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Using the soft-collinear effective theory we derive the factorization theorem for the decays B —
MM, with M, = m, K, p, K*, at leading order in A/E), and A/m,,. The results derived here apply
even if a (E)A) is not perturbative, and we prove that the physics sensitive to the EA scale is the same
in B— M;M, and B — M form factors. We argue that c¢¢ penguins could give long-distance effects at
leading order. Decays to two transversely polarized vector mesons are discussed. Analyzing B — 7
we find predictions for B — #7%#° and |V,,,|f2~7(0) as a function of 7.
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Decays of B mesons to two light mesons are important
for the study of CP violation in the standard model. In [1]
it was suggested that since my, Ey > A, my, the ampli-
tudes should factorize into simpler nonperturbative ob-
jects, and the proposed factorization theorem was
checked at one-loop. This approach is often referred to
as “QCD factorization” (QCDF). Factorization has also
been considered in the ‘“‘perturbative QCD” (pQCD)
approach [3]. These approaches rely on a perturbative
expansion in a (E,;A). The results obtained from facto-
rization are quite predictive and may allow us to answer
fundamental questions about the standard model. At the
current time several important issues remain to be an-
swered. These include (i) the extent to which the results
are model-independent consequences of QCD (since
QCD is a predictive theory any model-independent limit
must give the same answer in different approaches). A
complete proof of a factorization theorem will answer
this question. (ii) Unambiguous definitions of any non-
perturbative hadronic parameters which appear are re-
quired. This allows the universality of parameters to be
understood, as well as making clear the extent to which
predictions rely on model dependent assumptions about
parameter values. (iii) Does the power expansion con-
verge? If power suppressed contributions really compete
with leading order contributions as some studies [4,5]
suggest then the expansion cannot be trusted. In this
case the only hope is a systematic modification of the
power counting to promote these effects to leading order,
or an identification of certain observables that are free
from this problem.

The soft collinear effective theory (SCET) [6,7] pro-
vides the necessary tools to address these issues. A first
study of SCET factorization for B — 77 has been made
in [8]. In this paper we go beyond Refs. [1,3,8] in several
ways. We first reduce the SCET operator basis to its
minimal form and extend it to allow for all B — MM,
decays (including two vectors). Our results show that all
of the so-called “hard spectator” contributions are al-
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ready present in the form factors, just with different
hard Wilson coefficients. We also derive a form of
the factorization theorem which does not rely on a
perturbative expansion in a (EyA), and show that
the nonperturbative parameters are still the same as
those in the B— M form factors. In our analysis
long distance c¢c¢ penguins [9,10] are investigated,
but are left unfactorized. For the values of m,
and m, realized in nature, we give an argument why
these contributions can be leading order. This is contrary
to expectations that they are power suppressed [1,5], but
in agreement with expectations in [5,9,10]. The pres-
ence of these contributions could introduce large
LO nonperturbative strong phases. Even in observ-
ables that are free from charming penguins our results
differ phenomenologically from Ref. [1]. In partic-
ular while the power counting in Ref. [1] assumes a
hierarchy in parameters (57 < (87, we show that
SCET allows for other possibilities such as (#7 ~ (87
[{ and £; are defined through Egs. (12), (18), and (24)].
We demonstrate that the LO SCET results are in agree-
ment with current B — 7r7r data, and find that current
central values favor (#7 = (87 albeit with fairly large
uncertainties.

We set M = P when discussing pseudoscalars, M = V
for vectors, and use an M to denote either. The decays
B — MM, are mediated in full QCD by the weak AB =
1 Hamiltonian, which for AS = 0 reads

GF @ 10,7vy,8¢
Hy = EP:ZMAP (cl o! + C,0% + ; c,-o,->,

(D

where the Cabibbo-Kobayashi-Maskawa (CKM) factor is
A = V,,Vi, with f = d. The standard basis of f = d
operators are (with O} < O} relative to [11])
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O = (Pb)y—aldp)y-a.
08 = (Ppba)v-aldapp)v—s
034 ={(db)y_a(@q)v—-1, (dpbo)v—a(Gadp)v-a}

Os6 ={(db)y_s(@q)v+a (dgbo)v—a(Gudp)v+al ?)
3 — _
0758 = %{(db)V—A(EQ)V+A: (dgbo)v-a(Gagp)viah

3e, _
Oy,19 = —q{(db)v—A(ECI)V—A, (dgbo)v-a(Gudqp)v-a)

07y,8g == dO-MV{er,V’ Z,VTH}(I + ')/S)b

Here the sum over ¢ = u, d, s, ¢, b is implicit, «, 8 are
color indices and e, are electric charges. The AS = 1 Hy,
is obtained by replacing (f = d) — (f = s) in Egs. (1)
and (2). The coefficients in Eq. (1) are known at next-to-
leading-log order [11]. In the naive dimensional regulari-
zation scheme, taking a,(mz)=0.118 and m, =
4.8 GeV gives C7,(m;) = —0.317, Cg,(m;,) = —0.149
and

Cy—10(my) = {1.080, —0.177,0.011, —0.033, 0.010,
— 0.040,4.9 X 1074,4.6 X 1074,
- 9.8 1073, 1.9 X 1073}, 3)

The relevant scales in B — MM, are m,, m,, the jet
scale vVEA and A. Varying A between 100—1000 MeV the
jet scale is numerically in the range VEA =0.5-1.6 GeV.
Integrating out ~m; fluctuations, the effective
Hamiltonian in SCET] [12] can be written as

H, = 2Gp Z‘z f[dw,] (000 ()

+ Zﬁd‘” I b (w .)ngl)(wj) + Q. +...4
“)

where c ) and b(f) are Wilson coefficients, the ellipses are
higher order terms in A/Q, O = {m,, E}, and Q. de-
notes operators appearing in long distance charm effects
as in Fig. 1. Penguin contractions with light quark loops

are included in matching onto Qgg’l) since their long
distance contributions are power suppressed [1]. The

o606

ol

FIG. 1. Example of long distance charming penguins. The
mv gluons are nonperturbative and LO soft gluons are ex-
changed by the b, ¢, ¢ and spectator quark which is not shown.
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long-distance contributions occur when one or both of
the quark lines in the penguin loop become soft or col-
linear. In matching onto SCET these quark lines are left
uncontracted and give rise to higher order operators which
are power suppressed. An example which gives rise to a
six quark operator is given in Fig. 2.

In penguin contractions with charm quarks the situ-
ation is different due to the threshold region. For the cc
system the offshellness depends on the value of ¢> = mx,
and long distance contributions from x — 0 or x — 1 are
suppressed [4]. However, for g> ~ 4m? the charm quarks
are moving nonrelativistically. This region corresponds to
momentum fractions x = 4m?/m? = 0.4 in the middle of
the distribution ¢,,(x). These contributions have one
ay(2m,), but cannot be calculated perturbatively. Using
nonrelativistic QCD power counting they are *‘sup-
pressed” by O(v) with v = 0.4-0.5. The velocity v can
be treated in principle as an independent expansion pa-
rameter. Thus we conclude that these contributions may
be leading order, and comparable in size to other penguin
terms such as those from the small Wilson coefficients
C3_6. A rigorous account of these long distance c¢ pen-
guin contractions can only be obtained by deriving a
factorization theorem for them, however we do not at-
tempt to do so here, and therefore do not write down
operators for Q ...

In Eq. (4) the O(X°) operators are (sum over g =
u,d,s)

(0) = [, m]}{PL Jld;, P LU o)
(2(()1)3d = [d, w,?{PLb 15 0, AP R UG o, )
% = [@nw #PLb N 0, P LG50, )
(5?1)6d [dy,0, #P.b,1ds P LR w3 )

&)

with QE-(S)) obtained by swapping d — 5. In Eq. (5) the
“quark™ fields with subscripts n and 71 are products of
collinear quark fields and Wilson lines with large mo-
menta w;. For example,

Mo =[EVW,8(0 — - PH)], (6)

where £, creates a collinear quark moving along the n

d s

q

FIG. 2. Example of a long distance light quark penguin
which matches onto a power suppressed operator. The g goes
in the 71 direction, the g goes in the n direction, the broken u
quark line is soft or collinear and the & and gluon remain hard.
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direction, or annihilates an antiquark. The b, field is the
standard usoft heavy quark effective theory field with
Lagrangian L, = b,iv - Db,. For a complete basis we
also need operators with octet bilinears. We take these to
be QEO) with T4 ® T4 color structure, for example

09 = [, AP, T b, (5 0 hPL T 50, (D)

These id and is operators do not contribute to the decays
B — MM, at leading order, but will in power correc-

tions. Our basis of Qgg) operators can be directly related to

the one derived in [8], except that we also included Q(ﬁ?
which makes the basis sufficient to accommodate all
electroweak penguin effects.

We also need the O(A) operators for the LO factoriza-
tion. Defining

lgBVJl:éUL ﬁ{WJ[ln Dc n lDILJ_]Wna(w - T+)}

®)
they are
n _ 2 7

Qld - m_b[ nwllgjgn w4Pva][dﬁ,w2'{PLuﬁ,a)3]’

m _ =2 .

2d,3d m_b[ n,w, lg%n w4Pva][uﬁ,w2riPL,Ruﬁ,wa

Q(l) —[qn W lg%n w4Pva][gﬁ,w2ﬂPLqﬁ,w3]’
©))

_2 B
Q(Sld),ﬁd = m_b[ n, wllgﬂn w4PLbv][‘]ﬁ,wzﬂPL,Rqﬁ,ag]’
m_~2
Q —[ na)]lan w4PLb ][dn wzﬂprRuiz (u;]
myp

G = —[qnwlzgﬂmmb Wy, 7 Praso,]

Our basis in Eq. (9) is simpler than the one in [8] for
several reasons. Terms with a B;- or D;- in the 7 bilinear
can be reduced to Eq. (9) by Fierz transformations. This
shows that hard-spectator and form factor contributions
are related. Second, P Q(O) = 0, so integration by parts

allows a basis for Qif with no n-covariant derivatives, so
only field strengths B;- appear, plus
[id,y" P b, )P [d;#P u;] terms which give vanishing
contributions. We suppress Qs with octet bilinears
that do not contribute at LO. The operators Qg]’él) only
contribute to SU(3); singlet production and are not used
below.

Next we determine the most general structure of the
p? ~ EA contributions in SCET; . We decouple the usoft
modes by making the field redefinitions [6] &,y — Y,/ &,,
Ay — YA, Yf,, with Y,, a Wilson line of n’ - A,; gluons

andn’ = nora. ln Q(O D all ¥’s cancel except for (Y,J{bv)
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Factorization of B— MM’ in SCET.

FIG. 3 (color online).

[81, and the operators factor into (n, v) and 7 parts,

oy = 0" (10)
In Fig. 3 the M’ meson only connects to the rest of the
diagram at the scale p> ~ Q?, through Qiﬁf = 0,0 G 0,
for some flavors ¢, ¢’ and Dirac structure I'. The shaded
p? ~ EA region is required to generate the collinear M,
similar to the B — M form factors [12]. At LO it is given
by T products of the remaining parts of the operators in

Eq. (10), Qg);l), with one Lagrangian .Ef/’; inserted on the

spectator quark to swap it from usoft to collinear:

1= [atyaty IO 1£0,00. L8, )
+ LY+ [ dyT000),iL82()] (11)
f dyTIOW(©), i LY ()]

Here £(§]n)q =g, YigBrwté, + He. [13], and the form
of our other L’s can be found in [14].

Now we match SCET; onto SCETy;. A complete treat-
ment of 7' is an open question due to end point singular-
ities [12,15,16], but (V,|T;|B) =0 and the nonzero
matrix elements can be parametrized as

(PIT\|B) = mg(®”, VITy By = mp®1. (12)
For T, the most general perturbative matching at u? ~
EA generates a set of operators with Wilson coefficients
given by jet functions J and J, whose form is constrained
by reparametrization invariance, chirality, power count-
ing and dimensional analysis [w; = zw, w; = (1 — 7)o,
x=1- X, /\/n,a) = (W‘ré:n)w]s
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T[(an)m] lan w4PR L]m(o)[lggj_WT §n]/b(Y)
= 189882 (y,)
w
! dk*
X dx | —
Jo< )2

# o
X (E Prrvt 7f> Xl VEXn—50] + I (2 %, k)
Ji

e+ik*y’/2{—Jl(z, x, ki) (13)

X (}{PL,RYi)ji[)_(n,xw;{PL,RXn,Xw]}’

where {i, j} and {a, b} are spin and color indices. At tree
level we find that J(z, x, ky) =J, (2, x k) = 8(x —
)mag(uw)Cr/(N Xk, ). The remaining pieces of T, are
purely usoft and match directly onto soft operators in
SCETy, giving

21

d*y[q, YV (»)[b,1(0), (14)
mb

f &[G, YVO)yLb,1(0) (15)

where here Eq. (14) goes along with the J, term, and
Eq. (15) goes along with the J term.

To obtain the final result for amplitudes we combine
Egs. (10)—(14), simplify the Dirac structure between the
soft fields, and take matrix elements. First consider final
states containing perpendicularly polarized vector me-
sons, B— V, V. Kagan [17] has argued that B— V V|

A(B i Mle)

, 2
— APl 4 DB g [ an o0 + 1, £ [ a0 +

V2
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is power suppressed relative to the longitudinal polariza-
tion, B — V|V};. At LO in SCET Q(0 Y for i = 1-6 have
scalar bilinears and give vanishing contrlbutlons to B —
V, V. The operators Q(7 and Q(l) generate the J| term

in Eq. (13) and could contribute. However, chirality con-
servation in SCET| implies that one vector is L and one is
R polarized so the Q(l) and Q(l) contributions also vanish
(quark masses flip ch1ra11ty and in SCETj are suppressed
by powers of m,/ VAE [18]). More explicitly the J| term
in Eq. (13) vanishes because the soft Dirac structure can
be reduced, ;{PLy’i‘yl (g“ﬁ + i€ ﬁ)yiPL, and this ten-
sor vanishes when contracted with the 7-bilinear,

(g5F + i€5P)d;s o, hyE PR 0, = O. (16)

Thus at LO only A,;
vector mesons so

could give transverse polarized

2Gg
V2

Next consider B — V|V, B— V||P and B — PP de-
cays. Now it is the J term in Eq. (13) that contributes
along with possible long distance charming penguins.
Because of the form of our operators the J term is iden-
tical to the analysis of the B — M form factors. The LO
factorization formula for A = (M, M,|Hy|B) which de-

termines B°, B~ — MM, with M,, pseudoscalars or
longitudinal vectors is

AB— ViVy) = (Vv Q .z B). (17)

Jofm fu,
my,

x jo L du ﬂ) dx ﬁ dz ﬁ " dky TGz x k) Toy (e, M ()M (u) + T, z)¢Mz(x)¢M1<u>]¢§(k+)}, (18)

where A denote possible long distance charming pen-
guin amplitudes which contribute in channels where cfld’s)
appear. For each decay mode the set of hard coefficients
T;; and T;; can be obtained from Table L

A new result from our analysis is that the jet function J
in Eq. (18) is the same as that appearing in the factoriza-
tion formula for B — M form factors [19]. We quote here
two of these formulas, one for the standard B — P{p
form factor f (E), and one for the form factor A for B —
V€7 decays,

myEA,(E)
me + my 2

_ (mg +my)

AY(E) = miv[ AI(E)} (19)

where

2 42 2
Ezw_ (20)

ZmB

\
At LO in SCET [12,15,16,19,20]

7(E) = TO(E)PP(E) + N, ] 'z [ " ix ] " ik,
0 0 0
XC(z, E)(z, x, ki, E)OM ()5 (k)
AY(E) = TA(E)BYWE) + N fl dz ]1 dx jw dk.,
0 0 0

XC (2, E)J(z, x, ks, )M (x) b (k+),

2

where Ny = ffpmp/(4E*), Ny = fgfymp/(4E?), and
the functions TF4(E), C(f’A)(z) are combinations of
SCET Wilson coefficients and can be found in [19]. In
that paper the jet functions J(z, x, ky) in Eq. (13) are
denoted by J,(,l)(z, xky) and IV k) =
Jbdz IS (x, 2 k). At the end point where E = my/2
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TABLE L

PHYSICAL REVIEW D 70 054015

Combinations of Wilson coefficients appearing in the factorization formula. Note that these results do not assume

isospin symmetry and all VV channels in this table are longitudinal. Because of our basis choice the coefficients 7' ;,,;(u, z) for all
these states are identical to T, ,,(u) with each clm(u) replaced by bl(f)(u, 2).

MM, T (u) T (u) MM, T (u) T ()
aat,p wt, mpt, pipﬁr c(ld) + cid) 0 a7t K®~, ptK~, pﬁrKﬁ_ 0 c(ls) + cé(f)
7 p He? ) HE = =) K- Bl =) el + )
7 0", py P} Hle” + ) ¥ (e + c(d ci) POk, Pk}~ H( + ) e + )
a0 70 %(c(zd) — cgd) — cid)) ;(c(d) cg) cfld)) a7~ K®0, p~ KO, Py K* 0 —cff)
00 LD 4 oD — D) L(cld — D — () 0 R0 I(C«) —) -k
Pip| l(c2 + 0 — D) %(cgd) + i — ) p°K°, p”K*O \/—(c + ) - %cff)
KOOKE— K0 g0 e 0 an— 0 0

the same parameters /™ and jet function J appear in the
form factors and in the nonleptonic decays. Since the
analysis for J is identical to that in the form factors
several important facts can be immediately taken over
for B— MM, decays. In particular to all orders in
perturbation theory only the ¢ (k) wave function is
obtained as proven in Ref. [19]. Also the convolution
integrals with J are finite with an identical proof to the
one given in Ref. [15]. Finally it is clear that possible
messenger fluctuations [21] cannot spoil factorization in
Q(O D which have color singlet 71 bilinears, and so their
role will be identical to that in the form factors.

At this point we compare our result in Eq. (18) with the
result in QCDF [1]. From Egq. (25) of [1] the LO factori-
zation theorem is

(M, M,|0,|B) = (22)
{FB—»MI (O)sz [du T}ldz,i(u)¢Mz(u) + (1~ 2)}
+fmu fn, S5 /du dx dk*
XTI, u, k)b, () bor, (1) 5 (K., 23

where the parameters are the QCD form factors F5~¥(0),
¢, and ¢ (other parameters appear when power sup-
pressed terms from annihilation or chirally enhanced
corrections are included). In the QCDF power counting
the second term is suppressed relative to the first by a
factor of a;. The result in Eq. (22) is quite similar to the
SCET formula derived in Eq. (18). However, there are
several important differences, which we comment on.
The two things that are most important for phenomenol-
ogy are that QCDF does not allow for a leading order A7
contribution, and that the SCET analysis suggests that the
contributions from ¢ and {; are comparable in size, rather
than ¢ f” <« (87 as in QCDF. As discussed later, current
data on B — a7 seems to support {57 ~ (87 albeit with
large uncertainties. This difference has significant phe-

nomenological ramifications, as it implies that even in
absence of leading order charming penguin effects the
perturbative strong phases predicted in [1] would receive
0O(100%) corrections. Besides these points there are sev-
eral technical differences between the two formulas.
Using F2~M(0) in Eq. (22) rather than /™ does not
completely separate out all contributions from the hard
scale. Also, in Eq. (22) T' and T" include perturbative
contributions from both the u? =~ Q% and u? =~ EA scales
[20]. In the result in Eq. (18) these scales are separated in
T;, and J, respectively. If /M is independent of the u? =~
EA scale as argued in Ref. [16] then the scales are also
completely separated in the 7;,{*" term, otherwise (¥
still encodes physics at both the jet scale EA and the scale
A2

The jet function J depends on physics at the intermedi-
ate scale, so its perturbative expansion in as(\/ﬂ) is not
as convergent as for the T;; and T;; which are expanded in
ay(Q). In fact, perturbation theory may fail for J alto-
gether. This can be tested both by experiment [22] and by
additional perturbative calculations. Using SCET we can
still obtain an expression for A(B — M, M,) without ex-
panding J perturbatively:

GFmB

A= {fMl j du dz T, 2)E5 () 6™ (u)

- fyr £ [0 du Tlg(uwwu)}

+H1 o 2} + AL AN (24)
where power counting implies {ZM ~ ¢BM ~ (A / Q)32

Equation (24) defines implicitly the parameter ;(z).
Here the nonperturbative parameters {5Y, (8M(z), and
@M (u), still all occur in the B — M semileptonic and rare
form factors. For a model-independent analysis they need
to be determined from data. Note that it was possible for
us to derive Eq. (24) because in Eq. (18) we separated the
scales Q% and EA into T’s and J’s, respectively. The
corresponding results for the form factors in Eq. (21) are
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Fi = TOEPP(E) + N, [ L az ) E),
0 1 (25)
Ay = T (E){BYI(E) + N||j dz V() 8V (z, ).
0

The two form factors in Eq. (21) can be obtained from
data on B — (P, V|){v, giving important information on
the {BM, (BM appearing in Eq. (18). Note that in Egs. (18)
and (24) the ’s are evaluated at E = mpg/2.
Equations (18) and (24) are the main results of our paper.

Using Eq. (24) still requires matching the full theory

O;’s onto the QE?’I) to determine the Wilson coefficients
c,(f ) and bgf . For the coefficients of QEO) we find [f = d, s]

C 3 C
) = N)<c - N2> - /\,(f)§<cm - N—") + Acl,

c 3 C
) = A‘f)<c + N1> - A&”—(Cg N“’) +Acy),

C 2 C
3 C (26)
& = a3 (cr 4 ) Al
C C C
= -a(en+ S =G0 So) s ady,
and for the le)
C
- (-2
on[3 mp\ 3Co 0
A =Co + + AbY,
f [2 0 < w3>2N} !
C
by = Aﬁ,f)[q + (1 = Z—i)#}
3 my\ 3Cg 27
_/\y)[EC“( >2N %Abgﬁ’ ()
3 m\ 3C :
3 t 2 7 0)2 2NL 3
C mp\/C C
b(f):_)t(f)c_ﬁ_{_ 1__b _3— 9
4 o e a) w3 )\N, 2N,
+ AbY,

where w, = myu, w3 = —myii = m(u — 1) and the
Ac and AbY) are perturbative corrections. The O(a,)
contributions to the Acﬁ-f)(u) have been calculated in [1]

and later in [8]. It is possible that these results will need to
be modified by an additional subtraction for the long
distance charming penguin. Finally, any full a(m,;)

analysis requires Ab;f )(u, z) which are currently un-
known, unless the numerical values of £, {; are such
that {; ~ a,(m;){ so that (#¥ < (BM and the Acy) co-
efficients dominate numerically.

PHYSICAL REVIEW D 70 054015

There are several issues in the phenomenological use of
the factorization formula. There is a hierarchy due to
CKM factors and the C;’s which have to be accounted

for in the c(f) and b(f) For example, C; is about a factor of

6 larger than any of the other coefficients, maklng c( )

b(]d) , and b;d) large. We will refer to quantities as “‘con-
taminated” if 1/m, power corrections could compete
with LO results due to the hierarchy in Wilson coeffi-
cients. Unless these corrections can be accounted for or
proven to be absent, one should assign ~100% uncer-
tainty to predictions for contaminated decays. The deter-
mination of whether a quantity is contaminated depends
on the relative size of ¢M and {#M. If (BM > [BM a5 in
QCDF then any f = d decay in Table I that is independent

of c(ld) could receive large corrections, making quantities
such as Br(B® — 7°7°) contaminated [4]. Here the most
problematic are large power corrections proportional to
C,A/E which is ~C, and > C;~5. These can arise, for

example, from T products involving the Q;ﬂf) operators.

The situation is much better in the case (M ~ M gince
any decay depending on c(d) b(d), or b(zd) will not be
contaminated and can be expected to have power correc-
tions of normal size, ~20%. Our analysis of B — 77
below favors this situation, and in this case Br(B® —

0779) is not contaminated.

At leading order in A/E there are only two sources of
strong phases: the one-loop Ac;, Ab; which can become
complex [1], and the unfactorized A.; charming penguin.
Additional final state phases come from power correc-
tions ~A/E. It is known from B° — D7 decays that
A/E corrections produce ~30° nonperturbative strong
phases in agreement with dimensional analysis [22].
These large phases have nothing to do with a A/m,
expansion so we expect strong phases of similar size
from power corrections in B — M M,. For contaminated
decays, such as B — KK, nonperturbative strong phases
o« Cy could be order unity.

The factorization theorems in Egs. (18) and (24) can
be used to make quantitative predictions for nonleptonic
B — MM' decays. There are many applications; a few
of the more important categories are (i) decay modes
which are independent of charming penguin contribu-
tions are determined by ¢ and {; which can be extracted
from semileptonic form factors. (ii) SCET implies
SU@3) relations beyond those following from Hy
in Eq. (1) with full QCD. It also simplifies the structure
of SU(3) breaking corrections. (iii) For B — VV’ SCET
allows us to analyze polarization effects. (iv) Using iso-
spin SCET makes predictions for matrix elements whose
quantum numbers differ from those of the A%‘ My ampli-
tudes. In the remainder of the paper we discuss examples
in each of these categories. In particular we show that
Eq. (24) gives a reasonable fit to the current B — 77
data.
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The parameters (¥ and {#M in Eq. (24) for nonlep-
tonic decays are common to those appearing in B — M
form factors Eq. (25). Decays that do not depend on A_;
include all combinations in Table I that are independent of
cs and by, such as B~ — 7%z~ and B~ — p°p~ once

isospin is used. For example,

V2A(B™ = 7 7%) = GFT':%LT
x{ ] L dudz(0 + b — B, )
0
XP™(2)p™ (u)

1
+§'B7Tf du(c(ld) + C(Zd) — cgd))(u)
0

><¢w(u)}, (28)
At tree level the bl@f)’s are independent of z and this
relation gives a clean constraint on (27 and
BT = [dz {37 (2).

Flavor SU(3) symmetry is a powerful tool for studying
nonleptonic B decays. In one particular application,
Ref. [23] proposed using flavor SU(3) symmetry to de-
termine y from BT — Kz, " 7°. Corrections to this
approach come from SU(3) breaking effects and are typi-
cally ~30%. The factorization relation Eq. (24) implies
enhanced SU(3) relations beyond those in QCD. For
example, in QCD all B — PP decays to two pseudoscalar
octet mesons are parametrized in the SU(3) limit by five
complex amplitudes. Using the SCET factorization for-
mula Eq. (18) this number is reduced to one complex
amplitude A,;, one real number ¢ and one real function
{;(z). In the language of Ref. [23] the operators in Eq. (4)
do not generate the E, A, and PA amplitudes, so these are
power suppressed.

In certain cases the SU(3) breaking can be also com-
puted. Such an example is the determination of two SU(3)
breaking parameters R, appearing in a SU(3) relation
used to extract y [23]

AB~ — R'77) + V2A(B~ — K~ ")

V., )
= \/EllVLnll (Ry — 8pwe'"R)AB™ — 7~ aV).
ud

(29)

Here Oy parametrizes the largest electroweak penguin
effects and is calculable. The parameters R, can be
expressed in terms of (87, (8K (87(z), (8K (z) and calcu-
lable Wilson coefficients and do not involve A™™ or AK7

Polarization measurements in decays to two vector
mesons have received much attention recently. These
decays were studied in Ref. [17], and it was argued that
factorization —implies Ry~ 1/mj and R, /R =
1+ O(1/my), where Ryr ) denote the longitudinal,
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transverse, perpendicular, and parallel polarization frac-
tions (Ry = R; + R, Ry + Ry = 1). Using SCET we find
that Ry is power suppressed in agreement with [17],
unless the charming penguin amplitude A,.; spoils this
result. We cannot resolve the validity of the R /R rela-
tion working only at LO in 1/m,. Experimentally, one
finds [24,25]

Ry(BT — p*p% = 0.975 + 0.045,
Ro(B®— pTp™) = 0.987002 + 0.03,
Ry(B" — ¢K*) = 0.49 = 0.06.

(30)

It has been argued that the large transverse polarization
observed in the ¢ K* mode might provide a second hint at
new physics in b — s5s channels beyond sin(28) from
B — ¢ K. Unfortunately this conclusion could be spoiled
by a contribution from A_; at leading order. A.; does not
contribute to B¥ — p* p°, but can affect B> — ¢K* and
B® — p* p~. Until charming penguins are better under-
stood the polarization measurements do not provide a
clean signal of physics beyond the standard model
(SM). An alternative SM explanation has been offered
in Ref. [17] in terms of large power corrections from
annihilation.

We finally examine in some detail the predictions of
this paper for B — 7 decays, and show that they repro-
duce the existing data. The present world averages are [26]

S.» = —0.74 = 0.16, C,r» = —0.46 = 0.13,
Br(Bt — 7%7") = (5.2 = 0.8) X 1076,
Br(B— 7wt7™) = (4.6 = 0.4) X 1076,

Br(B® — 7°7%) = (1.9 + 0.5) X 1079,

€1V

where the branching fractions are CP averages. The am-
plitudes are naturally divided into two pieces with differ-
ent CKM factors, as A = /\(ud) T+ )\(Cd) P, where T and P
are usually called “tree” and “penguin” amplitudes. The
decay amplitudes for B — 77 can be written in a model-
independent way as

AB - 7wt 7)) = A;d)TC(l + r.e'¥cel?),

ABY — 7970) = /\E,d)Tn(l + r,e'%ne), (32)

V2AB™ — 70y = 29T,

where (r,, 6.) and (r,, §,) parametrize the ratio of pen-
guin to tree contributions to B — 7" 7~ and B —
7079, respectively. We have neglected small electroweak

penguin contributions. Isospin gives the relations

T=T.+T, T.r.e% + T,r,e!® =0, (33)

leaving only five independent strong interaction parame-
ters in Eq. (32).

In the first step of the analysis, we assume that 3, v are
known, use this to disentangle the tree and penguin
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amplitudes, and thus extract the five parameters in
Eq. (32). In a second step, these parameters are compared
with the leading order predictions from SCET, and used to
extract the nonperturbative parameters appearing in the
factorization formula Eq. (24), working at tree level in
matching at the hard scale. The resulting SCET parame-
ters are then used to predict values for |V,;|f+(0) and
Br(B° — 7°7°) as functions of .

Assuming values for the CKM angles 8 and y we can
use the five pieces of experimental data given in Eq. (31)
to determine the five hadronic parameters in Eq. (32).
Using (B, y) = (23°,64°) [26] and the data for the CP
asymmetries we find for the penguin parameters r. and
3.

r. =0.75 £0.35, 0, = —44° £ 12°. (34)

This is in good agreement with the recent determinations
of these parameters in Ref. [27]. Using the branching ratio
data as input, we can determine the tree parameters as
well. We find

3.9 X 1073
IT] = N,(0.29 + 0.02)<7>,
|LEM
1.15+0.33 (I) 53
= + =] 2=
ll=207+042, s { 1.42 + 035 (I,
where N, = (Gp/~2)m}f,. and we defined
T T,
t=—, t, = —. 36
T T, (36)

-05 F .

5 [ J

- ].0 :- 'Y=74O
5 [ J

15 F m Sy o y=64°

\y 540

00 05 10 15 20 25 3.0

FIG. 4 (color online). Constraints on the triangle of tree
amplitudes T/T,. — T,/T, = 1 from current world averaged
data on B — 7. The shaded regions show the two 1-o regions
for y = 64° including the error correlation between |¢| and [¢,,].
The central values for vy = 54° and y = 74° are also shown.
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Some of the errors in Egs. (34) and (35) have sizable
correlations. The results for the tree triangle are shown
graphically in Fig. 4. The two y = 64° solutions corre-
spond to those in Eq. (35) and the ellipses denote 1o
contours. Also shown in this figure is the isospin tree
triangle, which for the reduced tree level amplitudes
reads 1+ ¢, = t. There are two strong phases in this
triangle which are also shown in the figure, namely 6
between T and 7. and 6, between T, and T..

As a second step the extracted amplitudes are com-
pared with the predictions of this paper at leading order in
A/my, and tree level in the SCET Wilson coefficient cgd)

and bgd) . At this order our result has only four indepen-
dent hadronic parameters. The tree amplitudes 7, T, are
given by the factorization relation Eq. (18) and depend on
the nonperturbative parameters {57, (87,

T= N, 3(C o+ G5 + 4+ @) )E)
C
T, = [(C1 - ?2 +Cy+ 3)53” (37)
+<C1 +Cy+(1+ <_71> )C2+C3> J i|,

where (@ "), = [ ¢,(w)/(1 —u), and B =
[dz {87 (z). The penguin amplitude also gets a contribu-
tion from the complex A7 amplitude, so

>§Bw

Tre“s =N |:<

+<C4 +(1+ (ﬁ%)%) B 4 NLA;TE”} (38)

A@

P=—
D

The amplitude 7, is given by the isospin relation Eq. (33)
as T, =T — T,. At tree level in SCET Wilson coeffi-
cients the B — 7 form factor at g> = 0 is

f+(0) =

Neglecting the O a;(m,,)] corrections introduces an error
of about 10% for the T amplitudes, which is smaller than
the expected size of the power corrections ~O(A/E).

Equation (37) implies that the tree amplitudes 7, T, are
calculable in terms of the {, {; parameters, and their
relative  strong  phases  are small 0,0, ~
Ol a,(m;), A/E]. On the other hand, the penguin ampli-
tude P can have an O(1) strong phase due to the charming
penguin amplitude A77. The pattern of results in Fig. 4
supports these predictions for the tree amplitudes 7, T,
for the upper hand solution. In particular, within the
experimental uncertainty the phases 6 and 6, are still
consistent with being small and compatible with order
O(A/E) effects.

Using the numbers in Eq. (35) for |T| and [¢| and the
SCET results in Egs. (37), we can extract the nonpertur-
bative parameters £, ;. Taking leading-log (LL) order for

T+ 7T (39)
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the coefficients (C; = 1.107, C, = —0.248, C; = 0.011,
C, = —0.025 at u = 4.8 GeV) and (i~ '), = 3 [28], we
find

3.9x 1073
{BW|7:640 - (005 i 005)(7),
|Vub| 5 (40)
9 X107
8|y = (011 = 0.03)<u>,
|Vub|

where the quoted errors are propagated from the experi-
mental errors from |T| and |7 in Eq. (35). Using the
results for r, and 8, in Eq. (34) and |V,,| = 0.041 the
penguin amplitude is
P 1260 4190
— = (0.043 + 0.013)¢ 136" =12°),
N7T y=64°
The {™ and {77 terms in Eq. (38) contribute 0.002 to

P/N_, which is only a small part of the experimental
(f)>

i

(4D)

result. The perturbative corrections from the Ac;”’s or

particularly the Abff)’s can add terms whose rough size is
estimated to be ~{37C a(m,,)/m = 0.007. After remov-
ing these contributions, the sizable remainder would be
attributed to A7 Since AT can have a large nonpertur-
bative strong phase, the large phase in Eq. (41) supports
the conclusion that this term contributes a substantial
amount to P/N,,.

The extraction of the above parameters allows us to
make two model-independent predictions with only vy
and |V,,| as input. First a prediction for the semileptonic
B — & form factor f, (0) is possible. Combining Eq. (40)
with Eq. (39) we find

-3
3.9 X 10 ) 42)

FoO)], g = (0.17 + o.oz)( v

In Fig. 5 we show results for {87, ¢87 and f.(0) for other
values of vy, thus generalizing the results in Egs. (40) and

. 9x1073
units X [M]

025p = IVl

0.20

———— ]
&CBTC
J

f\CBJ'C

0.15 F

0.10

0.05 \

0.00 +

]
75 Y
FIG. 5 (color online). Model-independent results for (27,

B7_and the B — ar form factor f,(g> = 0) as a function of
v. The shaded bands show the 1-¢ errors propagated from the
B — 7 data.
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(42). Note that including the correlation in the errors for
¢B™ and {27 has led to a smaller uncertainty for f (0).
Theory uncertainty is not shown in Eq. (42) or Fig. 5, and
the most important source is power corrections which we
estimate to be =0.03 on f,(0). One-loop «a,(m,) correc-
tions are also not yet included. Varying u = 2.4-9.6 GeV
in the LL coefficients changes f,(0) by only a small
amount +0.01.

It is interesting to note that the central values from our
fit to the data give {7 = ¢B™ which differs from the
hierarchy used in QCDE Furthermore our central value
for £, (0) is substantially smaller than the central values
obtained from both QCD sum rules [29] [/ (0) = 0.26],
from form factor model based fits to the semileptonic
data [30] [f,(0) = 0.21], or those used in the QCDF
analysis [4] [f.(0) = 0.28 or 0.25].

Our analysis can also be used to make a prediction for
Br(B" — 7%7%). At tree level in SCET |z,| =t — 1
which gives

LB — 77 /|t — 1\2 4 r’
(B~ — #%7) < || ) |7
2r,

1
_ W(l — m) cos(8.)cos(y).  (43)

Thus we predict

(1.L0£0.7) X 1076, y =54°
Br(B® — 7%7%) = { (1.3 £ 0.6) X 107%, y =64°
(1.8 £0.7) X 1075, y =174°.

(44)

These results are all in reasonable agreement with the
current world average. The uncertainty quoted in Eq. (44)
is only from the inputs in Eq. (43), and will be directly
reduced when the first four measurements in Eq. (31)
improve. Since the {27 term in Eq. (40) is = 87 our
results for Br(B® — 797°) are not contaminated and we
expect that theoretical uncertainty from power correc-
tions plus a,(m,) corrections will add a ~20%-30%
uncertainty to the results in Eq. (44). Note that one can
turn the analysis in Eq. (44) around and use the data on
B — ararin Eq. (31) to give a new method for determining
the value of vy, where the theoretical input from factori-
zation is that the tree triangle is flat.

Our values in Eq. (44) are somewhat larger than the
central values predicted in QCDF ( ~ 0.3 X 1076 [4]) or
pQCD (~ 0.2 X 107¢ [31]). For y = 54° the first term in
Eq. (43) dominates our result, while the 2 penguin term
has a large cancellation with the interference term o
cos(y). For larger y’s this cancellation becomes less
effective and Br(B° — 7°7°) increases. In QCDF /57
dominates over a small {87, but has a small coefficient
« C, + C,/3, so the first term in Eq. (43) is small. In
pQCD the M, , terms which are multiplied by C, are also
small for B — 7070,
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In this paper we have used SCET to derive a factoriza-
tion theorem for B — MM, decays and explored the
theoretical and phenomenological implications. Several
issues for B — MM, still remain to be resolved. A facto-
rization formula for the polarization effects should be
investigated beyond leading order. It needs to be shown
that the n—n factorization is not spoiled by Glauber
degrees of freedom. The one-loop Ab;’s need to be com-
puted, as well as a resummation of Sudakov logarithms
which are given by the evolution equations for the SCET
operators. Charming penguin effects need to be better
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understood in an effective theory approach, and a full
factorization theorem for the A, amplitude should
be worked out. Finally, power corrections (including
so-called chirally enhanced terms, annihilation con-
tributions, and C;A/E terms) should be studied using
SCET.
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