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Mixing and lifetimes of b-hadrons
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Abstract. We review the status of mixing and lifetimes lwhadrons. We will show thail” /AM,

ag and @ are better suited to search for new physics effects tkidnalone, because of our poor
knowledge of the decay constants. The theoretical pretisithe determination df12/Mj - which
contains all information oAl /AM, a5 and@ - can be tested directly by investigating the lifetimes
of b-hadrons, because both quantities rely on the same theadrietdting. In particular we will also
present a numerical estimate for the lifetime of #yebaryon.

INTRODUCTION - THEORETICAL TOOLS

In this section we briefly discuss the principles of the clatian of physical quantities
like lifetimes of b-hadronsrt, the mass difference in the neutral B-meson sysidih

the decay rate difference in the neutral B-meson sysdmthe semi-leptonic CP-
asymmetryag) and the mixing phase. These quantities are currently measured at the
B-factories and at the TeVatron (see e.g. [1]) and they wlhieasured at the LHC [2]

or at a Super-B-factory [3] with high precision. They are dedi as (see e.g. [4] for more
details):
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For the lifetimes one has to sum the decay rates into all pleséinal states<. The
mixing stems from so-called box diagrams (see beldW), is the dispersive part
(sensitive to heavy internal particles) ahgb is the absorptive part (sensitive to light
internal particles) of these box diagrams. In the standasdetr = 1/I", M1 andl 1>
are given by the following diagrams (as an example we dravdihgrams for theBs-
meson):
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All these quantities are triggered by weak decays, in pagicby the exchange of
heavyW-bosons and the top-quark. Using the fact that these pestarle much heavier
than the b-quarkn, my > my) one can integrate them out by performing an operator
product expansion (OPE 1), see e.g. [5] for a nice introaunctin the resulting effective
theory the standard model diagrams are rewritten in a ptoafugerturbative Wilson
coefficients and new operators, they now look like that:

b S b S

The vertices in the diagrams fdr and 1> are effective four-quark operators with
AB = 1, while the vertex in the diagram fdft1, is an effective four-quark operator with
AB = 2. ForMy» we have now already the final local operator, whose matrixetd has
to be determined with some non-perturbative QCD-method.

As a next step we rewrite the expression ffoin a form that is almost identical to the
one ofl 1o. With the help of the optical theoremcan be rewritten (diagramatically: a
mirror reflection on the right end of the decay diagram fokolby all possible Wick
contractions of the quark lines) in

The first term £&: ) corresponds to the decay of a fleguark, see e.g. [6, 7, 8] and
references therein for some applications. This term gikiessame contribution to all
b-hadrons. The lifetime differences we are interested ihavily appear in subleading
terms of this expansion like the second diagram [(3), which looks very similar to

the diagram fol ;5. Counting the mass dimensions of the external lines one cae w
formally an expansion of the total decay rate in inverse pewéthe heavy quark mass

Mp.
N2

2 mg (4)
However the expressions fér and 1, are still non-local, so we perform a second
OPE (OPE 1l) using the fact that thequark mass is heavier than the QCD scale

A\
N=To+— r1+ r2+



(mp > Aqcp)- The OPE Il is called the heavy quark expansion (HQE) [911012, 13,
14, 15, 16]. The resulting diagrams fiog and[ 12 look like the final diagram foM15:

b b b S
S S S b

Now we are left with local four-quark operator&R = O for T and AB = 2 for I"15).
The non-perturbative matrix elements of these operatersxgressed in terms of decay
constantdg and bag parameteBs In the standard model one gets one operatoipy,
two independent operators fDi» - including the operator that appeardvia, - and e.g.
four operators for (B™)/1(By) ! - in extensions of the standard model typically more
operators arise.

At this stage we would like to make some comments:

« One can show that in the end no corrections of ordemyIsurvive in the total decay
rate in EqQ. (4).

« [ andl 12 are expected to be almost free from possible new physicsibations,
since only light internal particles contribute, whik> might easily have large
contributions from new physics effects. Since allowed néysics contributions to
I andl™ 12 are smaller than the QCD uncertainties we neglect them ifotlosving.

« The OPE Il seems to be theoretically less justified than th& Ofmy/m, ~
17..19> 4...10~ my/Aqcp), but the HQE can be tested directly by comparing
experiment and theory for the lifetimes.

« In all the diagrams shown in this section perturbative Q@rections have to
be included! These corrections to the Wilson coefficientadd out to be quite
sizeable.

Summarizing one can state: the HQE represents a systermptagon, which can in
principle be tested by the lifetimes - in that sense it is notaalel like the quark model.

INTRODUCTION - MOTIVATION

Besides testing our understanding of QCD and determiniegstandard model pa-
rameters the search for new physics effects is a basic ntiotiveor the study of the
mixing quantities. Sinc®l1, is sensitive to heavy new internal particles one might start
with AMs, which is proportional to‘ésB (see next section). Unfortunatefy, is hardly
known. To visualise our current unsatisfactory knowled§¢he precise value of the
decay constant, we have taken some recent numerical valuég from the literature
[17, 18, 19, 20, 21] and calculated the corresponding vaitiesomass differencAMs.

1 This statements hold only at ordefr.



fB, Ng AMg deviation from experiment

193+06 MeV[17] 0 125+14pst -390
205+32MeV([18 2 141+46ps? —-0.80 (5)
259+26MeV[19 3 225+50ps? +0.90
297+ 14MeV[20) 2 300+3.9pst +3.10
341+ 32MeV[2] 2 390+82pst +2.60

Depending on your favorite lattice collaboration you carivarat theory predictions
that are smaller, are equal or are higher than the experaheatue for the mass
differenceAMs. This unfortunate situation might be called tiheay constant problem
Here clearly more work has to be done to settle this ignoramcemoreover the error
estimates have to be done with much care. In the analysi§ wg4ise the conservative
estimatefg, = 240+ 40 MeV.

In order to circumvent the decay constant problem one mighibtdetermine the ratio
AMs/AMg. Here the ratigVi3/V| - f5 Be./( 2 Bg,) arises. Although the ratio of the
non-perturbative parameters is claimed to be theorefitadtter under control, one is
still left with the uncertainty in the CKM elements, whichaéthe order of 40%.

In the ratiol12/M12 the decay constant and the bag param&édrom M, cancel
completely, schematically one gets

EP) Bx (1)
12 _atb2 o). 6

We get a term that is completely free of any non-perturbativeertaintiesd) and a
term that depends on the ratio of two bag paramet®rdf(a > b and if the remaining
uncertainties are under control thegp /M2 might be an ideal quantity to search for new
physics. Moreover the accuracy in the determination ofrridi® can be tested directly
via the lifetimes, which root on the same theoretical fogtin

STATE OF THE ART

In this section we summarize the current status in the thieateletermination of the
lifetimes of theb-hadrons and the mixing quantities.

The mass difference M2

Calculating the box diagram with internal top quarks onexotst

2

G . .
Mi2g = FIFTZ(thth)ZM\%vS)(&)BBq szaqMBan- (7)

The Inami-Lim functionSy(x = m¢/M3,) [22] is the result of the box diagram without
any gluon corrections. The NLO QCD correction is parameeetriby g ~ 0.84 [23].



The non-perturbative matrix element is parameterized bybthg parametd® and the
decay constantg.

The decay rate difference 4 1>

The calculation ofl 1, is a little bit more involved since a second OPE has to be
performed!I 1> can be expanded as
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The 1/my-corrections I( ) were determined in [24] and they turned out to be quite
sizeable. NLO QCD-corrections were done for the first tim5], they also were quite
large. At that time no lattice results were available foaglbearing four-quark operators,
so no real numerical prediction could be made. The first nigaleestimate including
NLO-QCD corrections and non-perturbative determinatifrthe appearing four-quark
operators was given in [26]. Five years later the QCD-coiwas were confirmed and
also subleading CKM structures were included [27, 28]. Wmifwately it turned out that
Al is not well-behaved [29]. All corrections are unexpectddlge and they go in the
same direction. This problem could be solved by introdue@nmgew operator basis [4].
As an illustration of the improvement we show the expressionl12/M12 in the old
and the new basis:

old
AT ~ Br
=1 409-S-2
AV, (O {09+ 09B 508} (9)
New 1"
AT BY
S 1074. [46 2+ 10. 6— —119— } (10)
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Now the term that is completely free of any non-perturbatimeertainties is numerical
dominant. Moreover the /Iny-corrections became smaller and undesired cancellations
are less pronounced. For more details we refer the readdj.t€{@irrently also 1m-
corrections for the subleading CKM structure$ i3 [30] and ],/mg-corrections foAl g

[31] are available - they are relatively small.

Lifetimes

The lifetime ratio of twob-hadrons can be written as

T_ _ 1+A2r2+/\3 ( (°)+ r( )+...> +A—4 (rg°)+...> T (1Y

m U

> vanishes e.g. ing+/1g,, T,/ Te, and ng/ng but it survives intp, /1g,. The size-

able NLO QCD-corrections to the lifetime ratioSét)) were determined in [32, 33];



1/my-corrections I(ELO)) and :I/mg-corrections I(‘éo)) were calculated in [34] - they are
negligible fortg: /T, andtg,/1g,, but they might be sizeable fay, /18,.

NUMERICAL RESULTS

Lifetimes

The theoretically best investigated lifetime ratiags /1g,. One obtains [32, 33]

= 1.063+0.027. (12)

NLO-QCD corrections turned out to be important, while sablieg 1/my,-corrections
are negligible. Some care has to be taken with the arisingixmetlements of the
four-quark operators: it turned out that the Wilson coedints of the color-suppressed
operators are numerically enhanced, see [32]. But the xr&legments of these operators
are only knwon with large relative errors. Currently twoeatetinations on the lattice are
available [35, 36].

For 18,/ 1B, large cancellations occur so the ratio is expected to be ¢lese to one

[24, 33]
T(Bs)

T(Bq)

Predictions for the\p have to be taken with more care. In that case the NLO-QCD
corrections are not complete and only preliminary lattiakugs [37] are available. A
typical value quoted in the literature [38] is

= 1.0040.01. (13)

T(Ao)
(g, = 088005 (14)

The lifetime of the doubly heavy mesdq has been investigated e.g. in [39], but only
in LO QCD.
T(BC)LO = 0.524__8:%2[33.

In addition to the b-quark now also the c-quark can decayngivise to the biggest
contribution to the total decay rate.

An interesting quantity is the lifetime ratio of tig-baryons, which was investigated in
NLO-QCD in [32]. This quantity can in principle be determihas precise ags- /g,
(+3%). However, up to now the matrix elements for tgbaryons are not available.
Assuming that the matrix elements 6y are equal to the ones 6§ we can give arough
estimate for the expected lifetime ratio. In order to gebfidnwanted — u-transitions
we define (following [32])

L FE) =T (G —T(Eh— Ap+X). (15)




Using the preliminary lattice values [37] for the matrix mlents of/\, we obtain
=)
(=)
where ??? stands for some unknown systematic errors. Ashefiapproximation we

equater(=p) to T(A,) - here similar cancellations arise astif/ s, - , SO we arrive at
the following prediction

—1-0.124+0.02427? (16)

A

f(_ﬁ) — 0.88+0.02+77? 17)

T(Zp)

Mixing

The mixing quantities have been investigated in detail Jnrjdmerically we obtain
AMy =0.53+0.18ps?, AMg=193+6.7ps’, (18)
Al =(2.67702%).103ps!,  Alg=0.096+0.039ps*, (19)
Alg/Tg= (40970891073,  Alg/I's=0.147+0.060, (20)
ATq/AMg = (5267133)-107%,  Als/AMs= (49.7+9.4)-10°%,  (21)
@ =-0091733%8, @=(42+14)-10 3, (22)
ale=(-48'19).10%,  a§,=(20640.57)-10°. (23)

The predictions foAl'y andAll4/T 4 are obtained [4] under the assumption that there
are no new physics contributions&My. From this list one sees the strong suppression
of ¢ andag in the standard model.

EXPERIMENTAL STATUS

Lifetimes

The Heavy Flavor Averaging Group quotes [40] the followingnbers

1(BY) T(Bs)
=1.071+£0.009, =0.939+0.021, 24
T(Bg) T(Bq) (24)
;Egb; — 092140036, 7(Bc) = 0.463+0.071ps (25)
d

From the ratiorg+ /T, it can be seen that the HQE works very wel, /g, is about
2.9 o below 1, here more precise numbers are needed, to see whiethhermight
be some interesting effects. The situation for fhgbaryon is not settled yet. First
several theoretical improvements have to be included,rgttwere are two different
experimental numbers on the market [41, 42]. Bgrthe number lies in the right



ball park, but here also a full NLO-QCD calculation would kesgleable to make the
comparison more quantitaive. Finally we are waiting for stfiesult for the lifetimes of
the =p-baryons.

Mixing

The mass differences have been measured with great preeisideP, TeVatron and
the B factories [43, 44, 45, 40]

AMy = 0.507+0.005ps?, (26)
AMs = 17.77+0.10+0.07ps* . (27)

Due to the uncertainties in the decay constants, theoryneillbe able to achieve a
similiar accuracy in the foreseeable future.

For the remaining mixing quantities;, Al and ¢ we do not have measurements yet,
but very interesting bounds:

In [46, 47] the dimuon-asymmetry was determined

as = 0.582af+0.418a%, (28)
al0 — (-53+25+18)-103, (29)
a§PF = (+8.0+9.0+6.8)-10°2. (30)

The semileptonic CP asymmetry was also measured diredi#8in
&S = (123+0.974+0.17)-102. (31)

Here more precise numbers are needed, because a cleaiaefriain the small stan-
dard model value would be be an unambiguous sign for new pslyEhe same argument
holds for the phases, while a clean measurement &F is probably best exploited by
comparing experiment and theory W /AM.

A’ and @ have been determined from an angular analysis in the dggcay J/@: In
the untagged analysis from DO [49] the following values was&ained

@ = 079+0.569%1, (32)
Al = 0.17+0.09+0.02ps ™. (33)

One has to keep in mind the 4-fold ambiguitygg with ¢ also—¢@ and T+ ¢ are
solutions! CDF obtained from the untagged analysis [50]

Al = 0.076'53234+0.006ps *. (34)

and no bound oi.

CDF also performed a tagged analysis [51] and obtains cordeleegions in theg; —
Al -plane, which differ about 1.6 from the SM prediction. If they fiXI" 15| to the SM
value obtained in [4] they get

—@ € [0.24,1.36/U[1.78,2.90]. (35)



=2 -1 0 1 2
FIGURE 1. Experimental bounds in the compléx-plane (state: end of 2006). The bound fréus
is given by the red (dark-grey) ring around the origin. TherfromAl's/AMs is given by the yellow
(light-grey) region and the bound froaj, is given by the light-blue (grey) region. The angtg can be
extracted fromAl's (solid lines) with a four fold ambiguity - one bound coinc&deith the x-axis! - or
from the angular analysis iBs — J/ (¢ (dashed line). If the standard model is valid all bounds &hou

coincide in the point (1,0). The current experimental sibrashows a small deviation, which might
become significant, if the experimental uncertaintieslig, a5 andg will go down in near future.

NEW PHYSICS MODELS

In the literature many new physics models are applied to tkemsectors, e.g. [52, 53]
and references in [4]. In [4] we have presented a model intig® way to determine
new physics effects in the mixing sector. We assume that igisigs does not altdr;»

- at least not more than the intrinsic QCD uncertainitie$jtmight have a considerable
effect onM1,. Therefore we write

Fp=rM M1 = MM A (36)

By comparing experiment and theory for the different mixifigervables we get bounds
in the complex-plane, see [4]. Taking the solution f@sfrom the untagged DO analysis
in the 4th quadrant - which corresponds to a certain choidbettrong phases in the
decayBs — J/ @ - and the data that were available at the end of 2006, we @atan
[4] a 2 0 deviation from the standard model, see Fig. (1). A new amalgurrently in
progress.
Note added: (taken from [54]) There is sometimes a confusion betweenrtixing

phasesfs and @, which we would like to adress here. Both numbers are exgecte
to be small in the standard modelg = (0.24+ 0.04)° and s = (2.2+ 0.6)°(=



(0.04+0.01)rad), but in view of the high future experimental precisions - artcular
at LHCDb [2]- a clear distinction might be useful.

2Bs = —arg](VipVi5)?/ (VepVis)?] is the phase which appeardin+ ccsdecays of neutral
B-mesons taking possible mixing into account, so e.g. indageBs — J/Y + @.
(VibVs%)? comes from the mixing (due ti,) and (VepV.5)? comes from the ratio
of b — ccs decay andb — ccs amplitudes. Sometimeg;s is approximated as® ~
—arg(Vip\)?] ~ —arg(4%)?] - the error due to this approximation is on the per mille
level.

@ = argM12/T 1] is the phase that appears e.gajg. In M1, we have agaifiVip\Vis)?,
while we have a linear combination @¥c,V.5)?, VepVeVupV,s and (VypVi)? in T o,
Neglecting the latter two contributions - which is not jfistil - would yield the phase
2[3s.

New physics alters the phase2Bs to ¢ — 2 and the phase to @& + @. If the new
physics contribution is sizeable, then in both cases g@@lgurvives, since the standard
model phases are very small.

In the tagged analysis CDF [51] introduces the phaBef@r which the following
relation to the notion in [4] holds-2s := @& — 2p5M.

OUTLOOK

In this talk we have summarized the current theoreticaustaf the lifetimes ofb-
hadrons and the mixing quantities. Our main strategy forirfigmehew physics in these
quantities is the following: New physics is expected to héneebiggest effects iV,
but due to the decay constant problem the quantity that céirses mind -AM - seems
to be not the best choice. We have argued thatMi» is theoretically very well under
control. Therefore our first choice are the quantitdsAM, ag; and ¢. Moreover the
theoretical precision in the determinationlof, can be tested directly by investigating
the lifetimes ofb-hadrons, because both quantities rely on the same theadrigtoting.
We conclude with a subjective wish-list for theory and expent:

« Perturbative calulations:
— NLO-QCD corrections for (Bg)

— complete NLO-QCD corrections farAp)
- Fgl) for Mo

- ng) for 1o
« Non perturbative calculations:
— matrix elements for(B™)/1(By)
— matrix elements for (A\p) andt(=p)
— precise and relieable values for the decay constants
— 1/mroperators fof 15, a first step in that direction has been performed in [55]

« Experiment: (ranked)
1) Precise values fa andg;

2) Precise values far(Bs) /7(Bg) andt(Ap) andAl' — a first value forr (=)
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