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Som e emerging di culties in the theoretical description of exclisive
sam ileptonic B decays are discussed In the context ofthe quark m odel. W hike
there are no unam biguous problam s at this tin e, I discuss physics beyond the
valence quark m odel which should eventually be probed by precision m ea—

surem ents of B sam ileptonic decays.

W olfenstein [L]hasocomm ented on an em erging discrepancy betw een them easured rate of
Inclusive sam ikptonic B decay and the sum ofthe rates to the exclusive channels considered
In the IsqurScora-G rinstein-W ise (ISGW ) quark m odel R]. W hik calling attention to this
issue is very valuable, I disagree with W olfenstein’s interpretation of its im plications. In
particular, I will argue that if there is rate m issihg from the sum over exclisive channels,
then the m ost lkely origins are nonresonant decays and highly excited resonances that lie
outside the scope ofthe ISGW m odel, and not In a problem w ith the m odel itself.

W e should begin these considerations by recognizing that the ISGW quark m odel should
not in general be expected to be able to m ake predictions w ith better than typical quark
m odel accuracy sinoe, am ong other things, i is grounded in the 1N . expansion, so it
assum es valence quark dom nance, and whilke it respects relativistic kinem atics, it calculates

the form factors for sam ikptonic decays using nonrelativistic valence quark wavefunctions.
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At the sam e tin e, we note that in its updated version as ISGW 2 R], this m odel respects
the constraints of Heavy Quark Symm etry [B] and so in som e cases its m odeldependence
appearsonly n 1=m y tem s.

Let m e next address the issue of the theoretical consistency between the ISGW 2 m odel
and QCD -corrected inclusive b ! c¢' .« calculations. The latter calculations give 4 =
@6 03)VseF 10'3; the theoretical error I have assigned to this result will be discussed
below. ISGW 2 gives (B ! DY) =12 yoF 10, B! D “.)= 25 yF 108,

and a rate to the three Iowest-lying excited heavy quark spin multipletswith s.' = % ,

N lw

4

and { of 04 ¥4F 10°. These exclusive m odes correspond to 26 2%, 54 4%, and
8 1% of 4 kaving 12 % ofthe rate unaccounted for theoretically.

N ote that the 1=N . valence approxin ation is irrelevant to the issue of the consistency
between ISGW and Inclusive calculations since w ithin that approxin ation a com plkte ex—
clusive calculation and the inclusive calculation should agree. So where is the m issng rate?

Tt can be In three places:

1. W ihout explicitly calculated m atrix elem ents to yet m ore highly excited states, ISGW
is unabl to quantitatively address the com plteness of their truncated sum over exclisive
channels forb ! ¢ \ transitions. However, from the convergence they see w ith excitation
energy In B decays and the increasing shortfall w ith respect to the Inclusive rate they see
In B and B, f would not be surprising ifthe B decay rate to allyet higher soin m ultiplets
w ere equalto that to the three excited spin m ultiplets they explicitly com pute, nam ely about
another 8% . If 50, the exclusive-nclusive discrepancy would be an insigni cant 4 6% . Note
that the rate of convergence of the sum over exclusive channels is controlled by how close
b! ¢ .« decays are to the Shifm an-Voloshin lim it H].

2. The nclusive rates have explicit Q CD radiation in them . Such radiation is consistent
w ith the 1=N . valence approxin ation, but corresponds to the excitation of hybrid m esons
which are ignored In ISGW . From the contrbution of radiative corrections to the recoil

dependence oftheD and D rates, one can estin ate using B prken’s sum rule [(,6] about a



4% oontribution of such states. T he exclusive-inclisive discrepancy would now be 0 6% .
3. The reliability of the inclusive rate calculation is still unclear. T he theoretical error
we have assigned was Intended to be adequate to cover the uncertainty in QCD radiative
corrections, but the total error could be considerably larger given how incom pletely 1=m g
e ects (associated with both mass shiffsm g = my + and the accuracy of quark-hadron

duality) are understood [7].

In summ ary, there is no clear ndication that the ISGW m odel is theoretically lnoconsistent
as gauged by is correspondence to inclusive calculations.

Let us now tum to the experin ental situation. W e rst note that experim ent B] gives
D and D sam ikptonic rates 0of 19 5% and 45 3%, each som ewhat am aller than the
ISGW 2 predictions. W olfenstein focuses on the fact that these m easurem ents in ply that
36 6% ofthe rate goes to other states, versus the 8 1% explicitly taken Into account by
ISGW 2. Basad on the preceeding discussion, one could Instead take the point of view that
ISGW 2 expected 20 6% ofthe decays to be to excited states (@ 2 discrepancy), and that
it explicitly calculated the rate to about half of these excited state decays.

R ecent experim ental ndings lend support to thisview . W olfenstein’s C om m ent depends
to som e extent on the 1995 publication by the OPA L ocollaboration P] reporting very large
branching ratios to the D ; (2420) and D , (2460) states of the s.’ = % multiplet. These
reports, ifcon m ed, would have neatly acocounted for the \m issing" 36 6% ofthe sam ilep-
tonic rate. However, such a large strength to those states seem ed to be In con ict w ith the
observed [10] slope 2 = 084 0:4 of the IsgurW ise finction, which strongly suggests
via B prken’s sum rmul amuch analler s.” = % strength closer to that of ISGW 2 (Where

2 = 0:74). Recent m easurem ents have indeed changed m atters substantially: ALEPH [11]
reports 7 2% of the sam ileptonic rate to the D ; (2420) and CLEO [2] reports < 9% at
the 90% con dence lim it, to be compared to OPAL’s 20 6% . M oreover, m easuram ents
Bl ofthe decay B ! D (2420) , coupled wih the apparent validity of factorization for

such decays, would inply a sam ileptonic D ; 2420) fraction of 5 2% . Thus the ISGW 2



prediction that this fraction is 4% does not seem to be faro themark. FortheD , (2460),
ALEPH reports < 4% at the 90% con dence limn it to be compared to OPAL's 22 9% .
ISGW 2 predictsthisrate tobe 2% . At the same tine, ALEPH reports that the nalstates
D Y.andD ‘' .acoount for2l % ofthe 36 6% oftheB sam ikptonic rate that was
notD orD . Recallthat ISGW 2 has 20 % nonD + D decays, ofwhich 8 1% isi
explicitly summ ed channels. The ALEPH cbservations are thus consistent w ith ISGW 2 if it
is indeed the case that 12 % of the sam ikptonic decays go into highly excited D m esons
(ooth quarkonia and hybrids). I would conclude that it is prem ature to declare that there
is a serious discrepancy between ISGW 2 per se and experin ent.

I would nevertheless like to agree w ith W olfenstein that there are probably m ore than
Just the ISGW 2 processes contributing to the Inclusive rate. W e have indeed already seen
that theoretical consistency requires 12 6% m ore rate, and have identi ed highly excited D
mesonsnot n ISGW 2 as certain sources ofuncalculated rate. H owever, there are both theo-—
retical and experim ental ndications that nonresonant processes, which are outside of ISGW 2
since they correspond to N cl e ects, m ay be at kast as in portant as these uncalculated
parts of processes that are of lkeading order iIn N ...

A s a prelude to discussing nonresonant processes, we note that there are, In addition
to direct m easurem ents [L0], m any indirect indications that the prediction of ISGW 2 for 2
istoo anall: thepredicted B ! D Y. and B ! D ‘' . mates are som ewhat too high, the
predicted production of all excited states is som ew hat too low, and ISGW 2 predicts all of
the m easured analogs to 2, nam ely the om factor slopes or ! ;K ! andD ! K
transitions, to be too an allby about 30% R]. T hese experim entalproblem s are all consistent
w ith an acknow ledged R] theoretical defect of ISGW : its neglect of nonvalence e ects. This
defect can be addressed by \unquenching the quark m odel" [L3], ie. by tuming on thee ects
ofggpairs (orequivalently ofa com plete set ofm eson loop graphs). W hen theb quark decays
from alggg oon guration inside the B, it sin ply m akes a corresoonding con guration ofthe
D orD atw =1 (intheHeavy Quark Lim i), butasw 1 isincreased such con gurations

m ake Increasingly sm all contributions to \elastic" scattering relative to the g con guration.



Ie., they willm ake a net positive contrbution to 2 after renom alization. By B prken’s
sum rule, this contrbution will be dual not to the production of the oq resonances, but
rather to a ag+ gg conthuum . In such an \unquenched" version of ISGW one would In
fact naturally expect an additional contribution of order 10% to the sam ileptonic rate from
nonresonant states corresponding to a conctured 30% increase in 2. W ith additional og
excited states and hybrids as well as such nonresonant decays, the total rate to exclisive
excited states could easily be of order 30% .

In summ ary, we believe the foregoing suggests that careful study of B sam ileptonic
decays could answer som e old and very in portant physics questions conceming quark-hadron
duality. To extract thisphysics, it w illbe in portant to have m ore accurate m easurem ents of
the \elastic" D and D fractions, but especially to delineate the strength and nature of the
nonD +D contrbutions. W e anticipate not only som ew hatm ore resonant strength, but also
a substantial nonresonant continuum . T heoretically, these Jatter decays appear to provide a
clear testing ground for the accuracy of the valence approxin ation. In particular, the large
energy release In ab ! ctransition willallow a probe of the non-valence com ponents of the

\brown mudk" out to high relative m om entum .
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