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Abstract

The semi-inclusive decay processes of a top quark into a charged pseudo-scalar meson

and a jet are studied within the framework of QCD factorization. The leading power of

the decay matrix elements can be factorized into heavy-to-light quark transition current

and a hadron matrix element up to next-to-leading order QCD corrections. We calculate

one-loop virtual corrections together with real gluon emission corrections at the αs order.

The numerical results of the branching ratios are presented for the sum of two-body and

three-body decays. We also study the energy cut-off dependence of the gluon jet. These

processes are hopeful to be detected in the near future experiments, which can serve as

probes for new physics.
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1 Introduction

As the most massive particle in the Standard Model, top quark is believed to be most sensitive

to new physics beyond the standard model. The study of top quark decay is one of the most

hot topics in both theoretical and experimental studies. Due to its very short lifetime, the

top quark decays before hadronization, making it unique among all quarks. Many studies

have focused on calculating the dominant decay process t → bW+ [1–5], which allows for the

determination of intrinsic properties such as the top quark’s mass and lifetime. Recently, there

has been growing interest in rare top quark decays [6–14], as these processes are sensitive to

new physics and can serve as probes to study beyond the Standard Model [12–14]. Among

these decays, a particularly interesting type of rare decays is the top quark semi-inclusive decay

[8–11], where the top quark decays into a single high-energy meson and a jet. Theoretically,

these processes can be computed perturbatively, while experimentally, different decay channels

can be identified by the distinct final states of the meson and jet, enabling their measurement.

There are two distinct types of the semi-inclusive decay channels of the top quark: one

involves a final state containing an up-type quark jet and a charged meson t → qM+ [8, 9],

while the other involves a final state containing a down-type quark jet and a neutral meson

t → qM0 [9–11]. In Ref. [8, 9], the leading order (LO) results for the top quark semi-inclusive

decay processes t → bM+ are presented. Ref. [10] calculates the branching ratio for the

CKM-suppressed process t → cΥ using Non-relativistic QCD (NRQCD), and discusses it in

the context of the Minimal Supersymmetric Standard Model. Ref. [11] employs the NRQCD

method to calculate the decay of a top quark into a neutral meson and an up-type quark jet,

with predictions for potential observation processes t → B̄0 + jet and t → B̄s + jet in future

experiments.

In this work, we study the top quark semi-inclusive decay t → qP+, where q = d, s, b and

P+ denotes a pseudo-scalar meson. The final states of these semi-inclusive decays include

mesons, making them suitable for calculation within the framework of QCD factorization [15–

21]. The leading order decay amplitude for t → qP+ processes can be easily factorized into

the decay constant of the final state meson and the heavy-to-light quark current. Given the

heavy mass of the top quark, the subleading power (1/mt) corrections to the t → bP+ process

are small, therefore the next-to-leading-order corrections primarily arise from the QCD loop

corrections.

In our study, we also calculate the next-to-leading order (NLO) QCD corrections to the

t → qP+ processes, where the ultraviolet divergences in the loop diagrams are renormalized

using dimensional regularization. For the infrared divergences from virtual corrections in these

processes, we eliminate them by accounting the real gluon emission. The numerical results

indicate that the branching ratios for these processes span the range of 10−16 ∼ 10−7. The

processes t → bπ+ and t → bD+
s are expected to be measurable at future colliders, such as
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the High-Luminosity Large Hadron Collider (HL-LHC) [22], Super Proton-Proton Collider

(SPPC) [23, 24] and Future Circular Collider (FCC) [25]. Some of the CKM-suppressed rare

processes are computed for the first time, which could serve as probes for new physics.

The structure of the paper is as follows: the theoretical framework, including the calculation

of the one-loop diagrams, is provided in the next section. In the third section, we present the

numerical results and a phenomenological discussion, followed by the conclusions in the final

section.

2 Theoretical framework

Both the mass of the final-state pseudo-scalar meson mP and the mass of the final-state jet

mq are much smaller than the mass of the top quark mt. Therefore, we can safely neglect

the final state masses and assume that they lie on the light-cone. The light-cone vectors are

defined as

n = (1, 0, 0, 1), n̄ = (1, 0, 0,−1), (1)

which satisfy the relations n2 = n̄2 = 0 and n · n̄ = 2. In the light-cone coordinate system,

the momentum of the final-state meson is denoted as p, aligned along the light-cone direction,

while the momentum of the quark jet is denoted as k, aligned along the anti-collinear direction:

pµ = n̄ · pn
µ

2
+ n · pn̄

µ

2
+ pµ

⊥
, kµ = n̄ · kn

µ

2
+ n · k n̄

µ

2
+ kµ

⊥
. (2)

P+

q

t

W+

Figure 1: Leading order Feynman diagram for the t → qP+ semi-inclusive decay.

In the leading power approximation, n̄ · p = n · k = mt represents the large momentum

component, while the other components are power suppressed. The momentum of the top

quark is defined as:

pµt = mtv
µ, (3)

where vµ = (1, 0, 0, 0) represents the velocity of the top quark at its rest frame. The tree-

level diagram for the semi-inclusive decay process t → qP+ is shown in Fig. 1 and the decay
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amplitude is

A(0) = −4GF√
2
Vq1q2V

∗

tq〈P+(p)
∣

∣q̄1γ
µPLq2

∣

∣0〉〈q(k)
∣

∣q̄γµPLt
∣

∣t(pt)〉, (4)

where V ∗
tq and Vq1q2 represent the CKM matrix elements, with the up-type quark q1 = u, c and

the down-type quark q, q2 = d, s, b. The q-jet is generated from the heavy-to-light current of

the top quark, while the final-state pseudo-scalar meson is produced from the W -boson. The

definition of the decay constant for the pseudo-scalar meson is given by:

〈P+(p)|q̄1γµγ5q2|0〉 = −ifPpµ, (5)

where fP represents the decay constant of the pseudo-scalar meson. In the QCD factorization

framework, the tree-level decay amplitudes of t → qP+ processes are proportional to the

meson decay constant times the quark weak transition current. We then obtain the tree-level

decay width of top quark † :

Γ(0) =
G2

Fm
3
t f

2
P

16π
|Vq1q2V

∗

tq|2. (6)

2.1 Virtual corrections

As probes for studying new physics, the experimental precision of top quark decay processes in

future colliders [22–25] requires necessitating precise calculations of the processes to improve

theoretical accuracy. As discussed in the introduction, the power correction is suppressed by

1/mt, leading to small corrections, since the mass of the top quark is much larger than the

masses of the final-state jet and meson. The QCD loop contributions constitute the main

contribution to the next-to-leading-order corrections.

The Feynman diagrams for the NLO QCD corrections to the processes t → qP+ are shown

in Fig. 2. In diagrams (b) to (e), the colored gluon is coupled to the final-state meson which is

a color singlet state; thus, the contributions from these diagrams are zero. Diagram (f) can be

absorbed into the definition of decay constants in Eq. (5). Therefore, for the process t → qP+,

it suffices to consider only diagram (a), and the one-loop result for the decay amplitude still

retains the factorization formalism as the tree-level in Eq. (4). To address the ultraviolet

divergences at the amplitude level, we employ dimensional regularization for subtraction,

working in D = 4 − 2ǫ dimension. Under the conditions of on-shell renormalization, the

wave function of the top quark is renormalized as follows:

Zt = 1− αs(µ)

4π
CF

(

4πµ2

m2
t

)ǫ(3

ǫ
+ 4− 3γ

)

. (7)

†Our formula here has a factor of 1/9 difference compared to those in ref. [8, 9].
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(a) (b) (c)

(d) (e) (f)

Figure 2: Virtual correction for semi-inclusive processes of t → qP+

where γ is the Euler’s constant. For the quark jet, we neglect its mass, resulting in renormalization

constant Zq = 1. Taking the renormalization into account, the ultraviolet divergences in our

loop diagram calculation can been removed in the standard way.

For the infrared divergence, we also work in the dimensional regularization. The decay

width in D-dimension for the NLO QCD correction can be expressed as:

Γ
(1)
virtual = −Γ(0)

m2ǫ
t

[

αs(µ)

3π

(

4πµ

mt

)2ǫ( 2

ǫ2
+

9− 4γ

ǫ
+ 4γ2 − 18γ − π2

3
+ 30

)]

, (8)

where 1/m2ǫ
t is from the two-body phase space integral in dimensions D [26]. The remaining

divergent terms in Eq. (8) correspond to infrared divergences, which require additional subtraction

from real gluon emission contributions.

2.2 Real gluon correction

As a semi-inclusive process, t → qP+ involves a heavy-to-light current t → q that exhibits a

single-jet effect. The radiation of real gluons contributes to the decay width at order O(αs),

the same order as the virtual correction, to be considered together. In the calculations of

Section 2.1, we neglected the mass of the bottom quark. Under the leading order of 1/mt

power expansion, this introduces soft and collinear divergences, necessitating the introduction

of real corrections for subtraction. The Feynman diagrams for real gluon radiation in the

t → qP+ process are shown in Fig. 3. The decay width of the three body decay resulting from

4



(a) (b)

Figure 3: Real gluon emission for the semi-inclusive processes of t → qP+

the real gluon radiation in D-dimensions is given by:

Γ
(1)
real =

Γ(0)

m2ǫ
t

[

αs(µ)

3π

(

4πµ

mt

)2ǫ( 2

ǫ2
− 4γ − 9

ǫ
− 18γ + 4γ2 − 5

3
π2 + 35

)]

, (9)

where 1/m2ǫ
t is from the three-body phase space integral in dimension D [26]. It is easy to see

that the infrared divergences in the decay amplitude with virtual corrections in Eq. (8) can

be canceled by the real gluon corrections from three-body radiation in Eq. (9), if we sum the

one-loop corrections for the two-body decay and three-body decay processes. In this way, we

obtain a finite total decay width at the αs order:

Γ = Γ(0) + Γ
(1)
virtual + Γ

(1)
real = Γ(0)

[

1 +
αs(µ)

3π

(

− 4

3
π2 + 5

)]

+O(α2
s). (10)

3 Numerical results

In the calculation of the previous section, we presented the decay width for t → qP+ up

to O(αs). To compute the numerical results for the branching ratios, we need to introduce

input parameters, which are detailed in Table 1. The strong coupling constant is chosen as

αs(m̂t) = 0.1090±0.0014 [29]. According to the Eq. (6) and (10), the numerical results for the

decay width at LO and NLO precision are shown in Table 2. The NLO corrections contribute

approximately 10% compared to LO one. Some of the decay channels have been calculated at

LO in ref. [8, 9]. We list their results also in Table 2. There is almost one order magnitude

difference between their results with ours, due to the factor of 1/9 difference in Eq. (6).

Among all the decay channels, processes t → bπ+ and t → bD+
s have the largest branching

ratios, while other processes are suppressed by the CKM matrix elements. Recent experiments

have indicated that the decay processes of the Ds meson series can be measured at the LHC

using the ATLAS [30] and CMS [31] detectors. At the high luminosity LHC in the near
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Table 1: Input parameters in the numerical calculations.

fπ = 130.2 ± 0.8MeV [27] fK = 155.7 ± 0.7MeV [27]

fD = 212.0 ± 0.7MeV [27] fDs
= 249.9 ± 0.5MeV [27]

fB = 190.0 ± 1.30MeV [27] fBc
= 434.0 ± 15.0MeV [28]

GF = 1.1663788 × 10−5 GeV−2 [29] Γt = 1.42+0.19
−0.15 GeV [29]

mt = 172.57 ± 0.29GeV [29] mb = 4.78 ± 0.06GeV [29]

|Vud| = 0.97367 ± 0.00032 [29] |Vus| = 0.22431 ± 0.00085 [29]

|Vub| = (3.82 ± 0.20) × 10−3 [29] |Vcd| = 0.221 ± 0.004 [29]

|Vcs| = 0.975 ± 0.006 [29] |Vcb| = (41.1 ± 1.2)× 10−3 [29]

|Vtd| = (8.6 ± 0.2)× 10−3 [29] |Vts| = (41.5 ± 0.9) × 10−3 [29]

|Vtb| = 1.010 ± 0.027 [29]

future, the experiments with the highest top quark production rates are the ATLAS and CMS

collaborations. The process t → bπ+ and t → bD+
s are the most likely to be measured in near

future experiments. Other decay processes with CKM suppression, are possible to be detected

in future Super Proton-Proton Collider (SPPC) [23, 24] and Future Circular Collider (FCC)

[25] with very high energy and high luminosity [9].

In the calculations of the previous section, we included the contributions from three-

body radiation corrections to cancel the infrared divergences, which introduces part of the

three-body corrections. In hadron colliders, there are too many jets from QCD background.

Experimentally the signal background ratio for two jets final state is lower than the single jet

final state. In any detector, there is an energy cut for a jet. Thus in our case, if the gluon

jet energy is below the detector’s gluon energy threshold, experiments treat this event as two

body decay, even if theoretically it is three body decay. To compare with experimental results,

it is necessary to subtract the contributions from real gluons with energies above the detector’s

gluon energy threshold.
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Table 2: Branching fractions of top quark semi-inclusive decay at leading order (LO) and
next-to-leading order precision (NLO), comparing with previous results.

Branching fraction LO (This work) NLO (This work) LO [8] LO [9]

Br(t → bπ+) 1.60+0.19
−0.23 × 10−7 1.45+0.17

−0.21 × 10−7 4.0× 10−8 1.9× 10−8

Br(t → bK+) 1.22+0.14
−0.18 × 10−8 1.10+0.13

−0.16 × 10−8 – 1.4× 10−9

Br(t → bD+) 2.20+0.27
−0.33 × 10−8 1.99+0.25

−0.30 × 10−8 – 2.6× 10−9

Br(t → bD+
s ) 5.93+0.71

−0.86 × 10−7 5.37+0.64
−0.78 × 10−7 2.0× 10−7 6.9× 10−8

Br(t → bB+) 5.26+0.84
−0.94 × 10−12 4.77+0.76

−0.85 × 10−12 – 6.1 × 10−13

Br(t → bB+
c ) 3.18+0.47

−0.54 × 10−9 2.88+0.43
−0.49 × 10−9 – 3.6 × 10−10

Br(t → sπ+) 2.71+0.31
−0.38 × 10−10 2.46+0.28

−0.35 × 10−10 – –

Br(t → sK+) 2.06+0.24
−0.29 × 10−11 1.86+0.21

−0.26 × 10−11 – –

Br(t → sD+) 3.70+0.44
−0.54 × 10−11 3.35+0.40

−0.49 × 10−11 – –

Br(t → sD+
s ) 1.00+0.12

−0.14 × 10−9 9.07+1.04
−1.28 × 10−10 – –

Br(t → sB+) 8.89+1.38
−1.56 × 10−15 8.05+1.25

−1.42 × 10−15 – –

Br(t → sB+
c ) 5.37+0.78

−0.90 × 10−12 4.86+0.71
−0.81 × 10−12 – –

Br(t → dπ+) 1.16+0.14
−0.17 × 10−11 1.05+0.12

−0.15 × 10−11 – –

Br(t → dK+) 8.84+1.03
−1.26 × 10−13 8.00+0.93

−1.14 × 10−13 – –

Br(t → dD+) 1.59+0.19
−0.23 × 10−12 1.44+0.17

−0.21 × 10−12 – –

Br(t → dD+
s ) 4.30+0.50

−0.61 × 10−11 3.90+0.45
−0.55 × 10−11 – –

Br(t → dB+) 3.82+0.60
−0.67 × 10−16 3.46+0.54

−0.61 × 10−16 – –

Br(t → dB+
c ) 2.31+0.34

−0.39 × 10−13 2.09+0.31
−0.35 × 10−13 – –

This energy threshold for jets are usually detector dependent [32, 33]. In our calculation,

We set the gluon energy cutoff thresholds to δ=20, 25, 30GeV, respectively. The branching
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Table 3: Branching fractions of t → bπ+ and t → bD+
s decay with gluon energy cut δ = 20,

25, 30 GeV, respectively.

Branching fraction NLO (δ = 20GeV) NLO (δ = 25GeV) NLO (δ = 30GeV)

Br(t → bπ+) 8.39+1.10
−1.09 × 10−8 (9.89 ± 1.29) × 10−8 (1.10 ± 0.14) × 10−7

Br(t → bD+
s ) 3.10+0.41

−0.40 × 10−7 (3.65 ± 0.48) × 10−7 (4.05 ± 0.53) × 10−7

ratios of t → bπ+ and t → bD+
s processes with such different energy cuts are presented in

Table 3. To avoid collinear divergences in our calculation, we retain the mass of the bottom

quark [34] in the t → bπ+ and t → bD+
s processes. From Table 3, one can see that the

branching ratios of experimental detectable two body decays have around 20% differences for

different energy cut of gluon jet.

4 Conclusion

In this work, we have calculated the NLO corrections to the top quark semi-inclusive decay

t → qP+. Within the framework of QCD factorization, the leading power matrix element is

factorized into inclusive and exclusive components up to NLO. The ultraviolet and infrared

divergences at NLO are canceled in the computation of the leading power decay width. We

present numerical results for the branching fractions of the two body semi-inclusive processes,

including the corresponding real gluon emission three body decays. The branching ratios for

these processes span a wide range, from 10−16 to 10−7, due to quite different CKM matrix

elements.

For the t → bπ+ and t → bD+
s processes, with the largest CKM matrix elements, we

provide their branching ratio dependence on the cutoff gluon energy, anticipating that they

could be measured at the near future experiments. These results provide a chance to test the

factorization theorem in semi-inclusive processes, which could also serve as a probe for new

physics.
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