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A bstract

Theoreticalpredictions for B decay rates are rewritten in term s ofthe Upsilon

m eson m assinstead ofthebquark m ass,using a m odi�ed perturbation expansion.

The theoreticalconsistency is shown both at low and high orders. This m ethod

im proves the behavior of the perturbation series for inclusive and exclusive

decay rates,and the largest theoreticalerror in the predictions com ing from the

uncertainty in the quark m assiselim inated. Applicationsto the determ ination of

CK M m atrix elem ents,m om entsofinclusivedecay distributions,and the �B ! X s

photon spectrum arediscussed.

1. Introduction

Testing the Cabibbo{K obayashi{M askawa (CK M )

description ofquark m ixing and C P violation is a

largepartofthehigh energy experim entalprogram

in the near future. The goalis to overconstrain

the unitarity triangle by directly m easuring its

sides and (som e) angles in several decay m odes.

If the value of sin2�, the C P asym m etry in

B !  K S, is near the CDF central value [1],

then searching for new physicswillrequire precise

m easurem entsofthe m agnitudesand phasesofthe

CK M m atrix elem ents.InclusiveB decay ratescan

giveinform ation on jVcbj,jVubj,jVtsj,and jVtdj.

The theoreticalreliability ofinclusive m easure-

m ents can be com petitive with the exclusive ones.

For exam ple,for the determ ination ofjVcbjm odel

dependenceentersatthesam eorderof�2
Q C D

=m 2
c;b

corrections from both the inclusive sem ileptonic
�B ! X ce�� width and the �B ! D �e�� ratenearzero

recoil.Itisthen im portanttotestthetheoreticalin-

gredientsoftheseanalysesvia otherm easurem ents.

Them ain uncertainty in theoreticalpredictions

for inclusive B decay rates arise from the poorly

known quark m asseswhich de�ne the phase space,

and the bad behavior ofthe seriesofperturbative

correctionswhen itis written in term s ofthe pole

m ass. O nly the product of these quantities, the

decay widths,are well-de�ned physicalquantities;

whileperturbativem ulti-loop calculationsarem ost

conveniently done in term s ofthe pole m ass. O f

course,onewould liketo elim inate any quark m ass

from thepredictionsin favorofphysicalobservables.

Herewepresenta new m ethod ofelim inating m b in

term softhe �(1S)m eson m ass[2].

2. U psilon Expansion

Let us consider, for exam ple, the inclusive �B !

X ue�� decay rate.Atthe scale�= m b,

�(B ! X ue��)=
G 2
F
jVubj
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Thevariable�� 1denotestheorderin them odi�ed

expansion,and �0 = 11� 2nf=3.In com parison,the

expansion ofthe �(1S)m assin term sofm b hasa

di�erentstructure,

m � = 2m b

�

1�
(�sCF )
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�

�0�
2+ :::

��

;

(2)

where ‘= ln[�=(m b�sCF )]and CF = 4=3. In this

expansion we assigned to each term one lesspower

of � than the power of �s. It is also convenient

to choose the sam e renorm alization scale �. The

prescription of counting �ns in B decay rates as

order�n,and �ns in m � asorder�n�1 istheupsilon

expansion. It com bines di�erent orders in the �s

perturbation series in Eqs.(1) and (2), but as it

is sketched below, this is the consistent way of

com bining these expressions.

At large orders in perturbation theory, the

coe�cient of � n
s in Eq. (1) has a part which

grows as C n!�n�1
0

. For large n, this divergence

is cancelled by the �n+ 1s term in Eq.(2), whose

coe�cient behaves as (1=� s)(C=5)n!�
n�1
0

[3{5].

Thecrucial1=�s factorarisesbecausethecoe�cient

of �n+ 1s in Eq.(2) contains a series of the form
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(‘n�1 + ‘n�2 + :::+ 1)which exponentiatesforlarge

n to give exp(‘) = �=(m b�sCF ),and corrects the

m ism atch ofthepowerof�s between thetwoseries.

The infrared sensitivity of Feynm an diagram s

can be studied by introducing a �ctitious infrared

cuto� �. The infrared sensitive term s are non-

analyticin �2,such as(�2)n=2 or�2n ln�2,and arise

from thelow m om entum partofFeynm an diagram s.

Linear infrared sensitivity (term s of order
p
�2)

are a signalof�Q C D e�ects,quadratic sensitivity

(term soforder�2 ln�2)areasignalof�2
Q C D

e�ects,

etc. From Refs. [5,6] it follows that the linear

infrared sensitivity cancelsin theupsilon expansion

to order�2 (probably to allordersaswell,butthe

dem onstration ofthisappearshighly non-trivial).

Thus, the upsilon expansion is theoretically

consistent both at large orders for the term s

containing the highestpossiblepowerof�0,and to

order�2 including non-Abelian contributions.

The m ost im portant uncertainty in this ap-

proach isthe size ofnonperturbative contributions

to m � otherthan thosewhich can beabsorbed into

m b. Ifthe m ass ofheavy quarkonia can be com -

puted in an operator product expansion then this

correctionisoforder�4
Q C D

=(�sm b)
3 bydim ensional

analysis. Q uantitative estim ates,however,vary in

a largerange,and itispreferableto constrain such

e�ectsfrom data. W e use 100M eV to indicate the

corresponding uncertainty. Finally,ifthe nonper-

turbativecontribution to � m ass,� � ,wereknown,

itcould be included by replacing m � by m � � � �

on the lefthand side ofEq.(2).

There are three surprising factsthatare either

accidental or indicate that the nonperturbative

contributions m ay be sm all: 1) applications in

term softhe�(2S)m assgiveconsistentresults[2];

2)theD ! X e� ratein term softhe m assworks

(un)reasonably well[2];3)sum rulecalculationsfor

e
+
e
� ! b�b �nd thatthe 1S b quark m ass(de�ned

ashalfofthe perturbative partofm � (1S)) is only

20M eV di�erentfrom m � (1S)=2 [7].

3. A pplication

Substituting Eq. (2) into Eq. (1) and collecting

term sofa given orderin �gives

�(�B ! X ue��) =
G 2
F
jVubj

2

192�3
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2
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h

1� 0:115�� 0:031�2 � :::

i

:

Thecom pleteorder�2s resultcalculated recently [8]

is included. K eeping only the part proportional

to �0,the coe�cient of�
2 would be � 0:035. The

perturbation series,1� 0:115�� 0:031�2,is better

behaved than theseriesin term softhebquark pole

m ass, 1 � 0:17�� 0:10�2, or the series expressed

in term s ofthe M S m ass,1+ 0:30�+ 0:13�2. The

uncertainty in thedecay rateusing Eq.(3)ism uch

sm aller than that in Eq. (1), both because the

perturbation seriesisbetter behaved,and because

m � is better known (and better de�ned) than

m b. The relation between jVubj and the total

sem ileptonic �B ! X ue�� decay rateis[2]

jVubj= (3:04� 0:06� 0:08)� 10�3

�

�
B(�B ! X ue��)

0:001

1:6ps

�B

� 1=2

; (4)

The �rst error is obtained by assigning an

uncertainty in Eq.(3)equalto the value ofthe �2

term and the second is from assum ing a 100M eV

uncertainty in Eq. (2). The scale dependence

of jVubj due to varying � in the range m b=2 <

� < 2m b is less than 1% . The uncertainty in

�1 m akes a negligible contribution to the total

error.Although B(�B ! X ue��)cannotbem easured

withoutsigni�cantexperim entalcuts,forexam ple,

on the hadronic invariant m ass,this m ethod will

reduce the uncertaintiesin such analysesaswell.

The �B ! X ce�� decay dependson both m b and

m c. It is convenient to express the decay rate in

term s ofm � and �1 instead ofm b and m c,using

Eq.(2)and

m b� m c = m B � m D +

�
�1

2m B

�
�1

2m D

�

+ :::; (5)

where m B = (3m B � + m B )=4 = 5:313G eV and

m D = (3m D � + m D )=4 = 1:973G eV.W e then �nd

�(�B ! X ce��) =
G 2
F
jVcbj

2

192�3

�
m �

2

� 5

0:533 (6)

�

h

1� 0:096�� 0:029B LM �
2

i

;

where the phase space factor has also been

expanded in �,and theBLM [9]subscriptindicates

that only the corrections proportionalto �0 have

been kept.Forcom parison,the perturbation series

in this relation written in term s ofthe pole m ass

is 1� 0:12�� 0:07B LM �
2 [10]. Including the term s

proportionalto �1;2,Eq.(6)im plies[2]

jVcbj= (41:6� 0:8� 0:7� 0:5)� 10�3

� �Q ED

�
B(�B ! X ce��)

0:105

1:6ps

�B

� 1=2

;(7)

where �Q ED � 1:007 is the electrom agnetic

radiative correction. The uncertainties com e from
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assum ing an errorin Eq.(6)equalto the �2 term ,

a 0:25G eV
2
error in �1, and a 100M eV error in

Eq.(2),respectively. The second uncertainty can

be reduced by determ ining �1 (see below).

Thetheoreticaluncertainty hardestto quantify

in thepredictionsforinclusiveB decaysisthesizeof

quark-hadron duality violation.Thiswasneglected

in Eqs.(4)and(7).Itisbelievedtobeexponentially

suppressed in the m b ! 1 lim it, but its size

is poorly known for the physical b quark m ass.

Studying theshapesofinclusivedecay distributions

is the best way to constrain this experim entally,

since duality violation would probably show up

in a com parison of di�erent spectra. The shape

ofthe lepton energy [11{14]and hadron invariant

m ass[15,16,14]spectra in sem ileptonic �B ! X ce��

decay,and the photon spectrum in �B ! X s [17{

21]can also be used to determ ine the heavy quark

e�ectivetheory (HQ ET)param eters �� and � 1.The

extent to which these determ inations agree with

one another will indicate at what level to trust

predictionsforinclusiverates.

Last year CLEO m easured the �rst two

m om ents of the hadronic invariant m ass-squared

(sH ) distribution,hsH � m
2
D i and h(sH � m

2
D )

2i,

subject to the constraint E e > 1:5G eV [22].

Here m D = (m D + 3m D �)=4. Each of these

m easurem entsgive an allowed band on the ��� � 1

plane.Theirintersection gives(atorder�s)[22]

�� = (0:33� 0:08)G eV;

�1 = � (0:13� 0:06)G eV
2
: (8)

This agrees well with the analysis of the lepton

energy spectrum in Ref.[12], although the order

�3
Q C D

=m
3
b
correctionsnotincluded in theseanalyses

introducelargeadditionaluncertainties[14,16].y

In the upsilon expansion �� isnota freeparam -

eter,so we can determ ine �1 directly with sm aller

uncertainty. Considering the observable [12]R 1 =R

1:5G eV
E e(d�=dE e)dE e

�R

1:5G eV
(d�=dE e)dE e, a

�tto the sam edata yields[2]

�1 = (� 0:27� 0:10� 0:04)G eV
2
: (9)

This is in perfect agreem ent with the value of�1
im plied by the CLEO resultforhsH � m

2
D iin the

upsilon expansion. The centralvalue in Eq. (9)

includes corrections of order �2s�0 [13], but the

result at tree levelor at order �s changes by less

than 0:03G eV
2
. The �rst error is dom inated by

y CLEO studied m om ents ofthe lepton spectrum [22],but

the band corresponding to hE ei= (1:36 � 0:01 � 0:02)G eV

on the CLEO plotcannot be reproduced using the form ulae

in R ef.[11]. So I consider only the result in Eq.(8) from

R ef.[22].(Ithank Iain Stewartforchecking thiscalculation.)

δ

0.1

0.105

0.11

0.115

0.12

0.125

0.15 0.2 0.25 0.3 0.35

Figure 1. Prediction for (1� xB )jxB > 1� � in the

upsilon expansion at order (�
2
)B LM (thick solid curve)

and � (thick dashed curve). The thin curves show the

contribution ofthe O 7 operatoronly.(From Ref.[18].)

1=m 3
b
corrections[14]notincluded in Eq.(8). W e

varied the dim ension-six m atrix elem ents between

� (0:5G eV)3, and com bined their coe�cients in

quadrature. The second error is from assum ing a

100M eV uncertainty in Eq.(2).

Another way to test the upsilon expansion,or

determ inethenonperturbativecontribution to m � ,

is from �B ! X s. Possible contributions to the

totalratefrom physicsbeyond the standard m odel

are unlikely to signi�cantly a�ectthe shape ofthe

spectrum . The upsilon expansion yieldsparam eter

free predictions for m om ents of this distribution.

Experim entally one needs to m ake a lower cut on

E ,so itism ostconvenientto study

(1� xB )

�
�
�
xB > 1��

=

R1

1��
dxB (1� xB )

d�

dxB
R1

1��
dxB

d�

dxB

; (10)

where xB = 2E =m B . The param eter � = 1 �

2E m in
 =m B hasto satisfy �> �Q C D =m B ,otherwise

nonperturbative e�ects are not under control.

O rder �2s�0 corrections to the photon spectrum

awayfrom itsendpointwerecom puted recently[18].

Fig. 1 shows the prediction for (1� xB )jxB > 1��
as a function of �, both at order � and (�2)B LM ,

neglecting nonperturbative contributions to m � .

A + 100M eV contribution would increase (1� xB )

by 7% ,so m easuring (1� xB ) with such accuracy

willhave im portantim plicationsforthe physicsof

quarkonia aswellasforB physics.

For E  > 2:1G eV Fig. 1 gives (1� xB ) =

0:111,whereas the centralvalue from CLEO [23]

isaround 0.093.Interestingly,including the CLEO

data point in the 1:9G eV < E  < 2:1G eV bin,

the experim entalcentralvalueof(1� xB )overthe



4

D ecay Expansionsin term sof

widths m
pole

b
and �s m � and �

B ! X ce�� 1� 0:12�� 0:07�
2
1� 0:10�� 0:03�

2

B ! X ue�� 1� 0:17�� 0:13�
2
1� 0:12�� 0:03�

2

B ! X c��� 1� 0:10�� 0:06�
2
1� 0:07�� 0:02�

2

B ! X u��� 1� 0:16� 1� 0:08�

B ! X c�u(s+ d) 1� 0:05�� 0:04�
2
1� 0:03�� 0:01�

2

B ! X c�c(s+ d) 1+ 0:20�+ 0:15�
2
1+ 0:16�+ 0:07�

2

B ! X u �u(s+ d) 1� 0:10� 1� 0:05�

B ! X u �c(s+ d) 1+ 0:09� 1+ 0:11�

Table 1. Com parison of the perturbation series for

inclusive decay rates using the conventionalexpansion

and the upsilon expansion [2]. The second orderterm s

are the BLM partsonly.

region E  > 1:9G eV is0.117,whereasthe upsilon

expansion predicts 0.120. Ultim ately, one would

like to see whether prediction and data agree over

som erangeofthe cutE m in
 .O necan also evaluate

(1� xB ) in term s of �� and � 1 without using the

upsilon expansion. The CLEO data [23] in the

region E  > 2:1G eV im plies the central values
��� s

’ 390M eV and ��� 2

s
�0

’ 270M eV atorder�s

and �2s�0,respectively [18]. The BLM term s m ay

notdom inateatorder�2s [21],so itisim portantto

calculate the com plete two-loop correction to the

O 7 contribution to (1� xB ).

Theupsilon expansion hasbeen applied to form

factor ratios in exclusive sem ileptonic B decays,

as well as nonleptonic decays [2], where it also

im proves the perturbation series (see Table 1).

However, the sem ileptonic B branching fraction

or the average num ber of charm quarks in B

decay agreewith otherpredictionsin theliterature.

Applications of sim ilar ideas for e
+
e
� ! t�t are

reviewed by TeubneratthisConference[24].

4. C onclusions

� Using m� and the upsilon expansion, i.e.,

assigning order �n to the order �ns term in B

decay rates and �n�1 to the �ns term in the

perturbative expression for m � ,is equivalent

to using a shortdistancebquark m ass.
� Itim provesthebehaviorofperturbation series

for inclusive B decays, and elim inates m b

altogether from the theoreticalpredictions in

favorofm � in asim pleand consistentm anner.
� Itm ay lead to sm allernonperturbative e�ects

(to the extentthisisreected in the behavior

ofperturbation series).

� Thebiggestuncertainty isthenonperturbative

contribution to m � unrelated to the quark

m ass.Itwillbepossibletoestim ate/constrain

thisfrom data in the future.
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