scheme ambiguity.

Within existing uncertainties, the theoretical predintidoes not disagree significantly with the
experimental valuB s, ., = 104 0:4)% (Particle Data Group, 1994), although it seems to lie
still somewhat on the high side.

It is amusing to note, that the naive mode counting estimat& ., neglecting QCD and fi-
nal state mass effects completely, yiells, = 1=9 = 11:1% in (almost) "perfect agreement”
with experiment. Including the final state masses, stilll@eiing QCD, enhances this number
to Bg, = 158%. Incorporating in addition QCD effects at the leading logelencreases the
hadronic modes, thus leading talecrease in B 51, resulting typically inBs;, = 14:7%. A sub-
stantial further decrease is finally brought about throdghNLO QCD corrections, which both
further enhance hadronic channels, in particblar ocs, and simultaneously reduee! o= . As
pointed out in (Bagar al., 1995a), (Baganr al., 1995b) and illustrated in table XXXVI final
state mass effects in the NLO correction terms play a noimgikgtole for this enhancement of
hadronic decays. The nonperturbative effects also leadliglat decrease of ;..

In short, leading final state mass effects and QCD corregtianting in opposite directions on
B, tend to cancel each other, resulting in a numbemsfer not too different from the simple
modecounting guess.

We finally mention that, besides a calculationgof, , the partonic treatment of heavy meson
decay has further important applications, such as theré@tation of 474, jfrom inclusive semilep-
tonicB decayB ! X_.e . Analyses of this type have been presented in (Luke and $a1894),
(Bigi and Uraltsev, 1994), (Ball and Nierste, 1994), (Skafmar al., 1995).

Exact results beyond the presently known NLO accuracy segraneely difficult to obtain,
even for relatively simple quantities like the semileptomiquark decay rate. There exist however
calculations in the literature devoted to the investigatbthese higher order perturbative effects.
Due to the severe technical difficulties, those calculatioaquire additional assumptions. For
instance, in an interesting study (Batlal., 1995a) have investigated the effects of the running of

s on the semileptonic b-quark decay rate to all orders in peation theory. This calculation is
equivalent to a resummation of all terms of the forgx , )*, which are related to one-gluon
exchange diagrams containing an arbitrary nunabefrfermion bubbles. The work of (Badt al.,
1995a) applies the renormalon techniques developped imef@geand Braun, 1995), (Balt al.,
1995b) and generalizes the( , 2) results computed in (Luker al., 1995). The underlying idea
is similar in spirit to the BLM approach (Brodsky al., 1983). An important application of the
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result is the extraction oy, j(Ball et al., 1995a). The formalism has also been used to study
higher order QCD corrections to the lepton hadronic width (Balkr al., 1995b). Irrespective

of the ultimate reliability of the approximation, these éistigations are useful from a conceptual
point of view as they help to illustrate important featuréste higher order behavior of the
perturbative expansion.

In principle the discussion we have given for b-decays magoofse, with appropriate mod-
ifications, be applied to the case of charm as well. However tiee nonperturbative corrections
to the parton picture, which scale likem 3 with the heavy quark mass, , are by an order of
magnitude larger than for B mesons and accurate theorgtiedlctions are much more difficult
to obtain (Blok and Shifman, 1993).
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XVIIL "« , B °-B ° MIXING AND THE UNITARITY TRIANGLE
A. Basic Formula for "x

The indirect CP violation irk ! is described by the well known parameter. The
general formula fork is given as follows

" = %Xy (IM o, + 2 ReMy,) (XVIIL.1)
K
where
_ Ao (XVII1.2)
ReA
with 2 AK ! ( )o)and M ¢ being thek ,-K s mass difference. The off-diagonal

elementv ., in the neutrak -meson mass matrix represents th&-K ° mixing. It is given by
2myM,=HK°H, (s=2)K % (XVIIL.3)

whereH . (S = 2) is the effective hamiltonian of eq. (XII.1). Defining the memalization
group invariant paramet&y by

. " #
h 1,9 (3)( )
Bx =Bx () () 1+ =73, (XVII1.4)
8
K %i(sd)y a (5d)y 2 K °i 3Bx ( JF2m2 (XVII1.5)
and using (XII.1) we find
2 h i
M 12 = d FKZBKmKMts 02 1SO (Xc) + t2 ZSO (><t) + 2 c t 3SO (><C;Xt) (XV“|6)

12 2

where the functions, (x;) and s, ;;x;) are those of eq. (XII.3)—(XIl.5)Fx is theK -meson
decay constant and x the K -meson mass. The coefficieni is given in (XI11.9) and the QCD
factors ; have been discussed in section XII. Their numerical valoes a

1= 138 2 = 057 3= 047 : (XV“I?)

The last term in (XVIII.1) constitutes at most a 2% corregtio "x and consequently can be
neglected in view of other uncertainties, in particulastoonnected with i . Inserting (XVI111.6)
into (XVIII1.1) we find

"k = CoBg In (fRe . [1So &) 3S0 ®KeixXe)]  Re 2So Xe)gexp (i =4) (XVI11.8)
where we have used the unitarity relatiom ., = In . and we have neglectekle .=Re . =

O ( *)inevaluatingtn ( . .). The numerical constant. is given by
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2 2 2
co= SgfemeMa _ 500y, (XVIIL.9)
6 2 2M g
Using the standard parametrization of (11.13) to evaluate; andrR e ;, setting the values fas,,,
s13, S23 andm . in accordance with appendix A and taking a value®qr (see below) one can
determine the phaseby comparing (XVI11.8) with the experimental value f&r.

Once has been determined in this manner one can find the corresggmuint &; ) by using
(11.29) and (11.22). Actually for a given ses(,, s3, s;3, m , Bk ) there are two solutions for and
consequently two solutions fag; ). In order to see this clearly it is useful to use the Wolfeimste
parametrization in whiclim , Re .andRe . are given to a very good approximation by (11.23)—
(11.25). We then find that (XVI11.8) and the experimental walfor "y specify a hyperbola in the

%; ) plane given by

n

o
1 9)A? ,S0 (k) + Po (") A’By = 0226: (XVI11.10)
where
1
Po(") = [3S0 &cixt) 1Xc]—; ¢ (XVI.11)

The hyperbola (XVIII.10) intersects the circle given by.3R) in two points which correspond to
the two solutions for mentioned earlier.

The position of the hyperbola (XVI11.10) in the; ) plane depends on., ¥4j= A 2 and
Bk . With decreasing , ¥4 jandBk the "y -hyperbola moves away from the origin of thfeg )
plane. When the hyperbola and the circle (11.32) touch edbbrdower bounds consistent with
P form ., Va3 Vu=VajandBg can be found. The lower bound en is discussed in (Buras,
1993). Corresponding results far,,=v4,jandBx are shown in fig. 11 and 12, respectively. They
will be discussed below.

Moreover approximate analytic expressions for these beuad be derived. One has

1 1 0:658
@odnn =My o e 14 (XVIII.12)
K &b
h i,
j]ub:Vcbjnjn = ﬁ AZBK 2XS:76A2 + 14 (XV“|13)
h i
Bxnm= ARy 2x)7°A%+ 14 (XVII.14)

Concerning the parametBr, , the analyses of (Sharpe, 1994), (Ishizuka, 1983) & 0:83
0:03) using the lattice method and of (Bijnens and Prades, 1986)a somewhat modified form
of the 1=N approach of (Bardees#r al., 1988), (Gérard, 1990) give results in the ball park of the
1=N resultBx = 0:70 0:10 obtained some time ago in (Bardeeml., 1988), (Gérard, 1990).
In particular the analysis of (Bijnens and Prades, 1995nse® have explained the difference
between these values f@ry and the lower values obtained using the QCD Hadronic Duality
approach (Pich and de Rafael, 1985), (Prades., 1991) 8x = 0:39  0:0) or using SU(3)
symmetry and PCACHx = 1=3) (Donoghueer al., 1982). These higher values Bf are also
found in the most recent lattice analysis (CrisafaHial., 1995) @x = 086 0:15) and in
the lattice calculations of Bernard and Sorik( = 078 0:11) and the JLQCD groupg{ =
0:67  0:07) with the quoted values obtained on the basis on the revie{®Bbwgi, 1995). In our
numerical analysis we will use

By = 075 0:15: (XVIII.15)
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B. Basic Formula for B °-B ° Mixing

TheB °-B ° mixing is usually described by

M 2 i
xyy ) man  2M b, (XVII1.16)

Bd;s Bd;s

where (M ) 5 is the mass difference between the mass eigenstates B{jtheB ; system and
theB. B_system,respectively,and = 1=, with 5 _being the corresponding lifetimes.
The off-diagonal ternm |, in (XVII1.16) is given by

2mp M 23= IB°H. (B =2)B %13 (XVII1.17)

whereH . ( B = 2) is the effective hamiltonian of (XIIl.1). Defining the remoalization group
invariant parametes ; by

h 1 6=23 " ®Y () #
By =Bs () () 1+ —=—17; (XVI11.18)
8
B %jkd)y a bdy 2 B'i 3B ( F2m2 (XVII1.19)
and using (XIII.1) we find
G2
X = Baagz BWBa, Bey Fi, MG So &) Vewe (XVIII.20)

with the QCD factor ; discussed in section Xlll and given by = 055.
The measurement @f§-B J mixing allows then to determing’.;jor R . of (11.33)

R

Vwi= A Re Ry = 1:52g—o (XVIII.21)
So Xt)

where
"0040#2 200M &V ° 05 16ps 05 055 00
o e X - N S .
0= 4G 5 P (XVIII.22)
j]ij BBdFBd 0:75 B B

which gives settingy = 055
AL 2 3

#o.
170G &V 0'764 200MeV x4 % 16ps °F

F——
m. ) Bp,Fp, 0775 B

Veaj= 856 10 (XVII1.23)

There is a vast literature on the lattice calculations ©f The most recent results are some-
what lower than quoted a few years ago. Based on a review lh(§da, 1994), the recent
extensive study by (Duncan al., 1995) and the analyses in (Bernatd:l., 1994), (Draper and
McNeile, 1994) we conclude that,, = (180 40)M ev. This togcclather with the earlier result of

the European Collaboration (Abadaal., 1992) forBy, givesFyz, By, = 194 45Mev. A
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reduction of the error in this important quantity is desieallhese results far; are compatible
with the results obtained using QCD sum rules (e.g. (Baga, 1992), (Neubert, 1992)). An
interesting upper bound;, < 195M v using QCD dispersion relations has also recently been
obtained (Boyd:r al., 1995). In our numerical analysis we will use

q

Bg Fg, = (00 40)MeV : (XVII1.24)

The accuracy of the determination®f can be considerably improved by measuring simulta-
neously thes 2-B ? mixing described byk.. We have

s 2 q 32
1 %519 s, mp, ,Fea Beg

Ri= p— 22 1 2@ 29%) Ryg= —4—24__—p 5 . (XVI11.25)
Ras Xs B, Mg, Fg, Bg,

Note thatm . and ¥4 jhave been eliminated in this way and tigat, depends only orsU (3)-
flavour breaking effects which contain much smaller thecaktuncertainties than the hadronic
matrix elements irxy andx, separately. Providegl;=x, has been accurately measured a determi-
nation ofR . within ~ 10% should be possible. Indeed the most recent lattice regliisdaner al.,
1995), (Baxteet al., 1994) giveFy =Fp_ = 122 004. Asimilarresultts =F5, = 116 005
has been obtained using QCD sum rules (Narison, 1994). Itdaweiuseful to knowB g =B5
with a similar precision. FoB, = B, We find using the lattice resuitys = 066  0:07.

C.sin@ ) from "y and B °-B ° Mixing

Combining (XVI11.10) and (XVII1.20) one can derive an anatyformula forsin ¢ ) (Buras
et al., 1994b)

B 1 0226
116A% ;R AZBg

sn@ ) B(") : (XVI11.26)
P, (") isweakly dependentan.and for155Gev  m, 185Gev oneha®, (") 031 0:02
As 045 for =V 04 the first term in parenthesis is generally by a factor of 2—-3
larger than the second term. Since this dominant term ipiewigent ofn ., the values foein 2 )
extracted fronty andB °-B ° mixing show only a weak dependencemnpas stressed in particular
in (Rosner, 1992).

Since in additiorn R 2 is independent ofy 4,3 the dominant uncertginty in this determination
of sin @ ) resides im?By in the first term in the parenthesis andrip, B, contained irR 2.

D. Phenomenological Analysis

We will now combine the analyses 0f and ofBJ B J mixing to obtain allowed ranges
for several quantities of interest. We consider two setspdii parameters, which are collected in
the appendix. The first set represents the present situdtfsecond set can be considered as a
“future vision” in which the errors on various input paraersthave been decreased. It is plausible
that such errors will be achieved at the end of this decati&®uyh one cannot guarantee that the
central values will remain. In table XXXVII we show the resulor ,n , sh2 ,snh2 ,sh ,
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Vwjandxs. They correspond to the two sets of parameters in questigh,amd without the
constraint fronBJ B $ mixing. The results fom . and 37, 3will play an important role in the
phenomenology of rare decays and CP violation. For commpstewe also show the expectations
forsn2 ,sin2 andsin which enter various CP asymmetries in B-decays. As alreetyigsed

in detail in (Buraset al., 1994b),sin2 cannot be predicted accurately this way. On the other
handsin2 andsin are more constrained and the resulting ranges for thesditiegsundicate
that large CP asymmetries should be observed in a varietydedays.

TABLE XXXVII. Predictions for various quantities using ment and future input parameter ranges
given in appendix AIn . and /.4 jare given in units ofil0 4 and10 3, respectively. is in degrees.

Nno x4 constraint with x4 constraint
Present Future Present Future

37.7-160.0 57.4-144.9 37.7-140.2 58.5 - 93.

In ¢ 0.64-1.7% 0.82 -1.50 0.87-1.7% 1.12-15
Vead 6.7-13.5 7.7-12.1 6.7-11.9 7.8-9.
Xg - - 11.1-47.0 19.6 — 29.

sin 2 —0.86 —1.00 —0.323 - 1.0( -0.86 —1.00 -0.30-0.7
sin 2 0.21 -0.8( 0.34-0.73 0.34 —0.8( 0.57-0.7
sin 0.34 -1.0¢ 0.58 —1.0¢ 0.61 —1.0¢ 0.85-1.0

In fig. 10 we showrin . as a function ofn . In fig. 11 the lower bound o/, =V, jresulting
from the "« -constraint is shown as a function &fy,jfor various values oB . To this end we
have sein . = 185Gev. For lower values ofn . the lower bound ony,..,=vgjis stronger. A
similar analysis has been made by (Herrlich and Nierste54P9The latter work and the plot
in fig. 11 demonstrate clearly the impact of tthe constraint on the allowed values &f,.=V..j
and y43 Simultaneously small values &f,,=V+ jand ¥4 j although still consistent with tree-
level decays, are not allowed by the size of the indirect GRatibn observed ik !

Another representation of this behaviour is shown in fig. 12k we plot the minimal value of
Bk consistent with the experimental value gf as a function ofv, for different y7,,=V4 jand
m.< 185G€&V.

Finally in fig. 13 we show the allowed ranges in the ) plane obtained using the information
from Va, ¥uw=Ve3 "x @andBJ B J mixing. In this plot we also show the impact of a future
measurement ot ? B2 mixing with x; = 10, 15, 25, 40, which by means of the formula
(XVI11.25) gives an important measurement of the skleof the unitarity triangle. Whereas
at present a broad range in thie; ) plane is allowed, the situation might change in the future
allowing only the value® 02 and0:30 0:40. This results in smaller ranges for
various quantities of interest as explicitly seen in tab}xXX/Il.

Other analyses of the unitarity triangle can be found in ¢eeand Wang, 1995), (Ciuchini
et al., 1995), (Herrlich and Nierste, 1995a), (Ali and London, 399
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FIG. 10. Present (left) and future (right) allowed rangesifo ( ). The ranges have been obtained
by fitting "x in (XVIII.8) to the experimental value. Input parametergan are given in appendix A. The
impact of the additional constraint coming fram is illustrated by the dashed lines. With thg constraint
imposed the solution=2 < < is completely eliminated for the future scenario.
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FIG. 13. Present (a) and future (b) allowed ranges for theeupprner A of the UT using data from
kK° k9% B® B%mixing and tree-leveB -decays. Input parameter ranges are given in appendix A.
The solid lines correspond t® )y ax from eq.(XVIII.25) usingR 45 = 066 andxs  10;15;25 and 40,
respectively.
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XIX. "=" BEYOND LEADING LOGARITHMS
A. Basic Formulae

The direct CP violation ik ! is described by*. The parametet’is given in terms of
the amplitudes., A K ! ( )op)anda, A K ! ( )-,)asfollows

"= 1@—E a Jexp @) ; (XIX.1)
where
_MmA, , _Rer; 1A, (XIX.2)
Red, RehA,’ ! TnA, '
and = =2+ 2 0 =4

When using (XIX.1) and (XIX.2) in phenomenological appticas one usually takegea
and! from experiment, i.e.

ReA,= 333 10Gev ReA,= 150 10Gev ! = 0:045 (XIX.3)

where the last relation reflects the so-callad= 1=2 rule. The main reason for this strategy is
the unpleasant fact that until today nobody succeded ig &dplaining this rule which to a large
extent is believed to originate in the long-distance QCDtigbuations. We will be more specific
about this in the next section. On the other hand the imagipants of the amplitudes in (X1X.2)
being related to CP violation and the top quark physics shbel dominated by short-distance
contributions. Thereforan A, and m 2 , are usually calculated using the effective hamiltonian
given in (VI1.1). Using this hamiltonian and the experimantalues for", ReA, and ! the ratio
"=r can be written as follows

h i
nO_n _ Im . P 1=2) P(3=2) (X|X4)
where
a2 _ % a2 _ X i
P = Pi =r ylm 11p (08 + 0) (XIXS)
X - X
pe2-" pb?_ Tr yihQ sip (XIX.6)
with
I
__Grt (XIX.7)
2J'ReA,

Here the hadronic matrix element shorthand notation is
iir  h( 3P;Ki (XIX.8)

and the sum in (XIX.5) and (X1X.6) runs over all contributingerators. This means for> m
also contributions from operatogs?, to P “=* andp ©** have to be taken into account. These
are necessary far ©=?) andp ©=? to be independent of the renormalization scaléext,
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l (MMAsz)s:
|

—p (XIX.9)

+ 0
represents the contribution stemming from isospin bregkirthe quark massesi(, € m 4). For
+ o we will take

Lo=025 0905 (XIX.10)

which is in the ball park of the values obtained in thel . approach (Buras and Gérard, 1987)
and in chiral perturbation theory (Donoghere:l., 1986), (Lusignoli, 1989). . .isindependent
ofm ..

The numerical values of the Wilson coefficiegtshave been already given in section VII E.
We therefore turn now our attention to the hadronic matmxrednts (X1X.8) which constitute the
main source of uncertainty in the calculation"6f".

B. Hadronic Matrix Elements for K !

The hadronic matrix elementg ;i; depend generally on the renormalization scakend on
the scheme used to renormalize the operaparsThese two dependences are canceled by those
present in the Wilson coefficients; ( ) so that the resulting physical amplitudes do not depend
on and on the renormalization scheme of the operators. Unfatély the accuracy of the
present non-perturbative methods used to evalufaie, like lattice methods or=N . expansion,
is not sufficient to obtain the required and scheme dependenceshof;i;. A review of the
existing methods and their comparison can be found in (Berag, 1993b), (Ciuchinier al.,
1995). In view of this situation it has been suggested (Buras, 1993b) to determine as many
matrix elementsy ;i; as possible from the leading CP conserving! decays, for which
the experimental data are summarized in (XIX.3). To thisietaned out to be very convenient
to determine ;i; at a scale = m .. Using the renormalization group evolution one can then
find 1D ;i; at any other scale € m .. The details of this procedure can be found in (Buiad.,
1993b). Here we simply summarize the results of this work.

We first express the matrix elemenis;i; in terms of the non-perturbative parametBri%:Z)
andB °™ for 1 .1, andrQ i,, respectively. For  m. we have (Burast al., 1993b)

M i = %x B ; (XIX.11)

M 50 = gx B ; (X1X.12)
1 _

0 3d = X B, (X1X.13)

0 4dp = M 3ig+ Mody  Hidg; (X1X.14)
1 oy

M sio = SBs Mol (XIX.15)

s _mn #2
W= 4 > mg T g, (XIX.16)
° 2 mg( )+mg() 6 ! '

B ; (XI1X.17)



1 X -
Mgiy = El’Q 6o ( + 1) 3 By o ; (X1X.18)
3 1
D oip = El’Q 1o EI’Q 3dp; (X1X.19)
1 1
M 1pdp = M odp + EI’Q 130 EI’Q 3dg 7 (XIX.20)
3
=My = TX B (XIX.21)
Wi =0;  i= 3;:::;6;# (XIX.22)
. X _
Wi = P=Hei+ P B, (XI1X.23)
" :pE #
el = P 0 6io + —X By (XIX.24)
3
Moiy = Mol = 51@ 15 (XIX.25)
where
2
F
= mZ  w ~F ; (X1X.26)
s __
3 2 2
X = EF my; m° ; (XIX.27)
and
—., Ml
10 ¢ip = BT62) : (XIX.28)

6

The actual numerical values used fog ,m ,Fx,F are collected in appendix A.

In the vacuum insertion methasl; = 1 independent of . In QCD, however, the hadronic
parameter® ; generally depend on the renormalizations scaénd the renormalization scheme
considered.

C.o;()ixfor v A) ( A)Operators

The matrix elementsQ ;1,, D ,i,, KD ¢i, andh 101, can to a very good approximation be
determined fronR A ; in (XIX.3) as functions of -, and the renormalization scheme consid-

ered. To this end it is useful to set= 0, as theo ( ) effects in CP conserving amplitudes, such
as the contributions of electroweak penguins, are veryls@ak then finds

10°GevV? ReA 8:47 10Gev’
01 ()i = 10, ( )ip = < 2 - € (XIX.29)
177z () z ()

and comparing with (X1X.21)
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B ()= % (X1X.30)

with z, = z + z,. Sincez ( ) depends on the scaleand the renormalization scheme used,
(X1X.30) gives automatically the scheme anddependence ot °™ and of the related matrix
elements | iy, D » 1y, KD 9, andD 14i,. The impact oo ( ) corrections on this result has been
analysed in (Burast al., 1993b). It amounts only to a few percent as expected. Thaseations
are of course included in the numerical analysis presenttds reference and here as well. Using
=m.= 13Gev, = 325Mev andz, (m.) of table XIX we find according to (XIX.30)

MS
(3=2)

Binor Mc)= 0453 B .5 o) = 0472: (XI1X.31)

The following comments should be made:

(3=2)

B~ “ () decreases with increasing

The extracted value fog™

insertion estimate.

is by more than a factor of two smaller than the vacuum

It is compatible with thel= valueB °™ 1Gev) 055 (Bardeener al., 1987a) and

somewhat smaller than the lattice re@ift > 2Gev)  0:6 (Ciuchinier al., 1995).

D.tQ;i()ipfor v 2A) ( A)Operators

The determination ofQ ; ( )i, matrix elements is more involved because several operators
may contribute t@R eA ,. The main idea of (Burast al., 1993b) is then to set = m ., as at this
scale onlyQ ; andQ , operators contribute tRea , in the HV scheme. One then findg ; m ()i,
as a function ofQ , m )1,

10°Gev? Reh, Z, M )
T, o)i = 0, ()i XIX.32
T T T mmy 22T ( )

where the reference D, , tm .)1i, to the HV scheme has been suppressed for convenience. Using
next the relations (X1X.14), (X1X.19) and (XIX.20) one islalto obtainh ,; m .)ip, M ¢ tm )iy
andhQ 1, m .)ip as functions ofQ , m .)ip andhQ ;s m .)i,. Becausen ; m )iy IS colour sup-
pressed it is less essential for this analysis thapm .)i,. Moreover its Wilson coefficient is
small and similarly taQ ¢ m )i, andh ;4 (m )i, alsohD 5 m )i, has only a small impact oft=".
On the other hand the coefficient is substantial and consequently,  .)i, plays a consider-
able role in the analysis of=". The matrix elementp ; t )i, has then an indirect impact on
nin through relation (X1X.14). For numerical evaluatian,; (m .)i, of (XIX.13) with B ™ = 1
can be used keeping in mind that this may introduce a smadirtaiaty in the final analysis. This
uncertainty has been investigated in (Buzagl., 1993b).

Once the matrix elements in question have been determintohesons oftQ , m )i, in the
HV scheme, they can be found by a finite renormalization in atimer scheme. Details can be
found in (Buraset al., 1993b).
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If one in addition makes the very plausible assumption valil known non-perturbative ap-
proachesthat) @m.)i, m, m )i, 0the experimental value &en, in (XIX.3) together
with (XIX.32) and table XIX implies for —— = 325M ev

)
M S
1=2) 1=2)

Byo =57 11 Bia.@m.=66 10 BroMm=62 10: (XIX.33)

1=2)

The extraction oB ™ n .) and of an analogous parameref >  .) are presented in detail in
(1=2)

(Buraser al., 1993b).B "  .) depends very sensitively @&, (n .) and its central value is as

high as 158 /™ (m .) is less sensitive and typically by (10-15) % lower tigai™ (). In any
case this analysis shows very large departures from théseduhe vacuum insertion method.

E.10;()igpfor v A) (v + A)Operators

The matrix elements of they  2) (V + A) operatorsy—Q s cannot be constrained by
CP conserving data and one has to rely on existing non-patiue methods to calculate them.
Fortunately, there are some indications that the existorgperturbative estimates ab ; ( )iy,
i= 5;:::;8are more reliable than the corresponding calculationgfor o) v A)operators.

First of all, the parametersJ;” (Kilcup, 1991), (Sharpe, 1991) argl,* (Francoet al.,
1989), (Kilcup, 1991), (Sharpe, 1991), (Bernard and Sd@9,1} calculated in the lattice approach

1=2) B=2) _

Big =10 02 B, =10 02 (XIX.34)

agree well with the vacuum insertion valuas & 1) and in the case a /™ andB o with the

1=2) _ _ (3=2) _

1=N . approach® '~ = B ™ = 1) (Bardeerer al., 1987b), (Buras and Gérard, 1987).

We note next that with fixed values fer.;” andB ., the -dependence ofQs,i, and
1D ,,31, is governed by the dependence afi . ( ). ForhD ¢i, andhD ¢i, this property has been
first found in thel= . approach (Buras and Gérard, 1987): in the latgdimit the anomalous di-
mensions ob ; andQ g are simply twice the anomalous dimension of the mass opdestding to

1=m? ( ) for the corresponding matrix elements. Another supportefrom a renormalization
study in (Buraser al., 1993b). In this analysis the -factors in (XIX.34) have been set to unity at

= m .. Subsequently the evolution of the matrix elements in thgea G ev 4G eV has
been calculated showing that for the NDR schesdg”’ andB ;> were  independent within an
accuracy of (2—-3) %. The dependence in the HV scheme has been found to be strongedillbut s
below 10 %.

Concernings ;- one can simply ses .~ = 1as the matrix elementes , 51, play only a
minor role in the"<" analysis.

In summary, our treatment @b ;i,,, i= 5;:::8follows the one used in (Burasgal., 1993b).
We will set

1=2) (1=2)
B 7;8

o) =1 B 1=2)

m) = B

(3=2)

(Inc) B7

(3=2)

(Inc) = BS (Inc) (XIX35)

1=2) (3=2)

and we will treas ™ o) andB .~ n .) as free parameters in the neighbourhood of the values
given in (XIX.34). Then the main uncertainty in the valuespti;,, i= 5;:::8results from the
value of the strange quark mass m ). The present estimates give
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m.m.) = 170 20)M eV (XIX.36)
with the lower values coming from recent lattice calculaigAllton ez al., 1994) and the higher
ones from QCD sum rules (Jamin and Miinz, 1995), (Chetykiri., 1995).

F. The Four Dominant Contributions to "°="

P 2 andp ©2 in (XIX.4) can be written as linear combinations of two inéegent hadronic

parameters .~ andB . > (Buraset al., 1993b). Thiss --expansion reads

nw #2
_ - 178M &V - -
P U =g+ ag By (XIX.37)
ms (m c) + m d (m c)
2
_ _ 178M eV - -
p 6=2) _ a(<)3 2) | aéB 2’B§3 2, (XIX.38)

ms(Inc)+md(Inc)

1=2) 3=2)

Herea!™ andal™ effectively summarize all dependences other thghi”’ andB >, espe-
cially B /™ in the case o&™. Note that in contrast to (Buras al., 1993b) we have absorbed
the dependence an ™ into a; >’ and we have exhibited the dependencenqrwhich was not
shown explicitly there. The residual, dependence presentdj ™ anda’ ™ is negligible. Set-
ting = m., and using the strategy for hadronic matrix elements cedliabove one finds the
coefficientsa; > anda;"™ as functions of ., m . and the renormalization scheme considered.
These dependences are given in tables XXXVIII and XXXIX. Wewd however stress that
p =2 andp ©®=? are independent of and the renormalization scheme considered.

TABLE XXXVIII. B ;-expansion coefficients far =2,

LO NDR HV

1\514_)8 M eV ] m Gev] a(5172) a6(172) a(5172) a6(172) a(5172) a6(172)
155 —2.138 51100 2251 4676 2215  4.159

215 170 —2.070 5138 2187 4698  -2.150  4.181
185 ~1.99§ 5162  -2.117 471  -2.081  4.20Q

155 2231 6540 2414 6255 2362  5.389

325 170 —2.161 6576  -2.350 6282 -2.298  5.41§
185 —2.085  6.606  -2.281 6306 -2.229  5.439

155 2284 8171 2549 8417 2473  6.972

435 170 —2.212 8214  -2.482 845l  -2.406  7.005
185 —2.130 8251  -2.409 8480  -2.333  7.035

Inspecting (X1X.37), (X1X.38) and tables XXXVIII, XXXIX weidentify the following four
contributions which govern the rattd="at scales = 0 m .):

i. The contributionofv A) @  A) operators ta&#=? is dominantly represented by
al™ . This term is to a large extent fixed by the experimental vafure, and consequently
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TABLE XXXIX. B j;-expansion coefficients far ¢=2),

LO NDR HV

% M eV ] m.[Gev] (()3=2) N é3=2) (()3=2) N é3=2) (()3=2) N é3=2)
155 —0.797 1.961 —-0.819 1.887 —0.838 2.114

215 170 —0.88( 2.602 —0.900 2.438 —-0.919 2.666
185 —0.965 3.296 —0.983 3.036 —1.002 3.263

155 —0.788 2.645 —-0.814 2.639 —0.8371 2.894

325 170 —-0.87( 3.422 —0.895 3.305 —0.917 3.560
185 —0.956 4.264 —0.978 4.027 —1.000 4.281

155 —0.779 3.425 —0.809 3.622 —0.835 3.899

435 170 —-0.861 4.360 —0.889 4.435 —-0.915 4.712
185 —0.9471 5.372 —-0.971 5.316 —0.998 5.593

is only very weakly dependent on and the renormalization scheme considered. The
weak dependence om. results from small contributions of electroweak penguiarapors.
23 for both

Taking

@) _

325M &V,

= m.andm, = 170Gev we havea,

schemes considered. We observe that the contributiay of 2 )
particularQ ,, to "<" is negative.

ii. The contribution of v
second term in (XIX.37). This contribution is large apdsitive. The coefficienta,

A)

A)

operators, in

v + A) QCD penguin operators %' is given by the

1=2)

depends sensitively on;5 which results from the strong dependenceypon the QCD
scale. The dependence an is very weak on the other hand. Takingl% = 325M &V,

mcfm.) = 170M eV andm . = 170G &V and setting as an exampzkeg

1=2)

= 1in the NDR

and HV schemes we find a positve contributiort®’ amounting to 6.3 and 5.4 in the NDR
and HV scheme, respectively.

lii. The contribution of the v
to P 2 is represented by,

contributing toa.™’

(3=2)

A)

(\%

A) electroweak penguin operatagsand Q 1
. As in the case of the contribution i, the matrix elements
are fixed by the CP conserving data, this time by the amplitude

Consequently, the scheme and the- dependence o™ is very weak. The sizeabte,

dependence af®™ results from then . dependence of, + vio. 2l

contributepositively

to "&". Form . = 170G eV this contribution is roughly 0.9 for both renormalizatiaemes

and the full range of ;- considered.

iv. The contribution of thev

A)

(v + A) electroweak penguin operatagsandQ ; to

P ©=2) is represented by the second term in (XIX.38). This contitltudepends sensitively

onm.and ;% as could be expected on the basis/pandy,. Taking agairB .

3=2) =1 in

both renormalization schemes we find for the central valtﬂes;;tg, m . andm . anegative
contribution to"="equalto 3:9and 3:6 for the NDR and HV scheme, respecetively.

Before analysing®" numerically in more detail, let us just st .= 13
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B+ 2 = 1in both schemes. Then for the central values of the remajpémgmeters one obtains

"er = 20 10t and"®"= 06 10 for the NDR and HV scheme, respectively. This strong
scheme dependence can only be compensated for by hayifig ands - different in the two
schemes considered. As we will see below the strong catioaeksbetween various contributions
atm. 170G ev make the prediction fof="rather uncertain. One should also stress that the
formulation presented here does not exhibit analyticdlemt . dependence. As the coefficients
as™ andal™ depend very sensitively an. it is useful to display this dependence in an analytic
form.

G. An Analytic Formula for "%"

As shown in (Buras and Lautenbacher, 1993) it is possiblasbtbe above discussion into an
analytic formula which exhibits the . dependence together with the dependence grg ™
andB . Such an analytic formula should be useful for those phemotogists and experi-
mentalists who are not interested in getting involved withtiechnicalities discussed in preceding
sections.

In order to find an analytic expression ff=" which exactly reproduces the results discussed
above one uses the PBE presented in section XIV. The regutialytic expression fot="is

then given as follows
non = T F (%) (X1X.39)
where
F ®)=Po+ PyxXo&)+ PyYo&e)+ PyZo&e)+ PrEg &) (XIX.40)

with them . dependent functions listed in section XIV. The coefficientare given in terms of

25 B 0,8 RO o) andmm ) as ollows
178M eV = =
b s Y I (XIX.41)
mg (m c) + mgy (m C)

Thep; are and renormalization scheme independent. They depend leowev ;. In table

XL we give the numerical values af”, r{” andr’ for different values of ;—at = m . in the
NDR renormalization scheme. Analogous results in the H\ésuhare given in table XLI. The

coefficientsr,”’, ' andr"’do not depend on , tn ) as this dependence has been factored out.

r” does, however, depend on the particular choice for the peteam, ' in the parametrization
of the matrix elementQ ,i,. The values given in the tables correspond to the centrakgah
(X1X.33). Variation of B, in the full allowed range introduces an uncertainty of at ni@%
in ther”’ column of the tables. Since the parametefgive only subdominant contributions to
nn keepings .~ andr”’ at their central values is a very good approximation.

For different scales the numerical values in the tables change without modifyiregvalues
of thep s as it should be. To this end alsa’ ™ andB "~ have to be modified as they depend

albeit weakly on .
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Concerning the scheme dependence we note that wheyeagfficients are scheme depen-
dent, the coefficients;, i= X ;Y;z;E do not show any scheme dependence. This is related to the
fact that them . dependence in%" enters first at the NLO level and consequently all coeffisient
r; in front of them . dependent functions must be scheme independent. Thauths dut to be
indeed the case is a nice check of our calculations.

Consequently when changing the renormalization schemesomely obliged to change ap-
propriatelys ™ andB ™ in the formula forp, in order to obtain a scheme independence of
v |n calculatinge; whereis 0, B> andB < can in fact remain unchanged, because their
variation in this part corresponds to higher order contiidns to "<" which would have to be
taken into account in the next order of perturbation theory.

For similar reasons the NLO analysis'6" is still insensitive to the precise definition @f..

In view of the fact that the NLO calculations afi . have been done with . = m m ) we will
also use this definition in calculatirng . ).

TABLE XL. s = 1PBE coefficients for various,—— in the NDR scheme.
2 = 215M ev 2 = 325M ev 2 = 435M ev
i ri(O) ri(6) ri(8) ri(O) ri(6) ri(8) ri(O) ri(6) ri(8)
0 —2.64 4.784 0.876 -2.74 6.376 0.689 -2.84 8.547 0.436
X 0.555 0.008 0 0.521 0.012 0 0.495 0.017 0
Y 0.422 0.037 0 0.385 0.046 0 0.356 0.057 0
z| 0074 -0.007 -4.79  0.149] -0.009 -5789  0.237| -0.01] -7.064
E 0.209| -0.591 0.205 0.181 -0.727 0.265 0.152| -0.897 0.342
TABLE XLI. s = 1 PBE coefficients for various,<— in the HV scheme.
2 = 215M ev 2 = 325M ev 2 = a35M ev
i r;” r,” r;” r;” r,” r;” r;” r,” r;”
0 -2.63 4.291 0.668 -2.73 5.548 0.457 -2.83 7.163 0.185
X 0.555 0.008 0 0.521 0.012 0 0.495 0.017 0
Y 0.422 0.037 0 0.385 0.046 0 0.356 0.057 0
z| 0074 -0.007 -4.79§ 0.149| -0.009 -5789 0.237| -0.01] -7.064
E 0.209| -0.591 0.205 0.181 -0.727 0.265 0.152| -0.897 0.342
The inspection of tables XL and XLI shows that the terms ivira@ r;”’ andr"’ dominate the

ratio "&". The functionz, (x.) representing a gauge invariant combinatiorz 6f and -penguins
grows rapidly withm . and due t0r2‘8) < 0 these contributions suppre®s" strongly for large
m . (Flynn and Randall, 1989b), (Buchakaal., 1990). These two dominant terna§’ andr,”
correspond essentially to the second terms in (X1X.37) &i¥.38), respectively. The first term

in (XIX.37) corresponds roughly tg"” given here, while the first term in (X1X.38) is represented
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to a large extent by the positve contributionsxof x.) and Y, (x.). The last term in (XI1X.40)
representing the residual . dependence of QCD penguins plays only a minor role in the full
analysis of"%".

H. Numerical Results

Let us define two effective B-factors:

n #2
178M v

ms(Inc)+md(Inc)

Bt ))ecs = B o) (XIX.42)

In fig. 14 we show"="for m. = 170Gev as a function of ;= for different choices of the
effectiveB ; factors. We show here only the results in the NDR scheme. #audsed above="

is generally lower in the HV scheme, if the same valuesefgr > andB > are used in both
schemes. In view of the fact that the differences between [dB{RHV schemes are smaller than
the uncertainties is '~ andB -~ we think it is sufficient to present only the results in the NDR
scheme here. The results in the HV scheme can be found ingBwa, 1993b), (Ciuchinkz al.,
1995).

Fig. 14 shows strong dependence"&f" on ;=. However the main uncertainty originates in
the poor knowledge of8 ;).¢¢. In case a) in which the QCD-penguin contributions dominée
can reach values as highas 1. However, in case c) the electroweak penguin contributamas
large enough to cancel essentially the QCD-penguin carioibs completely. Consequently in
this casef'="4< 2 10 and the standard model prediction'6£" cannot be distinguished from
a superweak theory. As shown in fig. 15 higher value%*ef can be obtained fan . = 155G ev
although still"&" < 13 10

Form . = 185G eV the values of'®" are correspondingly smaller and in case c) small negative
values are found for®’=". In figs. 14-16 the dark grey regions refer to the future rarigein ..

Of course one should hope that also the knowledg@® of.: and of %Wi” be improved in the
future so that a firmer prediction f&f=" can be obtained.

Finally, fig. 17 shows the interrelated influencenof and the two most important hadronic
matrix elements for penguin operators on the theoreti@liption of "=". For a dominant QCD

penguin matrix element Q¢ >, "&" stays positive for alln . values considered"%" 0
becomes possible for equally weighted matrix elements; >, and< Qg >, aroundm . =
205G ev. A dominant electroweak pengiun matrix element) ; >, shifts the point"=" 0

tom. 165Gev and even allows for a negative" for higher values ofn .. The key issue to
understand this behaviour 8" is the observation that thgg; contribution to"%=" is positive and
only weaklym . dependent. On the other hand the contribution coming fpanis negative and
shows a strong . dependence.

The results in fig. 14—17 use only thg constraint. In order to complete our analysis we want

to impose also theg-constraint and varyi ; m o), B~ andB,. ~ in the full ranges given in
(XIX.34) and (XIX.36).
This gives for the “present” scenario
214 16 = 132 10 (XI1X.43)

to be compared with
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m=170 GeV
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FIG. 14. The ranges of%" in the NDR scheme as a function ofbf_; form. = 170Gev and
present (light grey) and future (dark grey) parameter ramgeen in appendix A. The three pairs of

nn plots correspond to hadronic parameter sets®@a) - tm.))e = 15, By - m))e = 10, (b)
B o). = 10, By Pl = 10,and (© B P @me)e = 10, By Do) = 15,
respectively.

14 16 *=r 104 16 (XIX.44)

in the case of the “future” scenario. In both casessth€onstraint has essentially no impact on
the predicted range for=".
Finally, extending the “future” scenario to,m .) = 170 10)M &V, »?_; = (325 50)Mev

ande S™;B 5 = 10 011 would give
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m=155 GeV
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FIG. 15. Same as fig. 14 but far, = 155G eV .

03 10 "= 54 10 (XIX.45)

again with no impact from imposing thg-constraint.

Allowing for the additional variatiorB ;.55 () = 66 10 extends ranges (XIX.43)-
(XIX.45)to 25 16 "= 137 16, 15 16 "= 108 16andoa 10
"er 5.8 106, respectively.

An analysis of the Rome group (Ciuchigi al., 1995) giveske("=") = (31 2:5) 16
which is compatible with our results. Similar results arerfd with hadronic matrix elements
calculated in the chiral quark model (Bertolutial., 1995a), (Bertolinkt al., 1995b).

The difference in the range fdf=" presentend here by us and the Rome group is related to the
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m=185 GeV
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FIG. 16. Same as fig. 14 but far, = 185G eV .

different treatment of theoretical and experimental exr¥vhereas we simply scan all parameters
within one standard deviation, (Ciuchiai al., 1995) use Gaussian distributions in treating the
experimental errors. Consequently our procedure is mansarwative. We agree however with
these authors that values ft=" abovel 10 although not excluded are very improbable. This
should be contrasted with the work of the Dortmund grouplifcher al., 1991), (Heinrichez al.,
1992) which finds values for="in the ball park of @ 3) 16. We do not know any consistent
framework for hadronic matrix elements which would givelshegh values within the Standard
Model.

The experimental situation are ("=") is unclear at present. While the result of the NA31
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FIG. 17. The ranges df=" in the NDR scheme as a function af. for D(f_; = 325M eV and present

(light grey) and future (dark grey) parameter ranges giveagpendix A. The three bands correspond to
hadronic parameter sets (@ . tno))e = 15, By e = 10, (B) BL ' o)) = 10,
(3=2)

By e = 10,and (©) BT o)) = 10, By 7 me))e = 15, respectively.

collaboration at CERN witlke("=") = 23 7) 16 (Barret al., 1993) clearly indicates direct
CP violation, the value of E731 at Fermilabe ("=") = (74 529) 16 (Gibbonser al., 1993),
is compatible with superweak theories (Wolfenstein, 1964yhich "=" = 0. The E731 result is
in the ball park of the theoretical estimates. The NA31 vappears a bit high compared to the
range given in (XIX.43) above.

Hopefully, in about three years the experimental situationcerning"=" will be clarified
through the improved measurements by the two collaboratibthel0 * level and by experiments
atthe factory in Frascati. One should also hope that the the@detituation of" =" will improve

by then to confront the new data.
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XX.K1 Kgs MASSDIFFERENCE AND I = 1=2RULE

It is probably a good moment to make a few comments orkthe Ks mass difference given
by

M =MEKi.y) MEKs)=351 10°Gev (XX.1)

and the approximater = 1=2rule inK ! decays. As we have already briefly mentioned in
the beginning of section XIX A, this empirical rule manifegself in the dominance off = 1=2
over I = 3=2decay amplitudes. It can be expressed as

ReA,

=222 (XX.2)

2

using the notation of section XIXA.

A. M K1 Ksg)

TheK; Ks mass difference can be written as
M = 2ReM 12+ (M )LD (XX.S)

withM 1, givenin (XVIIl.6) and ( M ) ., representing long distance contributions, corresponding
for instance to the exchange of intermediate light psewalasenesons (°, ). The first term in
(XX.3), the so-called short distance contribution, is doatéd by the first term in (XVIII.6) so
that

n #
Gy > > o, M
(M)SD:—6 2FKBKmKMW clM2 + top (XX.4)
w

where ., represents the two top dependent terms in (XVIII.6). In wgt(XX.4) we are ne-
glecting the tiny imaginary part in. = V_V.. A very extensive numerical analysis of (XX.4)
has been presented by (Herrlich and Nierste, 1994), whalleddd the NLO corrections to,
and also to ; (Herrlich and Nierste, 1995a) which enters,.. The NLO calculation of the short
distance contributions improves the matching to the natupeative matrix element parametrized
by Bx and clarifies the proper definition afy to be used along with the QCD factors In ad-
dition the NLO study reveals an enhancement obver its LO estimate by about 20%. Although
sizable, this enhancement can still be considered beirigrpative, as required by the consistency
of the calculation. This increase in, reinforced by updates in input parametersL), brings
(M ) sp closer to the experimental value in (XX.1). Witqf_; = 325M eV andm .= 13Gev,
giving [*t° = 1:38, one finds that typicallyy0$ of M can be described by the short distance
component. The exact value is still somewhat uncertainuseca is rather sensitive to,;—-
Further uncertainties are introduced by the errog in and due to the renormalization scale am-
biguity, which is still quite pronounced even at NLO. Yet tlesult is certainly more reliable than
previous LO estimates. Using the old valu¢ = 0:85, corresponding tam . = 1:4Gev and
ocp = 200M eV, (M) sp,=M would be belows0% , suggesting a dominance of long dis-
tance contributions inM . As discussed in (Herrlich and Nierste, 1994), such a sanatould
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be "unnatural” since the long distance component is forynsilippressed by ., =m 2. Hence
the short distance dominance indicated by the NLO analgsitsp gratifying in this respect.

The long distance contributions, to which one can attribgeremaining 30% in M not ex-
plained by the short distance part, are nicely discusseijngnser al., 1991).

In summary, the observad,, K mass difference can be roughly described within the standar
model after the NLO corrections have been taken into accom remaining theoretical uncer-
tainties in the dominant part in (XX.4) and the uncertamire ( M ) ., do not allow however to
use M as a constraint on the CKM parameters.

B. The I = 1=2Rule

Using the effective hamiltonian in (VII.1) and keeping otie dominant terms one has

ReAg z () ()ipg+ zZ (MO ( )+ zZ ( )6 ()i
ReA Z ()1 ( )i+ 2z ()2 ()L

(XX.5)

wheret ;iy,, are defined in (XIX.8). The coefficients ( ) can be found in table XVIII. For
the hadronic matrix elements we use the formulae (XIX.ZA)X(12), (XIX.16) and (XIX.21),
which have been discussed in section XIX B. We find then, seipagy current-current and penguin
contributions

ReA,
ReA,

= R.+ R (XX.6)
p

1=2 1=2
52, ( )B, ' z()B.

Rc= = G=2) Zy = 7 + Zy (XX?)
4 2z ( )B

1=2) 178M eV

mg()+mg()

_026( ) B
"z, ()B

R,= 11 (XX.8)

(

6
(3=2)
1
The factor11:9 expresses the enhancement of the matrix elements of theipesygerato ¢ over

0 1, ifirst pointed out in (Vainshteier al., 1977). It is instructive to calculate. andR , using
the vacuum insertion estimate for whieh"™ = B ™ = B*™® = B ™ = 1. Without QCD
effects one finds ther. = 0:9andRr, = 0in complete disagreement with the data. In table XLII
we show the values at. andR, at = 1Gev using the results of table XVIIl. We have set
mg+tmg= 178M &V.

The inclusion of QCD effects enhances bathandr, (Gaillard and Lee, 1974a), (Altarelli
and Maiani, 1974), however even for the highest values% the ratioReA (=R eA , is by at
least a factor of 8 smaller than the experimental value in.@2fXMoreover a considerable scheme
dependence is observed. Loweringvould improve the situation, but for < 1Gev the per-
turbative calculations of; ( ) can no longer be trusted. Similarly lowerimg, down t0100M ev
would increase the penguin contribution. In view of the nresent estimates in (XIX.36) such a
low value ofm , seems to be excluded however. We conclude therefore, aslglkmown since
many years, that the vacuum insertion estimate fails camlglen explaining the T = 1=2rule.
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TABLE XLII. The quantitiesR . andR , contributing toR eA =R €A , as described in the text, calculated
using the vacuum insertion estimate for the hadronic matarments. The Wilson coefficient functions are
evaluated for various b(f_;in leading logarithmic approximation as well as in nexti¢ading order in two
different schemes (NDR and HV).

@ 4) (4)

)~ 215Mev )~ 325Mev © — g35Mev ‘

Scheme LO NDR HV LO NDR HV LO NDR HV ‘

R 1.8 1.4 1.6 2.0 1.6 1.8 2.4 1.8 2.2 ‘

Ry 0.1 0.3 0.1 0.2 05 0.2 0.3 1.0 04 ‘
1=2)

As we have discussed in section XIX the vacuum insertiomregés [~ = 1 is supported by
the 1= expansion approach and by lattice calculations. Conseiguiie only solution to the

I = 1=2rule problem appears to be a change in the values of the rergain; factors. For in-
stance repeating the above calculation ith™ = 048, B, = sands, ™ = 10would give
inthe NDR schem&. 20,R, 2andReA,=ReA, 22in accordance with the experimental
value.

There have been several attempts to explain the 1=2 rule, which basically use the ef-
fective hamiltonian in (VII.1) but employ different meth®&br the hadronic matrix elements. In
particular we would like to mention thesN approach (Bardeesr al., 1987a), the work of (Pich
and de Rafael, 1991) based on an effective action for foarlkqaperators, the diquark approach
in (Neubert and Stech, 1991), QCD sum rules (Jamin and P89%)1the chiral perturbation cal-
culations in (Kamboer al., 1990), (Kamboer al., 1991) and very recently an analysis (Antonelli
et al., 1995) in the framework of the chiral quark model (Cohen arahbhar, 1984).

With these methods values farea ;=R e , in the range 15-20 can be obtained. It is beyond
the scope of this review to discuss the weak and strong pofileiach method, although at least one
of us believes that the "meson evolution” picture advocate@ardeerer al., 1987a) represents
the main bulk of the physics behind the number 22. In view efuhcertainties present in these
approaches, we have not used them in our analysts=df but have constrained the hadronic
matrix elements so that they satisfy the= 1=2 rule exactly.
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XXI. THEDECAY K ! ‘e'e
A. General Remarks

Let us next move on to discuss the rare dekay! ‘e"e . Whereasik ! decays the
CP violating contribution is only a tiny part of the full anijplde and the direct CP violation as we
have just seen is expected to be at least by three orders ofitmeg smaller than the indirect CP
violation, the corresponding hierarchies are very difieferk , ! °c"e . At lowest order in
electroweak interactions (one-loop photon pengaitxpenguin and W-box diagrams), this decay
takes place only if CP symmetry is violated. The CP consgreontribution to the amplitude
comes from a two photon exchange, which although of highéeroin could in principle be
sizable. Extensive studies of several groups indicate hemtbat the CP conserving part is likely
to be smaller than the CP violating contributions. We willbere specific about this at the end of
this section.

The CP violating part can again be divided into a direct anthdivect one. The latter is given
by thek s ! °e"e amplitude times the CP violating parameter. The amplituder ® 5 !
%" e ) can be written as

AKs! %e)=h"e HorKsi (XXI.1)

Qv andQ -, given by

Qv = (d)y a )y Q= (d)y a €e)a (XX1.2)

and the Wilson coefficients, andy; calculated in section VIII.
Let us next note that the coefficients of,, and Q.. are 0 ( ), but their matrix elements

coefficients ar® (1), but the matrix elements °e" e ;K siareo ( ). Consequently ab ( )
all operators contributeta K s ! °e"e ). However because; ! °c"e is CP conserving,
the coefficients; multiplied by = 0 (*) can be fully neglected and the operator, drops out
in this approximation. Now whereas °c* e v K sican be trivially calculated, this is not the

methods. Moreover it is clear from the short-distance aiglyf section VIl that the inclusion of
Q;intheestimateoh K5 ! %e'e )cannot be avoided. Indeed, wher@ad' e v Ksiis
independent of and the renormalization scheme, the coefficent shows very strong scheme
and -dependences. They can only be canceled by the contrilsutiom the four-quark operators
Q ;. All this demonstrates that the estimate of the indirect ©®Rationink, ! °e"e cannotbe
done very reliably at present. Some estimates in the framewfachiral perturbation theory will
be discussed below. On the other hand, a much better assessrtiee importance of indirect CP
violationink, ! °"e will become possible after a measurementok s ! %e"e ).
Fortunately the directly CP violating contribution can h#yf calculated as a function af ., CKM
parameters and the QCD coupling constant There are practically no theoretical uncertainties
related to hadronic matrix elements becansgjsd), K 1 ican be extracted using isospin sym-
metry from the well measured decay* ! °e" . In what follows, we will concentrate on this
contribution.
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B. Analytic Formula for B K , ! e e )air

The directly CP violating contribution is governed by theeffiwientsy; and consequently

for i= 3;:::;6, the contribution of QCD penguins® K, ! ‘e'e g isreallyo ( ;) to
be compared with the ( ) contributions ofg 7y andQ 4, . In deriving the final formula we will
therefore neglect the contributions of the operatss:::;Q ¢, i.e. we will assume that

X6
vi( )h%'e DiKi yw ()h'%'e Dy Kii (XXI1.3)

i=3
This assumption is supported by the corresponding relétiothe quark-level matrix elements

%6
yi( )de'e DBl yw ()hde’e Doy i (XXI.4)

i=3
that can be easily verified perturbatively.
The neglect of the QCD penguin operators is compatible vgtstheme and-independence of
the resulting branching ratio. Indegd, does not depend on and the renormalization scheme
at all and the corresponding dependencegynare at the level of 1% as discussed in section
VIII E. Introducing the numerical constant

.= Vtzs g:i)) - 2B K1 %" )y=63 16 (XXI.5)
one then finds
BKy! ‘elar= M o v + ¥ (XX1.6)
where
yi= —w (XXI.7)

Using next the method of the penguin-box expansion (se&tighmwe can write similarly to (X.5)
and (X.3)

Y
¥wv = Pot — Z(Xt) 4Zy %c) + P Eo &) (XX1.8)
sin®
1
¥a = > Yo (t) (XX1.9)
s W

with Y,, Z, andE, given in (X1.46), (XIV.2) and (VI.15).P; isO (10 ?) and consequently the
last term in (XXI.8) can be neglecteH, is given for different values of and ;- in table XLIII.
There we also show the leading order results and the casewi@CD corrections.

The analytic expressions in (XXI.8) and (XXI1.9) are usefitlaey display not only the explicit
m ~-dependence, but also isolate the impact of leading andtodeading QCD effects. These
effects modify only the constants, andp; . As anticipated from the results of section VIIIE,
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TABLE XLIII. PBE coefficientp, of v,y for various values of % and . In the absence of QCD
Pp= 89 mMy =m ) = 3:664 holds universally.

Py |

Y Mev) [Gev] LO NDR HV |
0.8 2.073 3.159 3.11
215 1.0 2.044 3.133 3.08
1.2 2.027 3.112 3.06
0.8 1.863 3.080 3.02
325 1.0 1.834 3.053 2.99
1.2 1.811 3.024 2.97
0.8 1.672 2.976 2.91
435 1.0 1.649 2.965 2.89
1.2 1.613 2.939 2.87

is strongly enhanced relatively to the LO result. This erdeament amounts roughly to a factor
of 16  0:1. Partially this enhancement is however due to the fact tvat.f, = ;< the
QCD coupling constant in the leading order2g@  30% larger than its next-to-leading order
value. Calculating, in LO but with the full  of (111.19) we have found that the enhancement
then amounts to a factor daf:33  0:06. In any case the inclusion of NLO QCD effects and a
meaningful use of ;— show that the next-to-leading order effects weaken the Q@ipression

of y7v . As seen in table XLIII, the suppression®f by QCD corrections amounts to abalis

in the complete next-to-leading order calculation.

C. Numerical Analysis

In fig. 8 of section VIII E we have showry,= § and-,= 7 as functions ofn . together
with the leading order result fol;, = F and the case without QCD corrections. From there it is
obvious that the dominant .-dependence af K. ! %e'e )4 Originates from the coefficient
of the operator ;, . Another noteworthy feature was that accidentallyfor 175G ev one
findsyw  va.

In fig. 18 the ratioB ®K; ! C%e'e )qw=(m )? is shown as a function aofi.. The en-
hancement of the directly CP violating contribution thrbidlO corrections relatively to the LO
estimate is clearly visible on this plot. As we will see belalue to large uncertainties present in
In . this enhancement cannot yet be fully appreciated phendagioally.

The very weak dependence oft5- should be contrasted with the very strong dependence found
in the case of"". Therefore, provided the other two contributionsktg ! °¢"e can be
shown to be small or can be reliably calculated one day, tresorementoB ®;, ! %e'e )
should offer a good determination of ..

Next we would like to comment on the possible uncertaintigs @ the definition ofn .. At
the level of accuracy at which we work we cannot fully addit&ss question yet. In order to be
able to do it, one needs to know the perturbative QCD coomestioy, ) andz, (x.) and for
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FIG.18. B K1 ! le'e )gp=(Im )? as a function ofm . for various values of % at scale
= 10G&V.

consistency an additional order in the renormalizatiorugrimproved calculation of,. Since
them -dependence of,; is rather moderate, the main concern in this issue is thdiciesit v,
whosem -dependence is fully given by x.). Fortunately the QCD corrected function.) is
known from the analysis ok, ! * and can be directly used here. As we will discuss in
section XXV, form . = m . m ) the QCD corrections td, (x.) are around 2%. On this basis we
believe that ifm . = m . m ;) is chosen, the additional QCD corrections®ak ;, ! %' e )gir
should be small.

Finally we give the predictions for the present and fututs eéinput parameters as described
in apppendix A. It should be emphasized that the uncereanti these predictions result entirely
from the CKM parameters. This situation will improve coresibly in the era of dedicated B-

physics experiments in the next decade, allowing a precesdiqiion forB K, ! %' e )i
We find
( .
BR, ! % e )= @26 3:03) 16 noxy constraint (XX1.10)

@48 2:77) 186 with x4 constraint

( .
@71 161) 1& noxy constraint

I Ot L=
B K. ! e e )air @32 0:296) 16 with x4 constraint

(XX1.11)

These results are compatible with those found in (Barag., 1994a), (Donoghue and Gabbiani,
1995), (Kohler and Paschos, 1995) with differences oatyng in various choices of CKM param-
eters.
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D. The Indirectly CP Violating and CP Conserving Parts

Now we want to compare the results obtained for the directiGRting part with the estimates
made for the indirect CP-violating contribution and the &fserving one. The most recent
discussions have been presented in (Caheri, 1993), (Heiliger and Seghal, 1993), (Donoghue
and Gabbiani, 1995), (Kdhler and Paschos, 1995) wherearefes to earlier papers can be found.

The indirect CP violating amplitude is given by the, ! °c"e amplitude times the CP

parameter'; . OnceB K5 ! Ye"e ) has been accurately measured, it will be possible to
calculate this contribution precisely. Using chiral peoation theory it is however possible to
get an estimate by relatirgs ! °¢'e tothek* ! *e'e transition (Eckekr al., 1987),

(Eckeret al., 1988). To this end one can write

BK.,! ‘e)par=BEK"! Tee)

ng )) . Fr2 (XX1.12)

where

| 0+
p-_Ks! ee) (XX1.13)

Kt tete )

WithB ®* ! *e'e )= 274 023) 10 (Alliegro et al., 1992) and the most recent chiral
perturbation theory estimatej  0:5 (Eckerer al., 1988), (Bruno and Prades, 1993) one has

BK.! %e)par= 69 05) 16r 16 1&; (XX1.14)

i.e. a branching ratio more than a factor of 2 below the di@tviolating contribution.
Yet as emphasized recently in (Donoghue and Gabbiani, 1@8bpalso in (Heiliger and Seghal,
1993) the knowledge of is very uncertain at present. In particular the estimateXidi(14) is
based on a relation between two non-perturbative parametaich is rather ad hoc and certainly
not a consequence of chiral symmetry. As shown in (DonoghdeGabbiani, 1995) a small de-
viation from this relation increasedgo values above unity sothat® ;, ! %e"e )inqicould be
comparable orevenlargethank , ! ‘e'e )q3. Itappears then that this enormous uncertainty
in the indirectly CP violating part can only be removed by mgagtherateok s |  ‘e'e .

It should also be stressed, that in reality the CP indiregtldnade may interfere with the vector
part of the CP direct amplitude. The full CP violating amydieé can then be written following (Dib
et al., 1989a), (Diket al., 1989b) as follows

BK.! ‘e )p=P43 10~ :}f—elm v T+t c@m v (XX1.15)

As an example we show infig. ®® ;, ! ‘%e'e )cp form.= 170G ev, % = 325M &V
andm .= 13 1 as afunction ofr. We observe that whereas for r 1the dependence
ofB ®. ! ‘e"e ).» Onris moderate, itis rather strong otherwise and already-for 0:6

values as high as0 !* are found.

The estimate of the CP conserving contribution is also dilfid\Ve refer the reader to (Cohen
et al., 1993), (Heiliger and Seghal, 1993) and (Donoghue and @Gabti995) where further ref-
erences to an extensive literature on this subject can bwifothe measurement of the branching
ratio
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@7 03) 16 (Barreral., 1992)

@0 10) 16 (Papadimitriowr al., 1991) (XX1.16)

BKy! % )

and of the shape of the mass spectrum plays an important role in this estimate. Tost recent
analyses give

8
> 03 18) 1& (Coheneral., 1993)

BK:.! %€ )ens , 40 102 (Heiliger and Seghal, 1993) (XXI1.17)
65 5 1# (Donoghue and Gabbiani, 1995)

i.e. not necesarily below the CP violating contribution. ifmproved estimate of this component
is certainly desirable. It should be noted that there is nerfarence in the rate between the CP
conserving and CP violating contributions so that the tegalfig. 19 and (XXI.17) can simply
be added.

E. Outlook

The results discussed above indicate that within the StdridadelB K, ! ‘e e ) could

be ashighas 10d*. Moreover the direct CP violating contribution is found ®important and
could even be dominant. Unfortunately the large unceitsnh the remaining two contributions
will probably not allow an easy identification of the dired® @iolation by measuring the branching
ratio only. The future measurementsofk ; ! °e"e )andimprovementsin the estimate of the
CP conserving part may of course change this unsatisfastigtion. Alternatively the measure-
ments of the electron energy asymmetry (Heiliger and Sedi®83), (Donoghue and Gabbiani,
1995) and the study of the time evolutiontof ! °e"e (Littenberg, 1989b), (Donoghue and
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Gabbiani, 1995), (Kohler and Paschos, 1995) could allavafeefined study of CP violation in
this decay.
The present experimental bounds

(
43 10 (Harriset al., 1993)

0_+
BE:! €e) 5o 19 (Ohleral, 1990) (XX1.18)

are still by three orders of magnitude away from the thecaégxpectations. Yet the prospects of
getting the required sensitivity of orded **—10 *?in five years are encouraging (Littenberg and
Valencia, 1993), (Winstein and Wolfenstein, 1993), (Ricdnd Wojcicki, 1993).
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XXII. THE DECAY B ! X
A. General Remarks

TheB ! X, decay is known to be extremely sensitive to the structureiofldmental in-
teractions at the electroweak scale. As any FCNC procedseft not arise at the tree level in the
Standard Model. The one-loop W-exchange diagrams tharggenhis decay at the lowest order
in the Standard Model are small enough to be comparable ilpgesionstandard contributions
(charged scalar exchanges, SUSY one loop diagramsexchanges in the L-R symmetric mod-
els, etc.).

TheB ! X, decay is particularly interesting because its rate is oéoed , while most
of the other FCNC processes involving leptons or photonoaderc2 2. The long-range
strong interactions are expected to play a minor role in tlotusiveB ! X, decay. Thisis
because the mass of the b-quark is much larger than the Q@® sddoreover, the only relevant
intermediate hadronic statex , are expected to give very small contributions, as long as we
assume no interference between short- and long-distamms te the inclusive rate. Therefore, it
has become quite common to use the following approximatalgguo estimate thes ! X
rate:

B! Xs ), b! s ) o

B! Xwea) ©! mo e (XXI1.1)
where the quantities on the r.h.s are calculated in the gfmeanhodel corrected for short-distance
QCD effects. The normalization to the semileptonic ratesigally introduced in order to cancel
the uncertainties due to the Cabibbo-Kobayashi-Maskawad/{)dnatrix elements and factors of
m; in the r.h.s. of eq. (XXII.1). Additional support for the apgimation given above comes
from the heavy quark expansions. Indeed the spectator rhaddieen shown to correspond to the
leading order approximation of an expansionim ,,. The first corrections appear at the(l=m ?)
level. The latter terms have been studied by several au{@ray et al., 1990), (Bjorkerer al.,
1992), (Bigiet al., 1992), (Bigiet al., 1993), (Manohar and Wise, 1994), (Blekal., 1994), (Falk
et al., 1994), (Mannel, 1994), (Bigir al., 1994a) with the result that they affeBt@ ! X )
andB B ! X_.e .)byonlyafew percent.

As indicated above, the ratie depends only om . and  in the Standard Model. In ex-
tensions of the Standard Model, additional parameters i@gept. They have been commonly
denoted by . The main point to be stressed here is thas a calculable function of its parame-
ters in the framework of a renormalization group improvedyrdation theory. Consequently, the
decay in question is particularly suited for tests of then8&d Model and its extensions.

One of the main difficulties in analyzing the inclus®e! X, decay is calculating the short-
distance QCD effects due to hard gluon exchanges betweegu#nk lines of the leading one-loop
electroweak diagrams. These effects are known (Bertalial., 1987), (Deshpandg& al., 1987),
(Grinsteiner al., 1990), (Grigjanit al., 1988), (Grigjanigr al., 1992), (Misiak, 1991) to enhance
theB ! X, rateinthe Standard Model by a factor of 2—-3, depending otofh@uark mass. So
theB ! X, decay appears to be the only known short distance procebs fatandard Model
that is dominated by two-loop contributions.

TheB ! X, decay has already been measured. In 1993 CLEO reported (Aatma,
1993) the following branching ratio for the exclus®e! K  decay
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B! K )= @5 15 09 10: (XXI1.2)
In 1994 a first measurement of the inclusive rate has beeemexs (Alamer al., 1995)
BB ! X, )= @32 057 035 1d (XXI1.3)

where the first error is statistical and the second is sydiema

As we will see below these experimental findings are in thegeak of the Standard Model
expectations based on the leading logarithmic approxanati

In fact a complete leading order analysispfBs ! X ) in the Standard Model has been
presented almost a year before the CLEO result giving (Barak, 1994c)

BB ! Xs ka = @8 08) 10%: (XXI1.4)

where the error is dominated by the uncertainty in the choit¢he renormalization scale
m,=2 < < 2m, as first stressed by Ali and Greub (Ali and Greub, 1993) andicgoead in
(Buraset al., 1994c). Sinces ! X is dominated by QCD effects, it is not surprising that this
scale-uncertainty in the leading order is particularlgéar Such an uncertainty, inherent in any
finite order of perturbation theory can be reduced by inclgdiext-to-leading order corrections.
Unfortunately, it will take some time before thedependences presentén! X, can be re-
duced in the same manner as it was done for the other decayas@ul., 1990), (Buchalla and
Buras, 1993a), (Buchalla and Buras, 1994a), (Herrlich aieddte, 1994). As we already stated
in section IXB, a full next-to-leading order computation®f ! X, would require calcula-
tion of three-loop mixings between the operators :::;Q s and the magnetic penguin operators
Q- ;0. Moreover, certain two-loop matrix elements of the relé\@rerators should be calcu-
lated in the spectator model. A formal analysis at the nexteading level (Burasr al., 1994c) is
however very encouraging and shows that th#ependence can be considerably reduced once all
the necessary calculations have been performed. We williréd this issue below.

B. The Decay B ! X in the Leading Log Approximation

The leading logarithmic calculations (Grinsteinal., 1990), (Misiak, 1993), (Ali and Greub,
1993), (Ciuchiniet al., 1994c), (Celleet al., 1994a), (Misiak, 1995), (Buras al., 1994c) can be
summarized in a compact form, as follows:

b! s) VVeF 6 (O)eff
= XXI1.5
b! c.) VoF £(2) ()3 ( )

R = T

wherec,”**" () is the effective coefficient given in (1X.23) and table XXVlk = 2=, and

fz)=1 8Z+8z° Z 24ZInz (XXI1.6)

is the phase space factor in the semileptonic b-decay. Nod¢,at this stage one should not
include theo ( ) correctionsto ! ce ) since they are part of the next-to-leading effects.
For the same reason we do not include ¢he ;) QCD corrections to the matrix element of the
operatorQ ; (the QCD bremsstrahlung! s + gand the virtual correctionsto! s ) which
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are known (Ali and Greub, 1991a), (Ali and Greub, 1991b) t{PI®95) and will be a part of a
future NLO analysis.

Formula (XXI1.5) and the expression (1X.23) far.”*"* ( ) summarize the complete leading
logarithmic (LO) approximation for the ! X rate in the Standard Model. Their important
property is that they are exactly the same in many interggtittensions of the Standard Model,
such as the Two-Higgs-Doublet Model (2HDM) (Grinsteirul., 1990), (Hewett, 1993), (Barger
etal., 1993), (Hayashir al., 1993), (Buragr al., 1994c) or the Minimal Supersymmetric Standard
Model (MSSM) (Bertolinier al., 1991a), (Barbieri and Giudice, 1993), (Borzumati, 1998he
only quantities that change are the coefficients ™ ), c\” M, ) andc Y ™ ) . On the
other hand in a generalu ), SU @) U (1) model additional modifications are necessary,
because new operators enter (Cho and Misiak, 1994).

A critical analysis of theoretical and experimental unamties present in the prediction for
B@® ! X, )based on the above formulae has been made (Bur@s 1994c). Here we just
briefly list the main findings:

First of all, eq. (XXII.5) is based on the spectator model.weshave mentioned above the
heavy quark expansion gives a strong support for this madedlusive B-decays. On a
conservative side one can assume the error due to the usespféhtator modelim ! X
to amount to at most 10% .

The uncertainty coming from the ratio = == in the phase-space factdr(z) for the
semileptonic decay is estimated to be around 6%.

The error due to the ratio of the CKM parameters in eq. (XXlisssmall. Assuming
unitarity of the3 3 CKM matrix and imposing the constraints from the CP-viaigti
parametery andB? B ° mixing one finds

Ve _

095 0:03 XXI1.7
Voo f ( )

There exists an uncertainty due to the determination. of his uncertainty is not small
because of the importance of QCD corrections in the consildecay. For instance the
difference between the ratiesof eq. (XXII.5) obtained with help of ;- ™ ;) = 0:11and
0:13, respectively, is roughly 20%.

The dominant uncertainty in eq. (XXII.5) comes from the umkmn next-to-leading order
contributions. This uncertainty is best signaled by therggr -dependence of the leading
order expression (XXII1.5), which is shown by the solid limefig. 20, for the caser . =
170G &V.

One can see that whenis varied by a factor of 2 in both directions aroungd ’ 5Gev,
the ratio (XXI1.5) changes by around 25% , i.e. the ratioR obtained for = 25Gev and
= 10G ev differ by a factor of 1.6 (Ali and Greub, 1993).

The dashed lines in fig. 20 show the expectedependence of the ratio (XXII.5) once a
complete next-to-leading calculation is performed. Thgependence is then much weaker,
but until one performs the calculation explicitly one cansay which of the dashed curves
is the proper one. The way the dashed lines are obtaineddslled in (Burag: al., 1994c).
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FIG. 20. -dependence of the theoretical prediction for the ratiofor m . = 170Gev and

;45_’5 = 225M ev. The solid line corresponds to the leading order predictibhe dashed lines describe

possible next-to-leading results.

Finally, there exists a 2:4% error in determining 8 ! X ) from eq. (XXIl.1), which
is due to the error in the experimental measuremeBt & ! X.e .)= (1043 024)%
(Particle Data Group, 1994).

The uncertainty due to the valuemfis small as is shown explicitly below.

Fig. 21 based on (Buras al., 1994c) presents the Standard Model prediction for theigizk
B ! X branching ratio including the errors listed above as a fonabf m . together with the
CLEO result.

We stress that the theoretical curves have been obtained@ithe experimental result. Since
the theoretical error is dominated by scale ambiguitiesmaptete NLO analysis is very desirable.

C. LookingatB ! X s Beyond Leading Logarithms

In this section we describe briefly a complete next-to-legdialculation of8 ! X in
general terms. This section collects the most importanirfgelof section 4 of (Burast al.,
1994c).

Let us first enumerate what has been already calculated Ingheture and which calculations
are still required in order to complete the next-to-leadiafgulationofs8 B ! X ).

The present status is as follows:
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FIG. 21. Predictions foB ! x ¢ inthe SM as a function of the top quark mass with the theaktic
uncertainties taken into account.

Thee 6 submatrix of’ describing the two-loop mixing ofo ;;:::;0) and the cor-
respondingd ( ) corrections inC M ) have been already calculated. They are given in
section VI.

The two-loop mixing in the@ ;Q s ) sector of @ is known (Misiak and Miinz, 1995)
and given in section IX C.

Theo () corrections to the matrix element of the operators andQ g, have been calcu-
lated (Ali and Greub, 1991a), (Ali and Greub, 1991b). Theyehbeen recently confirmed
by (Pott, 1995) who also presents the results for the malements of the remaining oper-
ators.

The remaining ingredients of a next-to-leading analysB @& ! X ) are:

The three-loop mixing between the sectdgs :::;0¢) and Q- ;Qss ) Which, with our
normalizations, contributes to®.

The o (,) correctionstoc; My ) andCgs My ) in (IX.12) and (1X.13). This requires
evaluation of two-loop penguin diagrams with internal W &mglquark masses and a proper
matching with the effective five-quark theory. An attemptticulate the necessary two-
loop Standard Model diagrams has been made in (Adel and %&d,)1

The finite parts of the effective theory two-loop diagramshwihe insertions of the four-
quark operators .
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All these calculations are very involved, and the neces#lamye-loop calculation is a truly
formidable task! Yet, as stressed in (Bueas:l., 1994c) all these calculations have to be done
if we want to reduce the theoretical uncertaintiesin s to around 10%.

As demonstrated formally in (Burag al., 1994c) the cancellation of the dominant
dependence in the leading order can be achieved by calmldie relevant two-loop matrix
element of the dominant four-quark operatar. This matrix element is however renormalization-
scheme dependent and moreover mixing with other opera&es tplace. This scheme depen-
dence can only be canceled by calculating in the same renormalization scheme. This point
has been extensively discussed in this review and we willefmeat this discussion here. However,
it is clear from these remarks, that in order to address thdependence and the renormalization-
scheme dependence as well as their cancellations, it issegeto perform a complete next-to-
leading order analysis af ( ) and of the corresponding matrix elements.

In this context we would like to comment on an analysis of @Biuai er al., 1994b) in which

X s . Strong renormalization scheme dependence of the reglltanching ratio has been found,
giving the branching ratio17 02) 10°and 23 02) 10*at = 5Gev for HV
and NDR schemes, respectively. It has also been observedtteaeas in the HV scheme the
dependence has been weakened, it remained still strong INIR scheme. In our opinion this
partial cancellation of the-dependence in the HV scheme is rather accidental and hisgod
do with the cancellation of the-dependence discussed above. The latter requires thegoalof

the strong scheme dependence in the partial NLO analyssempied in (Ciuchiner al., 1994b)
demonstrates very clearly the need for a full analysis. éawof this discussion we think that the
decrease of the branching ratio fer ! x . relative to the LO prediction, found in (Ciuchini
et al., 1994b), and givenbp 8 ! X, )= (19 02 0:5) ZTois still premature and one
should wait until the full NLO analysis has been done.

XXIII. THEDECAY B ! X e'e
A. General Remarks

The rare decag ! X .e"e has been the subject of many theoretical studies in the frame
work of the Standard Model and its extensions such as the tiggsttioublet models and models
involving supersymmetry (Howur al., 1987), (Grinsteirer al., 1989), (Jaus and Wyler, 1990),
(Bertolini et al., 1991b), (Aliet al., 1991), (Deshpander al., 1993), (Ali et al., 1995), (Greub
et al., 1995). In particular the strong dependencesofi X .e"e onm. has been stressed in
(Houet al., 1987). Itis clear thatonc® ! X .e"e has been observed, it will offer a useful test
of the Standard Model and its extensions. To this end theaetdoranching ratio, the dilepton
invariant mass distribution and other distributions o€nesst should be calculated with sufficient
precision. In particular the QCD effects should be proptaken into account.

The central element in any analysismf! X .e"e is the effective hamiltonian for this de-
cay given in section X where a detailed analysis of the Wilsoefficients has been presented.
However, the actual calculationaf ! X .,e" e involves not only the evaluation of Wilson coef-
ficients of the relevant local operators but also the catmriaf the corresponding matrix elements
of these operators relevant fer ! X .e"e . The latter part of the analysis can be done in the
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spectator model, which, as indicated by the heavy quarkrestpa should offer a good approx-
imation to QCD for B-decays. One can also include the notupeativeO (1=m Z) corrections
to the spectator model which enhance the ratesfot X .e*e by roughly 10% (Falker al.,
1994). A realistic phenomenological analysis should atstude the long-distance contributions
which are mainly due to the= and °resonances (Linar al., 1989), (Deshpande al., 1989),
(O’Donnell and Tung, 1991). Since in this review we are mainterested in the next-to-leading
short-distance QCD effects we will not include these coogions in what follows. This section
closely follows (Buras and Miinz, 1995) execpt that the nuraéresults in figs. 22—24 have been
slightly changed in accordance with the input parameteeppéndix A.

We stress again that in a consistent NLO analysis of the decay X .e"e , one should
on one hand calculate the Wilson coefficient of the operatgr = (sb)y a (ee)y including
leading and next-to-leading logarithms, but on the othedhanly leading logarithms should be
kept in the remaining Wilson coefficients. Only then a scheéngependent amplitude can be
obtained. As already discussed in section X, this speacsaltitnent ofQ , is related to the fact
that strictly speaking in the leading logarithmic approatiman only this operator contributes to
B ! X e . The contributions of the usual current-current operal@@GD penguin operators,
magnetic penguin operators and®f,, = (sb)y a (e), enter only at the NLO level and to
be consistent only the leading contributions to the cowadmg Wilson coefficients should be
included.

B. The Differential Decay Rate

Introducing

2
<pe++pe ) mc
—_— z=

8= >
mb my

(XXIII.1)

and calculating the one-loop matrix element®qgfusing the spectator model in the NDR scheme
one finds (Misiak, 1995), (Buras and Miinz, 1995)

d=d8 b! se'e) Z V,? (1 ¢F

R () I E— 1T Y. e o (XXI11.2)
L+ 28) #©FFEF+ ©,F +4 1+ 2 £ 4 120 9% ReES™t
where
CFf = PR @)+ h(z;8) 3¢+ + 3P+ 2+ 3P+
%h(l;é) 1P+ acl+ 3¢+ cf (XXI111.3)

©)

1
Sh0;8) Cy ©

+3¢ + g 3P+ ¢+ 3¢+ ¢
The general expression (XXIII.2) with (z) = 1 has been first presented by (Grinsteinl., 1989)
who in their approximate leading order renormalizationugr@nalysis kept only the operators

Q1502i/Q7 iQov iQ10a-
The various entries in (XXI11.2) are given as follows
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4
hze = om™ Smae 2l (XXII1.4)
9 9" 4 27T 9
p_—
2 LS ez i ;forx 4Z=8<1
Se+ )l x5 Lx 1
9 ‘ 2arctane=—; forx 47=8> 1;
ho;8) = — Smme Zpap . (XXIIL.5)
27 9 9 9
f)=1 87+ 8z° Z 24Z2Ingz; (XXI11.6)
2 1
@) =1 ;( ) (? %)(1 zf + l;’ (XXII.7)
~@) =1+ s() 1 (©) (XXII1.8)
with
1 (8) = 22 ilLi (s) gJnan(l s) ﬂh(l s)
' 9 37 3 3L+ 2s)
251+ s) (1 2s)]ner 5+ 9s 6g : (XXII1.9)
31 sP@+ 2s) 6(1 s)(+ 2s)
Here £ (z) is the phase-space factor for! < . (z) is the corresponding single gluon QCD

correction (Cabibbo and Maiani, 1978) in the approximatd(Kim and Martin, 1989).~ on the
other hand represents single gluon corrections to the xg&ment ofo , with m ; = 0 (Jezabek
and Kuhn, 1989), (Misiak, 1995). For consistency reasbisscorrection should only multiply the
leading logarithmic term iicg " *.

In the HV scheme the one-loop matrix elements are differadtane finds an additional ex-
plicit contribution to (XXI11.3) given by (Buras and Miin1995)

4
va P+ P

3¢ . (XXI11.10)
However@Y °® has to be replaced g2 v given in (X.5) and (X.9) and consequentf® is the
same in both schemes.

The first term in the functioh (z; ) in (XXIII.4) represents the leading-dependence in the
matrix elements. It is canceled by thedependence present in the leading logarithrardn This
is precisely the type of cancellation of thedependence which one would like to achieve in the
caseofs ! X, .The -dependence presentin the coefficients of the other opsredo only be
canceled by going to still higher order in the renormali@aiyroup improved perturbation theory.
To this end the matrix elements of four-quark operators khba evaluated at two-loop level.
Also certain unknown three-loop anomalous dimensions lshioel included in the evaluation of
cSf andc, . Certainly this is beyond the scope of this review and we axilly investigate the
left-over -dependence below.

C. Numerical Analysis

A detailed numerical analysis of the formulae above has peesented in (Buras and Minz,
1995). We give here a brief account of this work. We set firsi=v4,j= 1 which in view of
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R(8) [107]

(XXI1.7) is a good approximation. We keep in mind that for m*-m2, 4 m?=m? etc. the
spectator model cannot be the full story and additional ddistence contributions discussed in
(Lim et al., 1989), (Deshpande al., 1989), (O’'Donnell and Tung, 1991) have to be taken into
account in a phenomenological analysis. Similarly we damdtide1=m 2 corrections calculated
in (Falk et al., 1994) which typically enhance the differential rate by @bb0%.

12 T (a\.)‘ L L L B T T T T ‘(t\))‘ L R L L 12
11 - —— u= 25GeV| + —— m=150GeV| - 11
10 + —— pu= 50Gev, + — m=170GeV| - 10
9k | H=10.0GeV| - R m =190 GeV| - 9
8 - 18 3
7r 7 @
6 - 6 =
5 - 15 S
4 - 4 4
3 - -3
2 - 12
1 1 11
O e e b e b e b b by e b e b b b e O
0.2 0.3 04 05 0.6 0.7 0.8 0.2 0.3 04 05 0.6 0.7 0.8
S S
FIG. 22. (AR (¢) form .= 170G eV, %= 225M ev and differents values of
(b)R @) for = 5Gev, 2L = 225Mev and various values of ..

S

In fig. 22 (a) we showr (§) form .= 170G eV, 5 = 225M v and different values of. In
fig. 22 (b) we set = 5Gev and varym . from 150G eV t0 190G €v. The remaining dependence
is rather weak and amounts to at mosB% in the full range of parameters considered. The
dependence ok (8) is sizeable. Varyingn . between150Gev and 190G ev changeR (8) by
typically 60—-65% which in this range a@f . corresponds t& ()  m?. It is easy to verify that
this strongm . dependence originates in the coefficient given in (X.3) as already stressed by
several authors in the past (Heual., 1987), (Grinsteiret al., 1989), (Bertoliniet al., 1991b),
(Deshpander al., 1993), (Greuket al., 1995), (Ali et al., 1995), (Ali et al., 1991), (Jaus and
Wyler, 1990).

We do not show the ;- dependence as it is very weak. Typically, changigg- from
140M eV to 310M &V decreaser (8) by about 5%.

0)ef £

R (8) is governed by three coefficient€S™", €, andc . The importance of various
contributions has been investigated in (Buras and MUn8519 To this end one setsf—; =
225Gev, m, = 170Gev and = 5Gev. In fig. 23 we showr (8) keeping only&s™®, &,
c 2% and thec 2 * —©£*F interference term, respectively. Denoting these contiobs byR o,
R0, R7 andR,_, we observe that the term- plays only a minor role irrR (¢). On the other

hand the presence af.”*** cannot be ignored because the interference tesm is significant.
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FIG. 23. Comparison of the four different contributionsrt@g) according to eq. (XXI11.2).

In fact the presence of this large interference term coulddsz to measure experimentally the
relative sign ofc”*** and Re=™ (Grinsteiner al., 1989), (Jaus and Wyler, 1990), (Adi al.,
1991), (Greulet al., 1995), (Alier al., 1995) which as seen in fig. 23 is negative in the Standard
Model. However, the most important contributions regandRr 4, in the full range of considered.
Form . 170G ev these two contributions are roughly of the same size. Duedivangm,
dependence d ,,, this contribution dominates for higher valuesof and is less important than
Roform. < 170G ev.

Next, in fig. 24 we show (¢)for = 5Gev,m.= 170GevV and ;5 = 225M &V compared
to the case of no QCD corrections and to the results (Grimsteil., 1989) would obtain for our
set of parameters using their approximate leading ordemdtae.

The discussion of the definition af . used here is identical to the one in the cas& gf !

%t e and will not be repeated here. On the basis of the argumerts tiiere we believe that
if m. = M. @) is chosen, the additional short-distance QCD correctiorB & ! X.ee )
should be small.

Our discussion has been restrictedst®® ! X ). Also the photon spectrum has been the
subject of several papers. We just refer to the most receiotes (Neubert, 1994b), (Shifman
etal., 1994), (Dikemarer al., 1995), (Kapustin and Ligeti, 1995), (Kapustitul., 1995), (Aliand
Greub, 1995), (Pott, 1995) where further references canuoedf
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XXIV. THE DECAYSK* ! * ANDK ! °©

A. General Remarksonk * ! *

Theraredecayx * ! *  isone of the theoretically cleanest decays. As such it ig weil
suited for the determination of CKM parameters, in paracuf the element,. K * !
is CP conserving and receives contributions from both m@ketop and charm exchanges. The
inclusion of next-to-leading QCD corrections incorpocdhile the effective hamiltonian in (X1.4)
and discussed in detail in section XI B reduces considethkelyheoretical uncertainties due to the
choice of the renormalization scales present in the leadidgr expressions. We will illustrate
this below. Since in addition the relevant hadronic matieqeent of the weak currened)y a
can be measured in the leading deeay ! °e* , the resulting theoretical expression for
BK*" ! * )isonlya function of the CKM parameters, the QCD scaje; and the quark
masses . andm .. The long-distance contributionso* ! * have been found to be very
small: a few percent of the charm contribution to the amggtat most, which is safely negligible
(Rein and Sehgal, 1989), (Hagelin and Littenberg, 1989) handnd Wise, 1994).

Conventionally the branching fractian® * ! * ) is related to the experimentally well
known quantityB ® * ! %" ) using isospin symmetry. Corrections to this approximation
have recently been studied in (Marciano and Parsa, 199%)biidaking of isospin is due to quark
mass effects and electroweak radiative corrections. lcadse ok * | *  these effects result
in a decrease of the branching ratiotys . The corresponding correctionsin, !  ° leadto
a5:6% reductionofs ®;, ! ° ). We have checked the analysis of (Marciano and Parsa, 1995)
and agree with their findings. Once calculated, the inclusicthese effects is straightforward as
they only amount to an overall factor for the branching ratml do not affect the short-distance
structure ok ! . We shall neglect the isospin violating corrections in tiéofving chapters,
where the focus is primarily on the short-distance physldee effects are however incorporated
in the final prediction quoted in our summary table in secxVII.

In the following we shall concentrate on a discussiodf ! *  within the framework
of the standard model. The impact of various scenarios of pieygics on this decay has been
considered for instance in (Bigi and Gabbiani, 1991).

B. Master Formulae forx * !
Using the effective hamiltonian (XI.4) and summing over tineee neutrino flavors one finds
2 ', 1,3
X () O (XXIV.1)

Im Re Re ¢
—X &)+ PoX )+ —;

BR"! * )=, 4

3 2B + ! 0+
.= (IZ — € e 457 10° (XXIV.2)
2 48n” gy

where we have used

1
= 55 sh® y =023 BE"! %" )=1482 16 (XXIV.3)
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Here ;= v, Vi with . being real to a very high accuracy. The functiorof (X1.5) can also be
written as

where y summarizes the NLO corrections discussed in section XI BthWi. m. m ) the
QCD factor  is practically independent af . and ;. Next
1 2. 1
Po(X):—4 ngL-I-gXNL (XX|V5)
with the numerical values fat ; , given in table XXXIII. The corresponding values fBg X )
as a function of ;——andm . m.m ;) are collected in table XLIV. We remark that a negligibly

smallterm S, X,.)*( 02% effecton the branching ratio) has been discarded in formula
(XXIV.1).

TABLE XLIV. The function P, X ) for various % andm .

Po ) |

l\EIAI—)Snmc 125Gev 130Gev l:35GeV‘
215M eV 0.402 0.436 0.472
325M eV 0.366 0.400 0.435
435M eV 0.325 0.359 0.393

Using the improved Wolfenstein parametrization and the@amate formulae (11.23) — (11.25)
we can next write

1h i
BK™ ! * )=457 108AX%2x)- ( P+ & 8 (XXIV.6)
where
|
1 s 2
= 2 (XXIV.7)
Y
The measured value of B(" ! * ) then determines an ellipse in thg; ) plane centered
at (%,;0) with (Buraset al., 1994b)
PyX)
=1+ —— XXIV.
0 + 22X (o) ( 8)
and having the squared axes
02 _ 2 2_  To ?
92 = 2 2. 22 (XXIV.9)

where
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5 1 BRE® ! * )
= XXIV.10
o= pay 2 ®¢) 457 10% ( )

The departure 0%, from unity measures the relative importance of the intecharm contribu-
tions.

The ellipse defined by,, %, and given above intersects with the circle (11.32). This allows
to determinez and  with

1 q a
— % 2924 (1 2)@2  2R2) - R2 % (XXIV.11)

o

and consequently
RZ=1+R; 2% (XXIV.12)

where is assumed to be positive.
In the leading order of the Wolfenstein parametrization

11 ! 51 % (XXIV.13)

andB ®* ! * ) determines a circle in theés; ) plane centered aty;0) and having the
radiusr, of (XXIV.10) with = 1. Formulae (XXIV.11) and (XXIV.12) then simplify to (BucHal
and Buras, 1994a)

r? 2 1 R2
Ri-1erze 2B g pol g B8 (XXIV.14)
50 50
Givens and one can determingé,:
Va=2A @0 % i) 3= 2 R¢ (XXIV.15)

Before proceeding to the numerical analysis a few remakksaorder:

The determination ofi jand of the unitarity triangle requires the knowledgergf(or )
and of y/,,=V4,j Both values are subject to theoretical uncertaintiesgoeis the existing
analyses of tree level decays. Whereas the dependengeen,jis rather weak, the very
strong dependence & ® * ! * ) onA or, makes a precise prediction for this
branching ratio difficult at present. We will return to thislow.

The dependence & ® ! * )onmis also strong. Howevet . should be known
already in this decade within 5% and consequently the uncertaintysipwill soon be less
seriousfoB ® * ! * ) than the corresponding uncertaintyug

Onces and are known precisely from CP asymmetries in B decays, sonteeafiicertain-
ties present in (XXIV.6) related t&v,,=V4 j(but not tovy) will be removed.

A very clean determination afin 2 without essentially any dependencempandv, can
be made by combining ® * ! * )withB ®, ! ©° ) discussed below. We will
present an analysis of this type in section XXIV H.
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C. Numerical Analysisof K * |+

1. Renormalization Scale Uncertainties
We will now investigate the uncertaintiesi (x.), Xy, B ®* ! * ), 3#yjandin the

determination of the unitarity triangle related to the ceodf the renormalization scalesand .
(see section XIB). To this end we will fix the remaining paraeng as follows

m. m.m.) = 13GeV my mem¢) = 170G&V (XXIV.16)
InthecaseoB g* ! * ) we need the values of bothand . Therefore in this case we will
work with

$=0 = 036 (XXIV.18)

rather than withy/,,=v,j Finally we will set =L = 0325Gev and =L = 0225Gev for

the charm part and top part, respectively. We btdhen vary thkesc.and ., enteringm . ( ) and
m ¢ ( ) respectively, in the ranges

1Gev c 3Gev 100G ev ¢ 300Gev (XXIV.19)

In fig. 25 we show the charm function, , (for m ; = 0) compared to the leading-log result
X 1, and the case without QCD as functions @f We observe the following features:

The residual slope aX ;, is considerably reduced in comparisonx@, which exhibits
a quite substantial dependence on the unphysical scal€he variation ofx (defined as
X 1GeV) X (3GeV))=X (m.))Iis 24.5% in NLLA compared to 56.6% in LLA.

The suppression of the uncorrected function through QCBctdfis somewhat less pro-
nounced in NLLA.

The next-to-leading effects amount to a10% correction relative t¢ at = m .. How-
ever the size of this correction strongly depends odue to the scale ambiguity of the
leading order result. This means that the question of hogel#ne next-to-leading effects
compared to the LLA really are cannot be answered uniquéigrdfore the relevant result
is actually the reduction of the-dependence in NLLA .

In fig. 26 we show the analogous results for the top functiot. ) as a function of .. We observe:

Due to . . the scale dependences in the top function are substandialfyler than
in the case of charm. Note in particular how the yet appréeiabale dependence #f,
gets flattened out almost perfectly when the ) effects are taken into account. The total
variation ofxX (x.) with 100G ev c 300G eV is around 1% in NLLA compared to
10% in LLA.

As already stated above after (XXIV.4), with the chojce m . the NLO correction is very
small. Itis substantially larger for, very different fromm ..
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FIG. 25. Charm quark functior y ;, (for m 1 = 0) compared to the leading-log result, and the case
without QCD as functions of ..

Using (XXIV.1) and varying .. in the ranges (XXIV.19) we find that for the above choice of the
remaining parameters the uncertaintygirg * !  * )

076 10° BE'! * ) 120 16 (XXIV.20)
present in the leading order is reduced to
088 10° BE'! * ) 102 16 (XXIV.21)

after including NLO corrections. Similarly we obtain

824 10 4j 1097 16  L1A (XXIV.22)
923 10 3j,7 1010 16  NLLA (XXIV.23)
where we have set ® * ! * )= 1 18°. We observe that including the full next-to-

leading corrections reduces the uncertainty in the detetian of y,jfrom  14% (LLA) to
4:6% (NLLA) in the present example. The main bulk of this thearatierror stems from the
charm sector. Indeed, keeping = m .. fixed and varying only , the uncertainties in the deter-
mination of ¥ jwould shrinkto  4:7% (LLA) and 0:6% (NLLA). Similar comments apply to
B®* ! * )where, as seenin (XXIV.20) and (XXIV.21), the theoreticatartainty due to
«wIsreduced from 22% (LLA)to 7% (NLLA).
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FIG. 26. Top quark functiox (x.) as a function of . for fixedm  fn ) = 170G ev with (solid curve)

and without (dashed curve) ( ) corrections.

Finally in fig. 27 we show the position of the point,( ) which determines the unitarity
triangle. To this end we have fixed all parameters as statedeagxcept forr,, for which we
have chosen three representative numlrers;s 025, 0:36, 0:47. The full and the reduced ranges
represent LLA and NLLA respectively. The impact of the irstan of NLO corrections on the
accuracy of determining the unitarity triangle is clearigible.

2. Expectations forB ® * ! T )

The purely theoretical uncertainties discussed so farldhmeidistinguished from the uncer-
tainties coming from the input parameters suchasvy, y..=Vsjetc.. As we will see the latter
uncertainties are still rather large to date. Consequénéyprogress achieved by the NLO calcu-
lations (Buchalla and Buras, 1994a) cannot yet be fully @@l phenomenologically at present.
However the determination of the relevant parameters shiogprove in the future. Once the
precision in the input parameters will have attained théredddevel, the gain in accuracy of the
theoretical predictionfok * !+ in NLLA by a factor of more than 3 compared to the LLA
will become very important.

Using our standard set of input parameters specified in appé&nand the constraints implied
by the analysis ofy andBy B4 mixing as described in section XVIII, we find for the* !

* branching fraction the range

06 10° B®'! * ) 15 16 (XXIV.24)
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FIG. 27. The theoretical uncertainties in the determimatibthe unitarity triangle (UT) in the; )
plane fromB ® * ! * ). With fixed input parameters the vertex of the UT has to lie arirele
around the origin with radiug®,. A variation of the scales., . within 1Gev c 3Gev and

100G eV ¢+ 300G ev then yields the indicated ranges in LLA (full) and NLLA (rezhd). We show
the case®, = 025;0:36;047.

Eq. (XXIV.24) represents the current standard model exgiectfore ® * ! * ) (neglecting
small isospin breaking corrections). To obtain this estenae have allowed for a variation of
the parameters. ., ¥+3j ¥w=Vws] Bk, F£Br, x4 Within their uncertainties as summarized in
appendix A. The uncertainties in. and ;—-, on the other hand, are small in comparison and
have been neglected in this context. The above range woulkdoeed to

08 10° B®'! * ) 10 16 (XXIV.25)

if the uncertainties in the input parameters could be deegtas assumed by our “future” scenario
in appendix A.

It should be remarked that thg-constraint, excluding a part of the second quadrant for the
CKM phase , plays an essentail role in obtaining the upper bounds gab@ve, without essen-
tially any effect on the lower bounds. Without tke-constraint the upper bounds in (XXIV.24)
and (XXIV.25) are relaxed ta:3 10%°andi:6 109, respectively.
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D. General Remarkson kK ! ©

The rare decax, ! ° isevencleanerthar® ! * . It proceeds almost entirely
through direct CP violation (Littenberg, 1989a) and is ctatgly dominated by short-distance
loop diagrams with top quark exchanges. In factthedependence & ®, ! ° )is again
described byx (x.). Since the charm contribution can be fully neglected alsottieoretical
uncertainties present iR * ! * due tom., .and ;5 are absent here. For this rea-
sonk; ! ° isvery well suited for the determination of CKM parametensparticular the
Wolfenstein parameter.

E. Master Formulae forK;, ! ©°

Using the effective hamiltonian (XI.56) and summing oveethneutrino flavors one finds

|
t 2

BE.! ° )= K (XXIV.26)
L= 4 gi))=1:91 10° (XXIV.27)

with , givenin (XXIV.2). Using the Wolfenstein parametrizatio®wan rewrite (XXIV.26) as
BK.! ° )=191 18 *A*X? &) (XXIV.28)
or
BK:; ! ° )=2348 10 *y47X? &) (XXIV.29)
A few remarks are in order:

The determination of usinge & ! ° ) requires the knowledge af, andm .. The
very strong dependence on, or A makes a precise prediction for this branching ratio
difficult at present.

It has been pointed out (Buras, 1994) that the strong depeed#B & ! ° )onw,
together with the clean nature of this decay, can be usedt¢éordme this element without
any hadronic uncertainties. To this ené&ndm . have to be known with sufficient precision
in additiontoB ®;, ! ° ). should be measured accurately in CP asymmetri@s in
decays and the value af. known to better than 5G ev from TEVATRON and future LHC
experiments. Inverting (XXIV.29) and using a very accuigteroximation fox (x.) (valid
form. = m. m.)) as given by (XXIV.4) and (XIV.6)

X (%)= 065 X7 (XXIV.30)

one finds
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We note that the weak dependencevgf onB ®;, ! ° ) allows to achieve a high
precision for this CKM element even when® ;, ! ° ) is known with only relatively
moderate accuracy, e.g. 10-15%. Needless to say that arspgreesento ®, ! ° )

is extremely challenging. A numerical analysis of (XXIV)3&an be found in (Buras, 1994).

F. Numerical Analysis of K |, ! ©

1. Renormalization Scale Uncertainties

The scale ambiguities present in the functiornx. ) have already been discussed in connection
withk * ' * . After the inclusion of NLO corrections they are so smalltteey can be ne-
glected for all practical purposes. Effectively they coalso be taken into account by introducing
an additional errorm 1Gev. Atthe levelofB & ! ° ) the ambiguity in the choice
of .isreduced from 10% (LLA)downto 1% (NLLA), which considerably increases the pre-
dictive power of the theory. Varying. according to (XXIV.19) and using the input parameters of
section XXIV C we find that the uncertaintym® , ! ° )

268 100 B®,! ° ) 326 10 (XXIV.32)
present in the leading order is reduced to
280 10 B®,! ° ) 288 10 (XXIV.33)

after including NLO corrections. This means that the thiecakuncertainty in the determination
of amounts to only 0:7% in NLLA which is safely negligible. The reduction of the seal
ambiguity forB ® , ! ° ) is further illustrated in fig. 28.

2. Expectations forB € ! ° )

From an analysisat ®, ! ° ) similarto the one described fer- ! * in section
XXIV C 2 we obtain the standard model expectation

14 100 B®.,! ° ) 50 10 (XXIV.34)
corresponding to present day errors in the relevant inpiarpaters. This would change into
22 10 B®,! ° ) 36 10 (XXIV.35)

if the parameter uncertainties would decrease as anteddat our “future” scenario defined in
appendix A.
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FIG. 28. The -dependence af &, ! ° )=10 ' with (solid curve) and without (dashed curve)
O ( ) corrections fofn . m ) = 170G &V, Vg j= 004and = 0:36.

G. Unitarity Triangle from K !

The measurement& ® * ! * )andB ®, ! ° ) can determine the unitarity trian-
gle completely provideeh . andv, are known. Using these two branching ratios simultaneously
allows to eliminatey, =V jfrom the analysis which removes considerable uncertaintieed it
is evident from (XXIV.1) and (XXIV.26) that, giveB ® * ! * )andB ®, ! ° ), one
can extract botlim  andre .. We get

p_— Re P_—
<p B B
B .- S22 pe, - s__Fo®)* Bi B (XXIV.36)
X (}{t) X (><t)
where we have defined the “reduced” branching ratios
B! ") _BEp! ° )
ST s 1 52T o1 109 (XXIV-:37)
Using next the expressions fai ., Re andRe . givenin (11.23) — (11.25) we find
®) e ) PEs
. Py 1 B B B,

with  defined in (XXIV.7). An exact treatment of the CKM matrix sh®what the formulae
(XXIV.38) are rather precise (Buchalla and Buras, 1994d)e €rror in is below 0.1% and
may deviate from the exact expression by at mast 0:02 with essentially negligible error for
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0 % 025.
As an illustrative example, let us consider the followingrs&rio. We assume that the branching
ratios are known to within 10%

BK"! * )= @0 o0a1) 16 BK.! ° )= @5 025 10 (XXIV.39)
Next we takei;  m;m ;)
me= (170 5)Ge&V m.= (130 005 GeV V= 0040 0:001 (XXIV.40)

where the quoted errors are quite reasonable if one keepmdhthat it will take at least ten years
to achieve the accuracy assumed in (XXIV.39). Finally, we us

9 — 000 (XXIV.41)

5 350)M eV c= @1 3)Ge&v

where .isthe renormalization scale present in the analysis offthens contribution. Its variation

gives an indication of the theoretical uncertainty invalva the calculation. In comparison to

this error we neglect the effect of varyingg = 0 My ), the high energy matching scale at

which the W boson is integrated out, as well as the very smalesdependence of the top quark

contribution. As reference parameters we use the centiasan (XXIV.39) and (XXIV.40) and
% = 300M eV, .= m. The results that would be obtained in such a scenario fav.; jand

% are collected in table XLV.

TABLE XLV. , ¥yjandsdeterminedfronk * ! * andk . ! ©° forthe scenario described
in the text together with the uncertainties related to vaiparameters.

BR) o V) oo ) ( o wotal

0:33 0:02 0:03 0:00 0:00 0:05|

Vg F10 3 9:3 06 06 05 0:4 21 |
B 000 008 0:09 006 004 0-27\

There we have also displayed separately the associatedhetyimed errors () coming from

the uncertainties in the branching ratias, andvg, m . and

tainty.

(4)

— o as well as the total uncer-

We observe that respectable determinations ahd 47, jcan be obtained. On the other hand the
determination ok is rather poor. We also note that a sizable part of the totagdainty results in
each case from the strong dependence of both branching @tio . andv,. There is however

one important quantity for which the strong dependenc@ ¢f* ! * )andB ®, ! ° )

onm . andvg, does not matter at all.

H.sn2 fromK !

Using (XXIV.38) one finds (Buchalla and Buras, 1994c)
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1
.= r;B1;B3) = oot sn2 = (XXIV.42)
with

p_ B: B) BX)
rsB1;B2) = P=
B>

(XXIV.43)

Thus within the approximation of (XXIV.38in 2 isindependent of., (or A) andm .. An exact
treatment of the CKM matrix confirms this finding to a high aeay. The dependence on,
andm . enters only at ordep ( ) and as a numerical analysis shows this dependence canye full
neglected.

It should be stressed thaihh2 determined this way depends only on two measurable bragchin
ratios and on the function, X ) which is completely calculable in perturbation theory. €en
guently this determination is free from any hadronic uraiaties and its accuracy can be estimated
with a high degree of confidence. To this end we use the inpetngn (XXIV.39) — (XXIV.41) to

find

sh2 =060 006 003 002 (XXIV.44)

where the first error comes from® * !  * )andB ®, ! ° ), the second fronm. and
s and the last one from the uncertainty due to We note that the largest partial uncertainty
results from the branching ratios themselves. It can beghigtreduced with time as is the case
with the  0:03 uncertainty related to;—- andm .. Note that the theoretical uncertainty repre-
sented by ( ), which ultimately limits the accuracy of the analysis, issdimThis reflects the
clean nature of th& ! decays. However the small uncertainty of0:02 is only achieved
by including next-to-leading order QCD corrections. In ibeding logarithmic approximation the
corresponding error would amount to0:05, larger than the one coming from and -
The accuracy to whickin2 can be obtained frorm ! is, in our example, comparable
to the one expected in determinirgh2 from CP asymmetries in B decays prior to LHC ex-
periments. In this casen2 is determined best by measuring the time integrated CPtingla
asymmetryirB§ ! K s which is given by

0 ® ! Ks) B! Kg)dt
Acp ( Kg)=x h i
S B! Kg+ (B! Kg)dt
pa— : Xd
= sh2 2 (XXIV.45)

wherexy = m= givesthesizeoB } BJ mixing. Combining (XXIV.42) and (XXIV.45) we
obtain an interesting connection between rare K decays giuy/Bics

2rs B1;B ) 1+ Xczi

1+ @By o U

(XXIV.46)

which must be satisfied in the Standard Model. We stress Kuaipe forp, (X ) given in table
XLIV all quantities in (XXIV.46) can be directly measuredenperiment and that this relationship
is essentially independent af. andv,.
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XXV.THE DECAYSK, ! * ANDK* ! * *

A. General RemarksonkK ; ! *

Theraredecay, ! * is CP conserving and in addition to its short-distance fgatives
important contributions from the two-photon intermediatate, which are difficult to calculate
reliably (Geng and Ng, 1990), (Bélanger and Geng, 1991, 1R92).

This latter fact is rather unfortunate because the shettdce part is, similarly t& * !

* , free of hadronic uncertainties and if extracted from tha éeuld give a useful determina-
tion of the Wolfenstein parameter The separation of the short-distance from the long-degtan
piece in the measured rate is very difficult however.

In spite of all this we will present here the analysis of therstdistance contribution because on
one hand it may turn out to be useful one day#qr ! *  and on the other hand it also plays

an important role in a parity violating asymmetry, which ¢gmeasuredig * !  + * . We
will discuss this latter topic later on in this section.
The analysisofk , ! * )sp proceeds in essentially the same manner agfor! *

The only difference enters through the lepton line in the tanxtribution. This change introduces
two new functionsry ;, andy (x.) for the charm and top contributions respectively (sectib@)
which will be discussed in detail below.

+

B. Master Formulae for K ;, ! )sp

Using the effective hamiltonian (XI.44) and relatingijsd)y, » K. itoB ®* ! * )we
find
"R #2
+ € c
BKyg! )sp = Po(¥)+ 5 ' (X+) (XXV.1)
2 + +
- BE &) e g6 10 (XXV.2)
Zsin® ®*)
where we have used
1 2
- = i = 0: BK"™! T )= 0z XXV.
> sh? = 023 ® ) = 0635 ( 3)
The functiony (x) of (X1.45) can also be written as
Y ®) = ¢y &) ¢y = 1026 0:006 (XXV.4)

where , summarizes the NLO corrections discussed in section XIChWi.  m. ) this
QCD factor depends only very weakly an.. The range in (XXV.4) corresponds 150G eV
m. 190Gev. The dependence og— can be neglected. Next

Po(Y) = YNj (XXV.5)
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TABLE XLVI. The function®, (v ) for various % andm ..

Po(¥) |

O 125G ev 130G eV 135G eV |
215M ev 0.132 0.141 0.151
325M ev 0.140 0.149 0.159
435M ev 0.145 0.156 0.166

with vy ;, calculated in section XIC. Values far, (v ) as a function of ;——andm . m ()
are collected in table XLVI.

Using the improved Wolfenstein parametrization and the@amate formulae (11.23) — (11.25)
we can next write

1
By ! * )sp =168 10AY?2x)= & S (XXV.6)
with
! 2
P 1
=1+ =28 2 (XXV.7)
AZY (xt) l 7
The "experimental”’value o8 €, ! * )sp determines the value afgiven by
" #
5 1 B ! ° )sp
s = ¢ = XXV.8
o % 0T Ay z ey 168 10 ( )
Similarlytor, inthecaseok * ! * | the value ofs is fully determined by the top contri-

bution which has only a very weak renormalization scale guiby after the inclusion 0b ( )
corrections. The main scale ambiguity residesdnwvhose departure from unity measures the
relative importance of the charm contribution.

+

C. Numerical Analysis of ® 1, ! )sp

1. Renormalization Scale Uncertainties

We will now investigate the uncertaintiesih(x.), Yy, B €. ! © )sp and%related to
the dependence of these quantities on the choice of thematiaation scales . and .. To this
end we proceed as in section XXIV C 1. We fix all the remainingpeeters as given in (XXIV.16)
and (XXIV.17) and we vary . and . within the ranges stated in (XXIV.19).

Fig. 29 shows the charm function, , compared to the leading-log result and the case
without QCD as a function of .. We note the following points:

The residual slope df ;, is considerably smaller than in, although still sizable. The vari-
ation ofy with definedasty 1Gev) Y 3GeV))=Y m.)is 53% in NLLA compared
t0 92% in LLA.
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FIG. 29. Charm quark functioty ;, compared to the leading-log result and the case without QCD
as functions of ..

There is a strong enhancementgghrough QCD corrections in contrast to the suppression
found in the case af .

In fig. 30 we show the analogous results oix.) as a function of .. The observed features
are similar to the ones found in the caseofx.):

Considerable reduction of the scale uncertainties in NLekative to the LLA with a tiny
residual uncertainty after the inclusion of NLO correcson

Small NLO correction for the choice= m . as summarized by, in (XXV.4).

Using (XXV.1) and varying .. in the ranges (XXIV.19) we find that for our choice of input
parameters the uncertaintymfn® , ! * )gp

0816 10 B®,'! * )sp 133 18 (XXV.9)
present in the leading order is reduced to
102 10 B®.! * )sp 125 18 (XXV.10)

after including NLO corrections. Here we have assurnedo0.
Similarly we find

0117 % 0:d65 LLA (XXV.11)
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FIG. 30. Top quark functioy (x.) as a function of . for fixedm  m +) = 170G &v with (solid curve)

and without (dashed curve) ( ) corrections.

0011 & 0434 NLLA (XXV.12)
where we haveset K, ! * )sp = 1 10. We observe again a considerable reduction

of the theoretical error when the NLO effects are includethimanalyses. Also in this case the
remaining ambiguity is largely dominated by the uncertaintthe charm sector.

+

2. Expectations for B K 1, ! )sp

We finally quote the standard model expectation for the sthigtance contribution to the

K., ! % branching ratio. Using the analysis tf and the constraint implied by, B4
mixing in analogy to the case a&f* ! * described in section XXIV C 2, we find

06 10 B®,'! * )sp 20 18 (XXV.13)
and

09 10 B®,!'!' * )sp 12 18 (XXV.14)

for present parameter uncertainties and our "future” sceneespectively. The relevant sets of
input parameters and their errors are collected in appehdRemoving thex, constraint would
increase the upper bounds in (XXV.13) and (XXV.14B6 1¢ and22 10, respectively.
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D. General Remarksonk * ! * *

Obviously, the short distance effective hamiltonian in.@dl) also gives rise to an amplitude
for the transitionk * ! * * . This amplitude, however, is by three orders of magnitude
smaller than the dominant contributionxo* ! * * given by the one-photon exchange
diagram (Eckerr al., 1987) and is therefore negligible in the total decay raten tke other
hand the coupling to the muon pair is purely vector-like toe bne-photon amplitude, whereas
it contains an axial vector part in the case of the SD contiobumediated byz °-penguin and
W-box diagrams. Thus, as was pointed out by (Savage and W\9€) and discussed in detail in
(Lu et al., 1992), thenterference of the one-photon and the SD contribution, which is odd under
parity, generates a parity violating longitudinal muongs@ation asymmetry

R= ———— (XXV.15)

inthedecayg * ! * * . Here ; ( ) denotes the rate of producing a right- (left-) handed

*, thatis a * with spin along (opposite to) its three-momentum directibnthis way a mea-
surement of the asymmetry,r could probe the phenomenologically interesting shortadict
physics, which is not visible in the total rate.

Thex * ! * vertexis described by a form factérs) (s being the invariant mass squared
of the muon pair), that determines the one-photon ampliaudkehence the total rate &f* !

* * | but also enters the asymmetry, ;. This formfactor has been analyzed in detail in
(Eckeret al., 1987) within the framework of chiral perturbation thecfe imaginary partm £ (s)
turns out to be much smaller tha&ef (s) and can safely be neglected in the calculation ¢f .

For this reasort (s) Ref (s), which depends on a constant not fixed by chiral perturbation
theory, may also be directly extracted from experimenttddax * ! *e"e (Alliegro et al.,
1992), sensitive taf (s)j We follow (Lu et al., 1992) in adopting this procedure.

The dominance oRef (s) further implies that .z actually measures the real part of the
short distance amplitude. As emphasized in (Bélargei., 1993), . is therefore closely

related to the short distance parttof ! *  and could possibly yield useful information on
this contribution, which is difficult to extract from experental results ok, ! * . Like
®K.! ' sp, wurisinparticulara measure of the Wolfenstein parameter

The authors of (Lwr al., 1992) have also considered potential long distance dwrioins to
Lr Originating from two-photon exchange amplitudes. Unfodiely these are very difficult to
calculate in a reliable manner. The discussion in tul., 1992) indicates however, that they are
likely to be much smaller than the short distance contramgiconsidered above. We will focus
here on the short distance part, keeping in mind the unogytdue to possible non-negligible long
distance corrections.

One should stress that the short distance part by itseftfp@adth calculable in a well defined
perturbative framework, is not completely free from theioad uncertainty. The natural context
to discuss this issue is a next-to-leading order analysis¢ctwfor . has been presented in
(Buchalla and Buras, 1994b), generalizing the previouditeglog calculations (Savage and Wise,
1990), (Luet al., 1992), (Bélangeet al., 1993). We will summarize the results of (Buchalla and
Buras, 1994b) below.

We finally mention that other asymmetriesan® ! * * | which are odd under time
reversal and are also sensitive to short distance contiigjthave been discussed in the literature

204



(Savage and Wise, 1990), (levial., 1992), (Agrawakt al., 1991), (Agrawakt al., 1992). They
involve boththe * and  polarizations and are considerably more difficult to meashan .
Possibilities for measuring the polarization of muons fiorh ! * *  in future experiments,
based on studying the angular distributioreoffrom muon decay, are described in (Kuno, 1992).

E. Master Formulae for |

The absolute value of the asymmetry; can be written as
JwrJ=r ReJ (XXV.16)

The factorr arises from phase space integrations. It depends only quettiiele masses x , m
andm , on the form factors of the matrix element” 5§ (sd)y, » jK * 1, as well as on the form
factorofthek * ! * transition, relevant for the one-photon amplitude. In #ddir depends
on a possible cut which may be imposed grthe angle between the three-momenta of thand
the pion in the rest frame of the"  pair. Without any cuts one has= 23 (Lu et al., 1992). If
cos is restricted to lie in the region 05  cos 1:0, this factor is increased to= 4:1. As
discussed in (Lwr al., 1992), such a cut imos could be useful since it enhances; by 80%
with only a 22% decrease in the total number of events.

Re isafunction containing the information on the short dis@physics. It depends on CKM
parameters, the QCD scalg-, the quark masses. andm . and is given by

n #

R R
Re = ©epo )+ —Y &) (XXV.17)

4

= — =166 10 (XXV.18)
2 sn” y (1 )

NI

Here = ¥/,.3= 022,sh® = 023, x.= m2M 2, ;= V,_Vy,and

Iyt
1

Py (Y) = (XXV.19)

The functionsy, , andy (x.) represent the charm and the top contribution, respectivEhey
are to next-to-leading logarithmic accuracy given in (8).4nd (XI.45) and have already been
discussed in chapter X1 C and in the previous sections ontteegmenologyofk , !  *  )gp.
Numerical values fopP, (¥ ) can be found in table XLVI. From (XXV.16) and (XXV.17) we can
obtainRe . expressed as a function ¢f . j

;) R Fr 1 72 Po(Y)

R = XXV.20
€ ¢ Y &) ( )

SinceRe . is related to the Wolfenstein parametefsee section Il), one may use (XXV.20) to
extracts from a given value ofj .z
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F. Numerical Analysis of 1y

To illustrate the phenomenological implications of thetrAexleading order calculation, let us
consider the following scenario. We assume a typical vadue f  , allowing for an uncertainty
of 10%

rr = (60 0%) 16 (XXV.21)

Hereacutoros , 05  cos 10, is understood. Next we take ( m; m ;))
me= (170 5 Ge&V m.= (130 0:05)GeV V,= 0040 0:001 (XXV.22)
Y - 300 50)Mev (XXV.23)

S

Table XLVII shows the central value afthat is extracted from . in our example together with
the uncertainties associated to the relevant input. Cossbénrors due to a simultaneous variation
of several parameters can be obtained to a good approximiatisimply adding the errors in table
XLVII.

TABLE XLVII. % determined from .z for the scenario described in the text together with the unce
tainties related to various input parameters.

| ( 1) m o) V o) m )| (5|
| 043 | 0:05| 0:06| 0:01| 0:00 |

These errors should be compared with the purely theoretioartainty of the short distance
calculation, estimated by a variation of the renormal@ascales . and .. Varying these scales
as given in (XXIV.19) and keeping all other parameters ait ttentral values we find

015

o\

0:03 NLLA) (XXV.24)

031 % 002 LLA) (XXV.25)

We observe that at NLO the scale ambiguity is reduced by dlaéesctor of 3 compared to the
leading log approximation. However, even in the NLLA the e@ning uncertainty is still sizable,
though moderate in comparison with the errors in table XLMNote that the remaining error
in (XXV.24) is almost completely due to the charm sectorcsithe scale uncertainty in the top
contribution is practically eliminated at NLO.

We remark that for definiteness we have incorporated the rically important piecex.=2 in
the leading log expression for the charm functionalthough this is strictly speaking a next-to-
leading order term. This procedure corresponds to a cergthad ofs = 012 in LLA. Omitting
the x.=2 term and employing the strict leading log result shifts trakie tos =  020. Within
NLLA this ambiguity is avoided in a natural way.

Finally we give the Standard Model expectation forz , based on the short distance contribution
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in (XXV.16), for the Wolfenstein parameterintherange 025 % 025¥= 0040 0:004
andm .= (170 20)Gev. Including the uncertainties due #Q <and .and imposing
thecut 05 cos 1, we find

' M S

30 10 g3 96 18 (XXV.26)

employing next-to-leading order formulae. Anticipatimygrovements irvg, m . and% we also
consider a future scenario in which= 000 002, V;,, = 0040 0:001 andm, = (170

5) Gev. The very precise determination ®iised here should be achieved through measuring CP
asymmetries in B decays in the LHC era (Buras, 1994). ThertMX&) reduces to

48 10 J.:xj 66 10 (XXV.27)

One should mention that although the top contribution dateis the short distance prediction for
j 1r j the charm part is still important and should not be negtecis done in (Bélanger al.,
1993). It is easy to convince oneself that the charm sectotriboites to% the sizable amount

$ cham 02. Furthermore, as we have shown above, the charm part is thandot source of
theoretical uncertainty in the short distance calculatibn .5 .

To summarize, we have seen that the scale ambiguity in tharpative short distance con-
tribution to _z can be considerably reduced by incorporating next-towtepdrder QCD cor-
rections. The corresponding theoretical error in the detextion of % from an anticipated mea-
surement ofj x jis then decreased by a factor of 3, in a typical example. Uufately the
remaining scale uncertainty is quite visible even at NLGadidlition there are further uncertain-
ties due to various input parameters and due to possibledistance effects. Together this implies
that the accuracy to whichk can be extracted from . appears to be limited and,z can not
fully compete with the "gold-platedk ! decay modes. Still, a measurement gf might
give interesting constraints on SM parametersn particular, and we feel it is worthwhile to
further pursue this interesting additional possibility.
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XXVI. THEDECAYSB ! X ANDB ! *
A. General Remarks

Theraredecays ! X, ,B ! X4 andB,! * ,Bg! * are fully domi-
nated by internal top quark contributions. The relevargaive hamiltonians are given in (XI.56)
and (X1.57) respectively. Only the top functiors.) andy (x.) enter these expressions and the
uncertainties due tm . and ;- affectingx * ! * andk; ! *  are absent here. Con-
sequently these two decays are theoretically very cleapaiticular the residual renormalization
scale dependence of the relevant branching ratios, thamgbls in leading order, can essentially
be neglected after the inclusion of next-to-leading orderections. On the other hand a measure-
ment of these rare B decays, in particulagoft X, andB ! Xy ,isexperimentally very
challenging. In addition, as we will see bel®vB,! * )andB B4! * )issubjectto
the uncertainties in the values of the B meson decay cosstantandr; , which hopefully will
be removed one day.

B.TheDecaysB ! X3 andB ! X4

The branching fractionfoB ! X, is given by

BB ! X, ) 32 VisF X 2 (%)

= XXVI.1
BB ! X ) 42sn*® y Vof f@) (z) ( )

Heref (z), z = m .=m, is the phase-space factor fBr ! X .e defined already in (XXII.6) and
(z) is the corresponding QCD correction (Cabibbo and Maianr8)9iven in (XXIII.7). The
factor represents the QCD correction to the matrix element ofthe s  transition due to

virtual and bremsstrahlung contributions and is given leell known expression

2t 2, 0:83 (XXVI1.2)

= 0=1
0) 3 ;

For the numerical analysis we will usel, = 225M &V, (XXIV.3), ¥j= Vejmim,) =

170GevV,B B ! X.e )= 0404, £(z) = 049and (z) = 088, keeping in mind the QCD
uncertaintiesirB ! X .e discussed in section XVII.
Varying .asin (XXIV.19) we find that the ambiguity

382 10 B@® ! X, ) 485 10 (XXVL.3)
present in the leading order is reduced to
399 10 B@® ! X, ) 409 10 (XXVL1.4)

after the inclusion of QCD corrections (Buchalla and Bul£93a).

It should be notedtha ® ! X, )asgivenin (XXVI.1)isinview ofj,=vy,F  0:95
003 essentially independent of the CKM parameters and the nmaiertainty resides in the value
of m .. Setting all parameters as given above and in appendix Ausimg) (XXIV.30) we have
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"

18 VisF meme)
Vo3 170Gev

#2:30

BB ! X, )=41 (XXVL.5)

In view of a new interest in this decay (Grossmarul., 1995) we quote the Standard Model
expectation foB 8 ! X, ) based on the input parameters collected in the appendix A. We
find

3 10 B® ! Xs ) 49 10 (XXV1.6)
for the “present day” uncertainties in the input parameseics
36 10 B® ! Xs ) 42 10 (XXVI.7)

for our “future” scenario.
Inthe case oB ! X4 one has to replacg, by v, which results in a decrease of the
branching ratio by roughly an order of magnitude.

C.TheDecaysB,! * andBg! °

The branching ratio for, ! I'1 is given by (Buchalla and Buras, 1993a)

GZ E m2
BBs! I'l)= @B)— —— Fimimpg "1 4=V VefY? &) (XXVL8)
4 sin® y mg_

whereB ¢ denotes the flavor eigenstates) andF; _ is the corresponding decay constant (normal-

izedass = 131M ev). Using (XXIV.3), (XXV.4) and (XIV.6) we find inthe case &f, ! *

" # " # n # p
B)  Fa, 7 ¥ memy

BB,! * )=4a8 10
16ps 230Mev 0040 170GeV

(XXVI.9)

which approximates the next-to-leading order result.
Taking the central values for B,), Fx_, 3w Jjandm . m ) and varying . as in (XXIV.19) we find
that the uncertainty

344 10 B@®! Y ) 450 18 (XXV1.10)
present in the leading order is reduced to
405 10 B@®'! " ) 424 18 (XXVI.11)

when the QCD corrections are included. This feature is onmentlustrated in fig. 31.
Finally, we quote the standard model expectationdog, ! * ) based on the input
parameters collected in the Appendix. We find

17 10 B@®! * ) 84 18 (XXVI.12)

using present day uncertainties in the parameterggné 230  40M ev. With reduced errors
for the input quantities, corresponding to our second stena defined in Appendix A, and taking
Fg,= 230 10M ev this range would shrink to
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FIG. 31. The dependence & B, ! * )[0 °]with (solid curve) and without (dashed curve)
0 ( ) corrections for fixed parameter values as described in #te te

31 10 B®'! * ) 50 18 (XXVI.13)

For the case oBy, ! *  similar formulae hold with obvious replacements of labels
(s ! d). Provided the decay constartts, and Fy_, will have been calculated reliably by
non-perturbative methods or measured in leading leptoa@ays one day, the rare processes
B! * —andBy ! * should offer clean determinations of.jand y/.4j The accu-
racy of the related analysis will profit considerably frone tieduction of theoretical ambiguity
achieved through the inclusion of short-distance QCD #&ffedn particularB &, ! * ),
which is expectedtobe 4 1¢), should be attainable at hadronic machines such as HERA-B,
Tevatron and LHC.
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XXVII. SUMMARY

In this review we have described in detail the present staithsgher order QCD corrections
to weak decays of hadrons. We have emphasized that duringdiwyears considerable progress
has been made in this field through the calculation of the—texteading QCD corrections to
essentially all of the most interesting and important psses. This effort reduced considerably
the theoretical uncertainties in the relevant formulae thiedeby improves the determination of
the CKM parameters to be achieved in future experiments. &/e Hlustrated this with several
examples.

In this review we have concentrated on weak decays in thedStdriModel. The structure of
weak decays in extensions of the Standard Model will gelyeb& modified. Although we do
not expect substantial effects due to "new physics” in tex@ll decays, the picture of loop in-
duced processes, such as rare and CP violating decays, mayutito be different from the one
presented here. The basic structure of QCD calculationsemiain valid, however. In certain ex-
tensions of the Standard Model, in which no new local opesatocur, only the initial conditions
to the renormalization group evolution will have to be maatifi In more complicated extensions
additional operators can be present and in addition to taagd of the initial conditions, also the
evolution matrix will have to be generalized.

Yet in order to be able to decide whether modifications of taadard theory are required by
the data, it is essential that the theoretical calculatitizin the Standard Model itself reach the
necessary precision. As far as thert distance contributions are concerned, we think that in most
cases such a precision has been already achieved.

Important exceptions are the! s andb ! sg transitions for which the complete NLO
corrections are not yet available. On the other hand thesstdlong distance contributions repre-
sented by the hadronic matrix elements of local operataggoivalently by various ; parameters,
is much less satisfactory. This is in particular the caseoofHeptonic decays, where the progress
is very slow. Yet without these difficult non—perturbativaaulations it is impossible to give reli-
able theoretical predictions for non-leptonic decays eitre Wilson coefficients of the relevant
operators have been calculated with high precision. Maethese coefficients have unphysical
renormalization scale and renormalization scheme depeedavhich can only be canceled by
the corresponding dependences in the hadronic matrix elsmdll efforts should be made to
improve the status of non-perturbative calculations.

The next ten years should be very exciting for the field of wda&ays. The experimental
efforts in several laboratories will provide many new résdibr the rare and CP violating decays
which will offer new tests of the Standard Model and poss&ipnal some "new physics”. As
we have stressed in this review the NLO calculations presehere will play undoubtedly an
important role in these investigations. Let us justimadire@B ? B 2 mixing and the branching
ratiosfork * ! * K, ! 9 B! X, andBs! * have been measured to an
acceptable accuracy. Having in addition at our disposalrate values ofy/,,=V4j Ve m+,
Fg,By andBx as well as respectable results for the angles ; ) from the CP asymmetries in
B—decays, we could really get a great insight into the plsysfquark mixing and CP violation.
One should hope that this progress on the experimental sitleeaparalleled by the progress in
the calculations of hadronic matrix elements as well as bycticulations of QCD corrections in
potential extensions of the Standard Model.

We would like to end our review with a summary of theoretiaadictions and present exper-
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imental results for the rare and CP violating decays dismidy us. This summary is given in

table XLVIII.

TABLE XLVIIl. Summary of theoretical predictions and exjpaental results for the rare and CP vi-
olating processes discussed in this review. The entry tinjmdicates that the corresponding measure-
ment is used to determine or to constrain CKM parameterseaukéat the calculation of other decays.

ForB K, ! * ) the theoretical value refers only to the short-distancerdmrtion. In the case of
B K., ! ‘e e )the SM prediction corresponds to the contribution from ctil€@P violation. The SM
predictions fork * * andk i ! ° include the isospin breaking corrections considered in
(Marciano and Parsa, 1995).
‘ Quantity ‘ SM Prediction Experiment Exp. Reference
K-Decays
% j input @266 0:023) 10°|(Particle Data Group, 1994)
o G6 7:) 10° @5 8) 10* |(Particle Data Group, 1994)
BKy! Oe @5 28) 102 [CPsy] < 43 10° (Harriset al., 1993) )
BK'Y! * ) 10 0:4) 1010 <24 10° (Adler et al., 1995)
BKy! %) @9 19) 10 <58 10° (Weaveret al., 1994)
BKy! * ) @3 0:7) 10°[SD] (74 04) 10° |(Particle Data Group, 1994)
Jir &L T T )] 6 3 10° — —
B-Decays
X4 input 075 006 (Browder and Honscheid, 19q
BB ! Xg) @8 08) 10° @32 067) 10% |(Alameral., 1995)
BB ! X5 ) 40 09) 10° < 39 10° (Grossmaret al., 1995)
BBs! © ) @1 0:7) 10° — —
BBs! T ) Ga1  33) 10° < 84 10° (Kroll et al., 1995)
BBs! ee) @12 08) 10%3 —_ _
BBg! * ) 10 10 <16 10° (Kroll et al., 1995)
BBg! ee) 10 < 59 10° (Ammaret al., 1994)

5)

Let us hope that the next ten years will bring a further reidacdf uncertainties in the theo-
retical predictions and will provide us with accurate measents of various branching ratios for
which, as seen in table XLVIII, only upper bounds are avadath present.
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APPENDIX A: COMPILATION OF NUMERICAL INPUT PARAMETERS

Below we give for the convenience of the reader a compiladfonput parameters that were
used in the numerical parts of this review.

Running quark masses:

Mafme) = 8MeV Mefn.) = (170 20)M eV
Mem,) = 13GeV
MpMmy) = 44Gev m ™ = 48Gev

Scalar meson masses and decay constants:

m = 135M &V F = 131M eV
mg = 498M &V Fx = 160M &V
mgp, = 528GeV By) = 16 10%s
my, = 538GeV Bs) = 16 10%s
QCD and electroweak parameters:
sM ;) = 0417 0007 %: @25 85)M eV
= 1=129 My = 802GeV
sn 3 = 023
CKM elements:
VusJ= 022 Vwai= 02975
K -decays, K ° K°and B° B ° mixing:
Ky) = 517 1Cs K*) = 1237 1C¢s
BREK®' ! %" )= 0:0482
I« = (@266 0023) 18 Mg = 351 10°Gev
ReA, = 333 10Gev ReA, = 150 1FGev
o = 025
1 = 138 2 = 057
3 = 047 s = 055

The values for eA , have been obtained from PDG using isospin analysis.
Hadronic matrix element parameters for K !

(1=2) (1=2)

B, = 577 11 B, = 6 10
2(11:'8) m c) 2N DR (In C) for (4_) = 325]_\/_[ eV
Biay o) = 62 190 "
B2 -l _pl? P gl _pfP_ (central values)
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In numerical investigations we have for illustrative puspse sometimes used actual present as
well as estimated future errors for various input paranseterthe table below this is indicated by
labels “present” and “future”.

Quantity| Central | Present | Future
Vo] | 0:040 0003 0:001
Vo=Ve] 008 002 001
Bk 0:75 045 005
P ByFp, [200MeV| 40Mev| 10M ey
X4 0:75 006 003
m ¢ 170G &V 15Gev 5Gev
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