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Exclusive versus Inclusive Sem ileptonic �B D ecays

in the Q uark M odel
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Je�erson Lab,12000 Je�erson Avenue,NewportNews,Virginia 23606

Som e em erging di�culties in the theoretical description of exclusive

sem ileptonic �B decaysarediscussed in thecontextofthequark m odel.W hile

thereareno unam biguousproblem satthistim e,Idiscussphysicsbeyond the

valence quark m odelwhich should eventually be probed by precision m ea-

surem entsof �B sem ileptonic decays.

W olfenstein [1]hascom m ented on an em ergingdiscrepancy between them easured rateof

inclusivesem ileptonic �B decay and thesum oftheratestotheexclusivechannelsconsidered

in theIsgur-Scora-Grinstein-W ise (ISGW )quark m odel[2].W hile calling attention to this

issue is very valuable,Idisagree with W olfenstein’s interpretation ofits im plications. In

particular,Iwillargue thatifthere israte m issing from the sum overexclusive channels,

then the m ostlikely originsare nonresonantdecaysand highly excited resonancesthatlie

outsidethescopeoftheISGW m odel,and notin a problem with them odelitself.

W eshould begin theseconsiderationsby recognizing thattheISGW quark m odelshould

notin generalbe expected to be able to m ake predictions with betterthan typicalquark

m odelaccuracy since, am ong other things, it is grounded in the 1=N c expansion, so it

assum esvalencequark dom inance,and whileitrespectsrelativistickinem atics,itcalculates

the form factorsforsem ileptonic decaysusing nonrelativistic valence quark wavefunctions.
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Atthe sam e tim e,we note thatin itsupdated version asISGW 2 [2],thism odelrespects

the constraintsofHeavy Quark Sym m etry [3]and so in som e casesitsm odel-dependence

appearsonly in 1=m Q term s.

Letm enextaddresstheissue ofthetheoreticalconsistency between the ISGW 2 m odel

and QCD-corrected inclusive b ! c‘��‘ calculations. The latter calculations give �sl =

(4:6� 0:3)jVcbj
2 � 1013;thetheoreticalerrorIhaveassigned to thisresultwillbediscussed

below. ISGW 2 gives�(�B ! D ‘��‘)= 1:2 jVcbj
2 � 1013,�(�B ! D �‘��‘)= 2:5 jVcbj

2 � 1013,

and a rateto thethreelowest-lying excited heavy quark spin m ultipletswith s
�‘
‘
= 1

2

�
,3

2

�
,

and 1

2

+

of0:4 jVcbj
2 � 1013. These exclusive m odes correspond to 26� 2% ,54� 4% ,and

8� 1% of�sl leaving 12� 6% oftherateunaccounted fortheoretically.

Note thatthe 1=N c valence approxim ation is irrelevant to the issue ofthe consistency

between ISGW and inclusive calculations since within thatapproxim ation a com plete ex-

clusivecalculation and theinclusivecalculation should agree.So whereisthem issing rate?

Itcan bein threeplaces:

1.W ithoutexplicitlycalculated m atrixelem entstoyetm orehighlyexcited states,ISGW

isunable to quantitatively addressthe com pletenessoftheirtruncated sum overexclusive

channelsforb! c‘��‘ transitions. However,from the convergence they see with excitation

energy in �B decaysand the increasing shortfallwith respectto the inclusive rate they see

in �B s and �B c,itwould notbesurprising ifthe �B decay rateto allyethigherspin m ultiplets

wereequaltothattothethreeexcited spin m ultipletstheyexplicitlycom pute,nam elyabout

another8% .Ifso,theexclusive-inclusivediscrepancy would bean insigni�cant4� 6% .Note

thatthe rate ofconvergence ofthe sum overexclusive channelsiscontrolled by how close

b! c‘��‘ decaysareto theShifm an-Voloshin lim it[4].

2.TheinclusiverateshaveexplicitQCD radiation in them .Such radiation isconsistent

with the 1=N c valence approxim ation,butcorrespondsto the excitation ofhybrid m esons

which are ignored in ISGW .From the contribution ofradiative corrections to the recoil

dependenceoftheD and D � rates,onecan estim ateusing Bjorken’ssum rule[5,6]abouta
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4% contribution ofsuch states.Theexclusive-inclusive discrepancy would now be0� 6% .

3. The reliability ofthe inclusive rate calculation isstillunclear. The theoreticalerror

we have assigned wasintended to be adequate to cover the uncertainty in QCD radiative

corrections,butthe totalerrorcould be considerably largergiven how incom pletely 1=m Q

e�ects(associated with both m assshifts �m B = m b + �� and the accuracy ofquark-hadron

duality)areunderstood [7].

In sum m ary,there isno clearindication thattheISGW m odelistheoretically inconsistent

asgauged by itscorrespondence to inclusive calculations.

Letusnow turn to the experim entalsituation. W e �rstnote thatexperim ent[8]gives

D and D � sem ileptonic rates of19 � 5% and 45 � 3% ,each som ewhat sm aller than the

ISGW 2 predictions. W olfenstein focuses on the fact that these m easurem ents im ply that

36� 6% oftherategoesto otherstates,versusthe8� 1% explicitly taken into accountby

ISGW 2.Based on thepreceeding discussion,onecould instead takethepointofview that

ISGW 2 expected 20� 6% ofthedecaysto beto excited states(a 2� discrepancy),and that

itexplicitly calculated therateto abouthalfoftheseexcited statedecays.

Recentexperim ental�ndingslend supporttothisview.W olfenstein’sCom m entdepends

to som eextenton the1995 publication by theOPAL collaboration [9]reporting very large

branching ratios to the D 1(2420) and D �
2
(2460) states ofthe s

�‘
‘
= 3

2

�
m ultiplet. These

reports,ifcon�rm ed,would haveneatly accounted forthe\m issing" 36� 6% ofthesem ilep-

tonicrate.However,such a largestrength to thosestatesseem ed to bein con
ictwith the

observed [10]slope �2 = 0:84 � 0:14 ofthe Isgur-W ise function,which strongly suggests

via Bjorken’ssum rule a m uch sm allers
�‘
‘
= 3

2

�
strength closerto thatofISGW 2 (where

�2 = 0:74).Recentm easurem entshave indeed changed m atterssubstantially:ALEPH [11]

reports7� 2% ofthe sem ileptonic rate to the D 1(2420)and CLEO [12]reports< 9% at

the 90% con�dence lim it,to be com pared to OPAL’s 20� 6% . M oreover,m easurem ents

[8]ofthe decay �B ! D 1(2420)�,coupled with the apparent validity offactorization for

such decays,would im ply a sem ileptonic D 1(2420) fraction of5� 2% . Thus the ISGW 2
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prediction thatthisfraction is4% doesnotseem to befaro� them ark.FortheD �
2
(2460),

ALEPH reports < 4% at the 90% con�dence lim it to be com pared to OPAL’s 22� 9% .

ISGW 2 predictsthisrateto be2% .Atthesam etim e,ALEPH reportsthatthe�nalstates

D �‘��‘ and D
��‘��‘ accountfor21� 5% ofthe36� 6% ofthe �B sem ileptonicratethatwas

notD orD �. RecallthatISGW 2 has20� 6% non-D + D � decays,ofwhich 8� 1% isin

explicitly sum m ed channels.TheALEPH observationsarethusconsistentwith ISGW 2 ifit

isindeed thecasethat12� 6% ofthesem ileptonicdecaysgo into highly excited D m esons

(both quarkonia and hybrids). Iwould conclude thatitisprem ature to declare thatthere

isa seriousdiscrepancy between ISGW 2 perseand experim ent.

Iwould nevertheless like to agree with W olfenstein thatthere are probably m ore than

justthe ISGW 2 processescontributing to the inclusive rate. W e have indeed already seen

thattheoreticalconsistency requires12� 6% m orerate,and haveidenti�ed highly excited D

m esonsnotin ISGW 2ascertain sourcesofuncalculated rate.However,thereareboth theo-

reticaland experim entalindicationsthatnonresonantprocesses,which areoutsideofISGW 2

since they correspond to N �1
c

e�ects,m ay be atleast as im portantasthese uncalculated

partsofprocessesthatareofleading orderin N c.

As a prelude to discussing nonresonant processes,we note that there are,in addition

to directm easurem ents[10],m any indirectindicationsthattheprediction ofISGW 2 for�2

is too sm all: the predicted �B ! D ‘��‘ and �B ! D �‘��‘ rates are som ewhat too high,the

predicted production ofallexcited statesissom ewhattoo low,and ISGW 2 predictsallof

them easured analogsto �2,nam ely theform factorslopesfor� ! �,K ! � and D ! K

transitions,tobetoosm allbyabout30% [2].Theseexperim entalproblem sareallconsistent

with an acknowledged [2]theoreticaldefectofISGW :itsneglectofnonvalencee�ects.This

defectcan beaddressed by\unquenchingthequarkm odel"[13],i.e.byturningonthee�ects

ofq�qpairs(orequivalentlyofacom pletesetofm eson loopgraphs).W hen thebquarkdecays

from ab�qq�qcon�guration insidethe �B ,itsim ply m akesacorresponding con�guration ofthe

D orD � atw = 1 (in theHeavy Quark Lim it),butasw � 1 isincreased such con�gurations

m akeincreasingly sm allcontributionsto\elastic"scatteringrelativetotheb�qcon�guration.
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I.e.,they willm ake a net positive contribution to �2 afterrenorm alization. By Bjorken’s

sum rule,this contribution willbe dualnot to the production ofthe c�q resonances,but

rather to a c�q+ q�q continuum . In such an \unquenched" version ofISGW one would in

factnaturally expectan additionalcontribution oforder10% to thesem ileptonicratefrom

nonresonantstatescorresponding to a conjectured 30% increase in �2. W ith additionalc�q

excited states and hybrids aswellas such nonresonant decays,the totalrate to exclusive

excited statescould easily beoforder30% .

In sum m ary, we believe the foregoing suggests that carefulstudy of �B sem ileptonic

decayscould answersom eoldandveryim portantphysicsquestionsconcerningquark-hadron

duality.Toextractthisphysics,itwillbeim portanttohavem oreaccuratem easurem entsof

the\elastic" D and D � fractions,butespecially to delineatethestrength and natureofthe

nonD + D � contributions.W eanticipatenotonlysom ewhatm oreresonantstrength,butalso

a substantialnonresonantcontinuum .Theoretically,theselatterdecaysappearto providea

cleartesting ground fortheaccuracy ofthevalenceapproxim ation.In particular,thelarge

energy releasein a b! ctransition willallow a probeofthenon-valencecom ponentsofthe

\brown m uck" outto high relativem om entum .
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