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Heavy Flavor Physics

1. Introduction

There has been significant experimental progress owingetodimarkable success in B fac-
tories. Recently there appeared measurements of the nfssmiieAmg, from CDF [1] , Belle
measurements of the pure leptonic deBay tv [P], and the FCN® — p, wy . Also, siN2@) =
sm(2p3)was measured with improved precisions. The semileptociasive and exclusive decays
b — c,u were also measured with much higher accuracies. We canfadheraverconstrain the
CKM matrix elements with the present experimental datas Wiil be a good test for QCD calcu-
lation , the standard model, and the physics beyond the atdmdodel.

The CP asymmetnAcp(B — J/YK) , the mass differencAmg_q, the branching fraction of
the pure leptonic decayd(B — 17 v;), and differential decay rates for various semileptonic B
decays can be written as

Acp(B — J/WK) O sin(2g) = sin(2B)
Amg, = (known factors)me, f2 Bg,[VisVi|,
Amg Ms|* me, fBz‘sBBs
Amg,  |Via|? Mg, f4 Bs,’

GZmg? m2
BB T V) = F BT T
( ) ( e

o 18V T

dr(B — DWlv) (w? —1)Y/2F2(w) ForB— D*

= (known factors)|Vcb|2{

aw (W2 —1)%2F2(w) ForB—D '’
CJFJST—Z:(%\/) = (known factors)Ve|mp[1 -+ (functior;ngl, A2) +-,
dF(Bd:zmv) _ (j:lfrg‘(v_kn)z_m%‘3/2‘vub’2’f+(q2)’2’
CﬁggTw — (known factors)Vyp|?mp[1+ (functior;é)f)\l, A2) .

The unitarity of the CKM matrix implies thaMyp| = 1+ O(A%4) and Ms| = [Vep|(1+ O(A2)),
Vub| = [Vep|A (p —in) and Mq| = [Vep|A (1 — p —in + O(A?)) using the Wolfenstein parameteri-
zation. Thus, there are 11 independent experimental dat ioknown CKM parameter®/e|,
p andn in Wolfenstein parameterization. First, &) = sin(2), which is a function ofp and
n can be determined purely from experiment. In order to ddaterthe CKM parameters from
other channels, we need to know the hadronic parameterslettay constantés,, fg,, the Bag
parameter8g,, Bg,, and the semileptonic form factols F., andf*. HQET parametersy, Ay, A,
are also needed but they can be determined from experinmre aking the moments in inclusive
semileptonic decays or rare decays.

In fact, we already have strong constraints framg_/Amg, = 17.317333(stat) + 0.07ps™?
, siN2@1) = sin(2B) = 0.694+ 0.03, and|Vy| = [4.45+ 0.045 x 102 with inclusive B — Xlv
decay.

As can be seen from Fifj. 1, the results are consistent witaritgiwith 2 o level. However, it
is also true that there is still large room for new physicgic8ithe error is dominated by theory ex-
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Figure 1: Constraints on the unitarity triangle. The bands show beatd.o level.

cept for sif2¢) = sin(2p), it is crucial to reduce the theoretical errors in the lattietermination
of weak matrix elements for heavy flavor physics for morenget tests of the standard model
and the physics beyond.

2. Heavy quark formalismsfor heavy-light systems

2.1 Lattice NRQCD

Lattice NRQCD action is a discretized version of nonrelatig effective action which is ap-
plicable for the heavy quark mass whose spatial momentanaafles than the mass. The expan-
sion parameter is the velocity of the heavy quark for quaigkandA /mfor the heavy-light system
whereA\ is the typical momenta for all the light degrees of freedomc&it is a nonrenormalizable
theory, one cannot take the continuum limit. Also the acaod operator can be matched to full
QCD only by perturbation theory. In order to control the digization errors the action is often
highly improved at the tree level. The dominant source afrsrare perturbative errors.

2.2 Rdativistic heavy quark (RHQ) formalism

The Femilab action[J3] , AKT actior{][4] , and the relativistieavy quark(called RHQ) action
[A] by RBC collaboration are the formalisms for heavy quaskig improved Wilson fermion with
suitably chosen improvement coefficients. The three foatirs are essentially the same in the
sense that they are Synamzik effective action applicablguarks with small spatial momenta
|ap| < 1 where the coefficients are mass dependent. These acti@uhgyninterpolate the static
guark and light quark. Therefore one can in principle takecthntinuum limit without encountering
the breakdown of the theory. However, since the discreétizand perturbative error of the physical
observable depend am, how the B meson physical observable approach to the camtirdumit
is nontrivial.

The discretization and perturbative errors are expectée small by order estimation. Partial
non perturbative (wavefunction) renormilzation uszﬂi”pe” is useful. For higher accuracy both
the discretization and perturbative error should be redlukceorder to reduce the perturbative error
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either two-loop calculation which is possible only by autded procedur€]][5] or nonperturbative
renormalization. To reduce the discretization error farttmprovement by adding more terms is
necessary. This is perused by FNAL, CP-PACS and RBC colidions.

Lin and Christ [B][¥] determined the coefficients of the RiGtion nonperturbatively in
guenched QCD.

1
2

4

_ L= - [ i
S= thlmo+ o+ {y-D - 58D5 — 5D° 5 sceaonfo — 5 HcedoiFlun  (2)

They show that one can sgt = cg = cp by shifting ce andcg by field transformations

Y — (1-2°y,y"|[D', DY)y, (2.2)
L)U_> (1_a2[y|7yUHD|7DJ]EB)w’ (23)
so that only three parametess ¢ , cp should be tuned.

In order to determined the parameters nonperturbativiedy, tarry out the step scaling in three
steps. In step 1, one starts with a very fine lattice in smdilinmme on whicham < 1 is satisfied

finer lattice coarser lattice
L(fm) | size Aoy sinze Ay (GEV)

Stepl 09 |24°x48 5.4GeV|16°x32 3.6

Step2 1.3 |243x48 3.6GeV| 16°x32 2.4

Step3 2.0 |243x48 2.4GeV|16°x32 1.6

Table 1: lattice setup for step scaling

so that one can describe the heavy quark using Domain Waliderwith controlled discretization
error. One can then match the coefficients of the RHQ actioa oparser lattice for the same
volume using one shell quantities: (1) the spin averageddts mass for heavy-heavy and heavy-
light system, (2) hyperfine splitting for heavy-heavy andhelight system, (3) the spin-orbit
average and splitting for heavy-heavy system, and (4) thgedsion relation. In step 2, 3 and so
on, they can repeat similar procedure to match RHQ on adati®HQ on an even coarser lattice.
They demonstrate that one can actually determine the p&eeneith reasonable accuracy and
obtain improvements in charmonium spectrum compared teetmoth perturbatively determined
parameters. This method is quite similar to nonperturbatfQET by Alpha collaboration which
will be explained later. However, at the moment the stepirsgdlinction is defined not in the
continuum limit but a fixed lattice spacing assuming diszegion error is under control. It will
be important to have theoretical understanding about hensyistematic errors in the matching
procedure can be controlled in this method.

2.3 Method with nonperturbative accuracy

Rome Il group [B],[P] proposed a method to compute B physizseovables with nonperturba-
tive accuracy based on finite size scaling. Consider a phlysitservable’ (Ep, E|) which depends
on two largely separated energy scdteandEn(E; < Ep). They assume that the finite size effects
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has a mild dependence on high energy s&aleThen Finite size effects can be obtained from the
ratio g, of the observable in two different volunteand 2.

O(Ey,En,2L)
E,EhL) = ——"7>—= 2.4
0g(E,En,L) GG En D) (2.4)
WhenE, < Ej the finite size correction can be expanded as
a@(E,L) a@E,L
00 (ELEnL) = 0y (5, L) + T E:D) a7 (EL) (2.5)

En Eﬁ

In the case of heavy-light meson almost at rest, the highggnguantity Ey, is the heavy quark
mass and the assumption that one can expand the physicabatiseratio in ¥mis justified by
HQET. Using the step scaling functiary one can obtain the physical observable in infinitely large
volume as

O(E1,En,Lw) = O(E,En,Lo)0s(El,En,Lo) 06 (Er, En, 2Lo) - -- (2.6)

When the volume i%g small one can carry out lattice calculation with a cut off iml&rger than
E;, with reasonable numerical cost so that one can compute tysgalh observable directly at
energy scaldy, using the formalism of nonperturbatively O(a)-improvedddi fermion. But as
the volume gets larger through step scaling at some pbinti®ecomes too large one cannot afford
very small lattice spacing so that direct computation bezohopeless. However, one can always
find a lower energy scalEr(]k) < En where direct calculation is possible. In this case one can us
Eq.[2.b to extrapolate, (E, Er(]k),szo) to g,(E), En, 2KLo). Since each step can be extrapolated in
the continuum with nonperturbatively O(a)-improved Wiidermion, the only systematic error in
this procedure is the extrapolation ifi,. However, in order to take the continuum limit one has to
know the parameter of constant physics so that one shouldl fremaster formuldgcp scale and
renormalization invariant quark mass as functions of thre bauge coupling% and the bare quark
massimg. They find that in the case of the mass and the decay constéme & meson mass one
can practically control the extrapolation error at the l@fdew percent accuracy. The advantage
is that this method is simple and promising. Probably, thg Berameters, and form factors at zero
recoil also fall into this category. Form factors for nona@egcoil may be challenging.

The Alpha collaboration proposes HQET with nonperturtgagiecuracy [[30] for high preci-
sion computation in B physics. The action of HQET can be emittvith 1/m expansion as follows

n
L=Llga+ S LY, (2.7)
2
Laa = Ph[Do -+ Smjt, L) = 5 V'L (2:8)
L") are the ¥m" correction termsy'”’ are their coefficients.

— 1 -
L = ghl~ 50 Blgh, Ly = gh[-3D?yn. @9)

Since the static theory has a continuum limit and is a rentizatde theory, if we expand the
1/m correction terms systematically to a fixed ordexs operator insertions, one can renormalize
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all the physical observable and take the continuum limita Mery small volume where one can
afford sufficiently fine lattice, the renormalization paetar can be determined nonperturbatively
by carrying out QCD simulation for heavy quark wif(a)-improved Wilson and imposing the
matching condition for a set of physical observaljlég(M,Ly)} as,

1
mn+1

®HET (M, Lg) = dXP (M, Lo) + O ),k=1,...,Nq (2.10)

After matching QCD to HQET in small volume with lattice sikg, one can then define the

step scaling functiof as

®HET (M, 2L0) = Fk(CDEQET(M,Lo))—i—O(ﬁ),k: 1,...,Nq (2.11)
By repeating this step, one can determine the matching t'tonsliforoq(") for large and coarse
lattices where one wants to carry out lattice simulationrimgieach step one can take the contin-
uum limit so that the only systematic error is the truncagoror in 1/M. To control the truncation
error 1/M < Lo is required which restricts the smallest possibjeas a function oM. This is
in principle possible, but when one goes to higher order mgixivith lower dimension operators
through power divergences may give numerical difficultythed the calculation is technically more
demanding.

In this conference Guazzini et gl. [11] reported their psaddor further improvements. They
combine the Rome Il method and Alpha collaboration methadbd more precise, they basically
follow the Rome Il method, but hey also compute step scalingtion o using nonperturbative
HQET in the static limit. When they estimate the heavy quadssndependence of the finite size
correction, instead of extrapolating in 1/M, they make liptdation using the static result as an
additional input.

3. Heavy-light decay constants

3.1 fp,, fg, in quenched QCD

The determination of the heavy-light decay constants wathperturbative accuracies is one
of the most important progress.

Since the charm quark is of order 1 GeV, the decay condiaim quenched approximation can
be computed including nonperturbatively including thetoarum limit with the present computer
resources. Alpha collaboratiof J12]'s result far! = 2 — 4 GeV with O(a)-improved Wilson
fermion is

fp, = 252(9) MeV . (3.1)

The Rome I group[[9] computed the heavy-light decay coristam quenched QCD using
O(a)-improved Wilson fermion by step scaling method. The obseler is the nonpertubatively
improved heavy-light axial vector current in SF boundamyvanishing boundary gauge field with
periodic spatial boundary condition for fermions. Theygared three different size far® x 2L
volume withLy = 0.4,L1 = 0.8,L, = 1.6 fm for step scaling. The lattice spacings and RGI heavy
quark masses a@= 0.012— 0.033fm, m*® = 1.6 — 7.0 GeV forL = Lo, a = 0.05— 0.10fm,



Heavy Flavor Physics

mRe = 2.0-3.5 for L =L; anda=0.10— 0.20fm, m*® =1.3—2.0 forL = L, . Defining the
finite volume corrections factors with the ratio of the decapstants for two different volumes as
o(Lo) = fes(2L0) ando(L;) = fesll=)  the decay constant in the infinite volume can be obtained as

— fas(Lo) = Tas(2Lo)
fB,(Leo) = fB,(Lo) 0 (Lo)O (L) (3.2)
The resultis
fai(Lo) = 4752)MeV, fp,(Lo) = 644(3)MeV (3.3)
O'BS(L]_) = 0.417(3), O'DS(L]_) = 0.414(3) (34)
og,(L1) =0.97(3), op,(L1) =0.90(2). (3.5

As it turned out, the heavy quark mass dependence of the caédipgs function are indeed small,
which justified the extrapolation. Combining these results

fg, = 192(6)(4)MeV, fp, = 2405)(5)MeV. (3.6)

Alpha collaboration[[13] compute static heavy-light decapstant with lattice HQET which is
matched to QCD with nonperturbative accuracy by Schrodifigestional method. They computed
the renormalization group invariant matrix eleme#& which can be related to the decay constant
by a matching facto€ps [[4] asPEE, = fps,/Mps/Cps and obtain

D& = 1.74(13) (3.7)

N
T

—
@
T

Fy = 206(10) MeV

—
2]
T

r3/% Fps %/ Cpg
»
T

—
N
T

—

0 0.1 0.2 0.3
1/ry mpg

Figure 2: Interpolation of static and relativistic results of hedight decay constant to obtaifs,. Figure
taken from [1p].

Alpha collaboration[[J5] also computed the decay constante charm quark mass regime,
i.e.mg=1.7—2.6 GeV, at four lattice spacings in the rargye: 0.05— 0.1 fm usingO(a)-improved
Wilson fermion for both the heavy and the light quarks. Theyrtinterpolated the decay constants
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in the static limit and those for finite quark mass to obt&in They found that both linear and
guadratic interpolations lead to

fg, = 206(10)MeV. (3.8)

usingrg = 0.5 fm for the scale input. as shown in Fig.2.

Guazzini et al.[[11] reported a quenched studyfgfwith nonperturbative accuracy. Their
approach uses the combination of the two methods. They centipel heavy-light decay constants
in finite volumes both for the relativistic and static heawarks to the step scaling and “interpolate”
the finite volume correctiorfg, to using both the relativistic and the static. They computet
2 point functions for static and relativistic heavy-lightia current with Schrodinger boundary
conditions, where the boundary gauge fieltlss C’' = 0 and periodic boundary condition in the
spatial direction® = 0O for the light quark. The data for relativistic heavy-lightrrent is obtained
by the reanalysis of those by Rome Il collaboratiph [9]. Tie&pse fr /My for the physical
observable rather thafy . Thus finite size correctiongy, o, are defined by the ratio dfy /My
for different volumes as

_ fh|(2L0)\/ rnnI(ZI-O) (L) /i (L)
7= o (Lo) M (Lo) * 72~ TeslZo)vmi(2Lo) (3.9)

the infinite volume can be obtained as
fBS(Loo)\/ mBS(Lw) = fBS(LO)\ / mBS(Lo)O']_O'z. (310)

As shown in Figs.3, the heavy quark mass dependences of itieesfire corrections have much
better control with the help of static results. Their préfiary quenched result is

fg, = 186+ 6 MeV from Static + Rome |l (3.11)
fg, =195+ 11 MeV  from only Rome I (3.12)

which are consistent with previous results by Rome Il and lpha collaborations.

There are also calculations of heavy-light decay constaitts Ginsparg-Wilson fermions.
The RBC collaboration[[16] has carried out a quenched stfdy meson using domain wall
fermion and DBW?2 gauge action. The quark mass ranges fngm 3ms ~ 2mg and the lattice
spacing isa ~ 3 GeV. Using the nonperturbative renormalization factartfe light-light axial
vector current[[47] and giving the mass correction as

Zl — z)lmonpert ZqDWF (a"héaw)7 (3.13)
Zq.DWF (amlght)

their result is
fp, = 254(4)(12) MeV, (3.14)

where the errors are statistical, and systematic errorsu &hal. [1$], [1] also computedp in
quenched QCD using the optimal domain-wall fermion on ackativith a—* = 2.2(GeV) for 30
quark masseam, = 0.03— 0.80 usingf; as scale input to find

fo, = 266(10)(18) MeV, (3.15)

where the errors are statistical, and systematic errors.
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Plot of LA for the meson decay constant, static + Romell
13 T T T T

Without static If: 1.194(13)

With static If: 1.2050(88)

1161 E
114F E
1120 —— With static gf | _|
With static If
Without static
t 6 0. 52 0.64 O.‘06 0. ‘08 011 o.‘12 0.14
X
l/(L1 MPS(Ll))
o%) = —1.194(13) without the static point O(Ls) =O(Lg)o(2Lg)o(Loso)
o = —1.2050(88) static point included
oo Decay constant: Static + Step scaling
Plot of g, for the meson decay constant, static + Romell
T T T T T
Without static If: 1.002(54)
With static If: 0.935(29)
11t B
105 B
o 1f 1
095 | ///;JJ,#)‘;, I —— 7
i T —

0.851 With static gf | 7

With static If

Without static

08 0 001 002 003 002 008 006 007 0.08
*|
l/(2L1 MPS(ZLl))
o5 =1.002 + 0.054 without static O(Loo) =O(Lg)o(2Lg)o(Loo)

012) = 0.935 4+ 0.029 static included

Figure 3: 1/M interpolation of the finite size correctiomg(top) ando,(bottom) for fg, , /Me,. Figures from
Guazzini's talk.

3.2 fp,, fg in unquenched QCD

FNAL/MILC collaboration [2D] reported preliminary resslof fg_ for n¢ = 2+ 1 flavor QCD
with MILC configuration. They use fermilab formalism for theavy quark and improved stag-
gered for the light quark. The lattice spacings are 0.09012 0.15 fm. The renormalization

factorZ, is taken to be
Z3 = p0\/23°z, (3.16)
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wherezy’s are computed nonperturbatively and the remaining paits computed by one-loop
perturbation theory. Their preliminary result is

fg, = 2537)(41) MeV, fg,/ o, = 0.99(2)(6), (3.17)

where the errors are statistical error and systematicserror

®(1)/ By -

1.5 —

SF scheme, N;=2 |
1-loop 7. R—loop B

2—loop 7, 3—loop B 7
L | |
10 100

/U'/A 1000

Figure4: Step scaling of heavy-light axial current. Figure provithgd). Heitger.

Alpha collaboration [[41] computed the renormalizationtéador the static heavy-light axial
vector currenZ3® for ny = 2 unquenched QCD. Their preliminary result is shown in FigT Heir
preliminary result is

D(Lmax)/ Prai = 1.14(1), (3.18)

whereL g is the physical lattice size in which one wants to carry oet itatrix element calcu-
lation. Using this result, once the large volume= 2 unquenched calculatioi = 5.3 for the
regularization dependent renomalization fad@f (Lmax,do) and the lattice bare matrix element
fga VME.)'® (Lmex, o) is done, one can obtain the static heavy-light decay conatan

b
fgsat v mBs - CPSqJ(LRnC:X) Zzat(l-maMgO)(fBgsat mBs)Iat(LmaX7 gO)’ (319)

whereCps is perturbatively calculable conversion factor. The lavgkimen; = 2 simulation is
now in progress fofs = 5.3.

3.3 Discussion on fg,, fp, results

Fig. 5 show the summary of decay constafis fp, in quenchedns = 2 unquenched, and
ns = 2+ 1 unquenched lattice QCD. It should be noted that the quehct®ilts are getting very
precise owing to the recent developments with finite volueatimique which allows us to compute

10



Heavy Flavor Physics

T T [ T T T [ T T T [ T T T [T

I
B e e A B s s s e Nf:0
N=0 JLOCD(1999) &
! . e
FNAL(199: - A
(1998) FNAL(11998) —e—
CP-PACS(2001) { MILC%QQS 06—
—oe— CP-PACS(2000 o
M”'.C(Z.OOZ) Becirevic eﬂ al.él)998) —a
Becirevic et al.(1998)—&— Lellouch-Lin(2000) 5
Lellouch-Lin(2000) | —z— Becirevic et al.(2000) —H——
Becirevic et al.(2000) g5 de Divitiis et al.(2003) H&-
de Divitiis et al.(2003) ¢ Alpha(2003)
Alpha(2003) Guzziani et al.
N=2 N=2
f CP-PAC(S(20()JO)
CP-PACS(2001) 7Y | JLQCD(2003 ” ®
MILC(2002) —— CP-PACS(2001) e
MILC(2002) —e—
N=2+1
Aubin et al. (2005)  +—@— Nf: 2+1
F——
| S W T KT T W W NN S AT S N W SR 1H|?Q(1:D1(ZQO%)1111111111111
160 200 240 280 320 120 160 200 240 280
fp, MeV] fg [MeV]

Figure 5: Decay constantfp,(left), fa(right)
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Figure 6: Comparison of 1/m dependencefof/m

nonperturbatively renormalized heavy-light decay camtstén the continuum limit as discussed in
the previous subsection. We take the average of the resoitsRome Il and Alpha collaboration
as the best result in quenched approximation,

ng=0
fé‘;zo = 194(6) MeV, fS;:O = 2456) MeV, <%> —0.80(6),
D

S

In the unquenched case, the decay constants have largexfeoro perturbative matching. | would
quote the average of HPQCD/MILC and FNAL/MILC results figrand FNAL/MILC results for
fp as the best value. However, since the best result come frersatime configuration, it would be

11
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worthwhile to study the heavy quark mass dependencenaddpendence based on the collection

of results from various collaborations.

ne  Group heavy light =

0 MILC [R3] Wilson ~ Wilson  0.89(4)
FNAL [§4] fermilab  clover 0.88(3)
Lellouch-Lin [23]  clover  clover 0.82(5)
Rome I [9] clover  clover 0.80(4)
Alpha [15] clover clover 0.81(6)
Romell+Alpha [I]L] clover clover 0.76(3)

2 MILC [4] Wilson  Wilson  0.92(7)

2+1 FNAL/MILC [RQ] fermilab Imp Stag 0.99(2)(6)

Table 2: The decay constant rati@,/ fp,.

Table 2 shows the ratio dk,/ fp,. Recent quenched calculations show smaller valué;%iof
Fig. 6 shows the comparison of ¥ dependence ost\/WBS in quenched QCD near the static
limit by Alpha, Rome I, FNAL, Collin’s et al. and JLQCD. It cabe seen that the/M slope is
consistently small independent of the action or collabonst Parameterizing

C
ooy / e, = (fooy / g ) S (L — == +---),

3.20
e (3.20)

both the Alpha collaboration and Collins et al give the slope; ~ 0.5— 0.6 GeV.

MILC results forn; = 2 suggest that sea quark effects may incre%;sé)ut not significantly
due to the error. On the other hand, FNAL/MILC preliminary= 2+ 1 result presented in this
conference suggests a significant increase |qf19nel-|owever one should bear in mind that the the

systematic error is slightly different for B and D in ferntildormalism so that some consistency
check is desired.

ng=2

Group heavy a linput fEn‘izo :3?:0 fisnf:o
Bs Ds Bs
JLQCD 271, @8] NRQCD m, 1.13(5) -
CP-PACS [29] NRQCD o 1.10(5) -
HPQCD ] NRQCD rq - ~ 1.15
CP-PACS [31] fermilab m, 1.14(5) 1.07(5) -
MILC [£3], [f§]  Wilson  fy 1.09(5) 1.08(5) -

Table 3: ny dependence ofi,, fp,.

Table 3 is the collection of thes dependence of the heavy-light decay constégtsfp, using
the same gauge and fermion action by the same group. It istsakif the scale is set by the low
energy inputs, turning on the sea quark effects frore= 0 tons = n+-2 to increasedg, by 10-15%

, While the increase is not significant fég

12

.- It is quite natural to expect the size of the sea quark
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effects for fp, should be something between that fgf and fx. And with the low energy inputs
fk receives almost no sea quark effects by definition, the saekaifects forfg, should be larger
than for fp,, which explains the above observations.

From Tableg 3]3, 3 3, we also estimate the ratio of decayt@otssas

Qf:2 fnf =2
%= 112(5), % =1.08(5), (3.21)
far~ for
ng=2+1 fnf =241
B =115(5), % =110(5). (3.22)
fol~ fos

This can give an educated guessripr= 2 decay constants. However, there are several uncertain-
ties in this argument. First, the up/down sea quark masshuhquenched configuration other
than MILC may not small enough to fully reproduce the seakje#fects. Also when one uses low
energy inputs the scale suffer from the chiral extrapafatiocertainty. Although Sommer scale

ro is relatively stable, but the phenomenological valueget 0.5 fm also suffer from uncertainty
which is typically 10%. Our educated guess fipr= 2 results are

fa 2 =217(12)(22) MeV, fp' "~ = 265(14)(27) MeV, (3.23)
for 2" = 22317)(22) MevV, f{!~% = 270(18)(27) MeV, (3.24)
where the second error is added to take account the scalgaintes of order 10%. On the other

hand the average based on the actual data of decay constgntif + 1 QCD by FNAL/MILC
and FNAL/MILC collaborations are

fa - =260(30) MeV, fp' =" = 249(16) MeV, (3.25)

which is marginally consistent with our estimate withinaes. Combining my educated guess and
HPQCD/MILC, FNAL/MILC results my 'world average’ would be

fa 2"t = 240(30) MeV, fy' 2" = 260(20) MeV. (3.26)

3.4 chiral extrapolation

In order to obtainfg, and fp, one has to take the chiral extrapolation. This offers arrathe
portant issue for precise determination of the decay cohstaddition to the problems discussed
for fg, and fp,. The correct answer can only be obtained with unquenchedletibn. The chiral
perturbation theory tells us that the chiral logarithmicreotions to the SU(3) breaking ratio of the
decay constants i B3]

fey/MB; 1+ 3¢ mg
fory My 44T (3’“2'9 ‘2’“2'09 m2'°9—> - (327)

FNAL/MILC collaboration [20] reported preliminary resslfromn; = 2+ 1 heavy-light de-
cay constants in the previous subsection. With the stadgguark the pseudoscalar mesons for
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each flavor quantum numbdi) has 16 tastes labeled By= P, A T,V,I. Their masses are splitted
as

M = (Mo +My) U +8%A¢, E =PAT,V,I (3.28)

The staggered chiral perturbation theory suggests thaqubek mass dependence of the heavy-
light decay constarby, = qu\/mH_q is

&fn,

P, = Py 1+ 16212

+ analytic termg, (3.29)
where the explicit form o fy,, which is the analog of the chiral log in the continuum chiral
perturbation theory, can be obtain from staggered chinduggation theory[[35]. Due to the taste
symmetry breaking ab(a?) terms they have many parametersddeffects which have to be fitted
from the lattice spacing dependence of the lattice data.eSmmameters can be obtained from the
pion system but other parameters have to be fitted from tleeaddhe heavy-light decay constants
themselves. Their preliminary results are

(fo./ fo )M =21 = 1.21(1)(4). (fa,/fg,)™ =2t = 1.27(2)(6), (3.30)

where the errors are statistical and systematic errors.

Gadiyak and Loktik [3R] made a; = 2 unquenched study of SU(3) breaking effect using
domain wall fermion and DBW?2 gauge action. The quark masgasifromm; = 490,610,700
MeV and the lattice spacing &~ 1.69(5) GeV. They found that

(fa,/ T, )™ ~2 = 1.29(4)(4)(2). (3.31)
Group heavy light N¢ fe./ fB, visible chiral log
CP-PACSS[[29] NQCD clover 2 1.18(2)(2) NO
CP-PACS [31L] fermilab  clover 2 1.20(3)(3jﬂ) NO
MILC [26] fermilab  Wilson 2 1.16(1)(2)(2)G) NO
JLQCD [28] NRQCD clover 2 1.13(3)63) NO
Gadiyak and Loktik[32] static DW 2 1.29(4)(6) NO
HPQCD/MILC [B0] NRQCD ImpStag 2+1 1.20(3)(1) YES
FNAL/MILCC [£0] fermilab Imp Stag 2+1 1.27(2)(6) YES

Table 4: SU(3) breaking ratidg,/ fg,

Tables 4,5 show the collections of the unquenched result ¢ffp, and fg,/fg,. Except
for FNAL/MILC and HPQCD/MILC, they do not observe the chita. This is natural because
other results use much heavier light quarks. Fig.7 show dineparison of the light quark mass
dependence ofg,_,/Mg,/ fg, /Mg, from JLQCD and HPQCD. They show consistent behavior for
larger light quark mass. It seems that the JLQCD result mayibsing the possible onset of chiral
log which is found by HPQCD data. However, the results with.@Iconfiguration are obtained
through the staggered chiral perturbation theory, whicluires quite complicated analysis with
many parameters. Independent calculations with otherdtisms are needed.
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Group heavy light N¢ fo./ fog visible chiral log
CP-PACSS[[31] fermilab clover 2 1.18(4)(3%) NO

MILC [2§] fermilab Wilson 2 1.141)(3) () NO
FNAL/MILC [20] fermilab Imp Stag 2+1 1.21(1)(4) YES

Table 5: SU(3) breaking ratidp,/ fp,

1.3

e JLQCD (2003)
= HPQCD (2004

15

Figure7: light quark mass dependence®ds,/®g,, where® = /Mg g .

4. Bag parameters

The bag parameters that parameterizesBﬁ}eB_g mixing amplitude are defined by

(BYb'yu(1— w)d Dlyu(1— 6)o'|BY) = §mB f2 Bs, (whereq=d,s), (4.1)
@B (1A (1 )Y = ~§m BE (wherer=""2TT)  az)
(BB (1 y5)a D} (1 - ) [BY) = imp 2 Bs . (4.3)

HPQCD [36] computed the bag parametersBeomixing calculation with improved; = 2+ 1
dynamical staggered quark. The simulation was carried singUNRQCD action for heavy quark
and AsqTad action for light quark on a20 64 lattice witha~! ~ 1.6 GeV with the valence light
quark mass ats and the ud sea quark mass &@%ns, 0.5ms. They computed the matrix elements
for three types of\B = 2 four fermion operators which correspondfBsg,, f2 2 and 2 55.

Defining AB = 2 four-fermion operators as

oL = [ qi]va[?qj]va, (4.4)
0S = [b'd]s_p[bd]s p, (4.5)
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Q3 = [Uq)s-pbld'Isp, (4.6)
OLj1= %[_D)_i_)qi]V—A[quj]V—A‘F ['gy_alOb V' Jy_a, (4.7)
081 = 5 ()5 pB]s p + Bef]s P[0 s . “.8)
Q3j1 = %[ﬁ—“qj]srp[@qi]srw[qu]&p[ﬁa vdls-p. (4.9)

wherei, j are color indices. The former three are operators in therigaatder in /M and the latter
three operators ar®(1/M) operators. The lattice operator is matched to that in theéirmam
using one-loop perturbation theory as

1

e (OL)MS = +[1+ ap](OL)er + 0oL s(OSert (4.10)
+[(OL)err — a ({15 (OL)err + {15{0er )], (4.11)
(05 = +{1-+ 0P (Ot + @pa (OLjer (4.12)
+[{OSj1)ett — a ({5 (OL)ert +{ig(OS)err)], (4.13)
i (@31 = {1+ P QB + @pot (OL ey @14)
+[(QBjL)err — (i (OL)ers + {35 (Q3)err)]. (4.15)

It should be noted that in this work dimension 7 operatorsrarleded for the first time in NRQCD.
Previous work by Hiroshima group [38] and JLQJD][$9, 28] irte only dimension 6 operators.

They find that the sea quark mass is only a few percent and thmtesult formg, = 0.25mg
as their best value.

fs.\/Be, = 0.281(20)GeV, fg_,/Bg, = 0.227(16)GeV, (4.16)
B =
fa, ES =0.29521)GeV, fg\/ 2 = 0.30521)GeV (4.17)

The key points of HPQCD'’s result is that the direct calcolatof f.iBBS gives better accuracy
than computingfg, and Bg, separately. The bag parameter has a smaller central vaiunethit
of JLQCD (¢ = 2) after including ¥M correction (dime=7 operator), which is not included in
JLQCD'’s calculation. On the other hanf, has a larger central value than JLQCD so tf@BBS

is consistent Table 6.

Bt/ BBS is related to the mass differenceBg— I§S mixing as

G2 ~
Amg, = —,f M, 3. Ba,mGy So(ME/nG) [MisVio (4.18)
B

wheren is perturbatively calculable factor ar®(m?/m,) is the Inami-Lim function. CDF[J1]
recently measured the mass difference as

Amg, = 18.3(T5)ps? (4.19)
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Combining this with recenfVy| value and CKM unitarity relation, the above equation reegiir

fs.\/Be, = 0.24520) (GeV). ~
Using heavy quark expansion the width differencdgf Bs mixing can be obtained at NLO
as

[Ves!?

<£> _ 167PB(Bs — Xev) f& mg,
M e, 9(mg/m)fico M

« <G(z)gBBS(mo) 4 Gg(z)g i%$2 +y/1— ame? /m§51/m> (420

whereg(z) = 1—8z+ 82 — Z* — 122Inz and fjcp is the short distance QCD correctiofs(2)
andGs(z) are NLO QCD corrections which appear in O, is the NLO contribution in 1my,
expansion. Using HPQCD results they predict

AT
<?> - 0.16(3)(2), (4.21)

where the second errors comes from the uncertainty in thhectoon term, /1 — 4mc2/m§51/m.

ne_ group heavy  Bg(m,) Bg(m,) Ba(my)

0 Becirevic. et al.[[37] HQET 0.87(5) 0.84(4) 0.91(8)
0 JLQCD [39] NRQCD 0.84(5) 0.85(55) -

2 JLQCD (28] NRQCD 0.85(6) - -

2+1 HPQCD [3p] NRQCD 0.76(11) 0.84(12) 0.90(13)

Table 6: The bag parameters aBfS(m,)

ng group heavy  Bg,(my)
0 UKQCD HQET  0.87(5)
0 Becirevic. etal.[37] HQET  0.87(6)
0 JLQCD [39] NRQCD 0.84(6)
2 JLQCD 28] NRQCD 0.84(6)

Table 7: The bag parameters aglf'S(m,)

Table 7 gives the summary Bg, from various collaborations. It should be noted that HPQECD’
result with I/m correction in the operator gives lower values. Further wstdading of Ymdepen-
dence is required. On the other hand, the light quark massndemce seems small from the data.
In fact, chiral perturbation theory [B3] suggests that thetiquark mass dependence is

Bg 1-— 3¢
— =14
BBd (47Tf)2

m2logmé +---. (4.22)

Sinceg ~ 0.6, The coefficient of the chiral log is very small, which agreéth the lattice results.
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5. B— mlv form factors

The matrix elemen{ri(ky)|qy,b|B(ps)) for the heavy-to-light semi-leptonic dec&y— v
is often parameterized as

m%q“ +f%(P)

() 18 pe) = 1) (po-+ kot~ TS g —

P 9", (5.1)

with pg andk; the momenta and = pg — k. The differential decay rate of the semileptonic
B® — 1Ty, decay is
1 dr G

T3 2112
NP de 247.[3“(7T’ (a7~ (5.2)

from which one can extract the CKM eleme¥ify|.

HPQCD collaboration[[40] has made a new studyBefs miv form factors using 2+1 flavor
MILC configuration witha=! = 1.6,2.3 GeV. They used NQCD action for the heavy quark and
improved staggered fermion for the light quark. The lightwdumass rangesy/ms = 0.125— 0.5
on the coarse lattice anuy/ms = 0.2 — 0.4 on the fine lattice. The heavy-light vector current
is renormalized with 1-loop matching throu@a /M) andO(aa). The chiral extrapolation is
carried out using staggered chiral perturbation theoryortter to make the analysis convenient
they parameterize the matrix element as

(m(kn)[VH|B(pg)) = +/2mg[v* f + K ], (5.3)
with
PE i _
v“:m—B, K| =k — (k- V)VH. (5.4)

In order to interpolate im?, they used several different pole model fit functions. Thet fine is
BK parameterization with three parameters wijtheg?/mg-

£(0)
A1 a®)

The second one is BZ parameterization with four parameters

fH(f) =

fO(o?) = %- (5.5)

f(0) réf
fH(g?) = -4 _ — 5.6
e T Pa-a® 58
The third one is RH parameterization with four parameters
5.6

(1-@)1-&/y)

For all three cases the parameterization is the samé&%dFirst, the momentum dependent form
factor data is interpolated to fixdgl;'s using these parameterization. Second, the chiral ligit i
taken for each fixed,; using staggered chiral perturbation thedry [35]. It turte Tesults with
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ne  Group heavy % pst
0 UKQCD [44] clover 2.30(.1)(51)
0  APE[43] clover  1.80(%)(47)
0 FNAL [£8] fermilab  1.91(15)(31)
0  JLQCD[T] NRQCD 1.71(66)(46)

2+1 HPQCD/MILC[4D] NRQCD 1.46(23)(27)
2+1 FNAL/MILC[#1] fermilab 1.83(50)

2 2
Table 8: Values for partial branching fracti Ha i/ljew ) ps ! for various lattice calculations.
ul

different parameterizations are very well consistent witbh other. Choosing BZ parameterization
for the best result, they obtain

1 qzmaX dr
Val? g digp = +4623)(27) psec’

Using the experimental data from HFAGJ4Ri(q? > 16GeV?) = 0.40(4)(4) x 1074, it leads to
Vup| = 4.22(30)(51) x 1073, (5.8)
which should be compared with FNAL/MILC resul{s41],
Vup| = 3.76(25)(65) x 102 (5.9)

(See Fig. 8). Tablf]8 shows the partial branching fractiongfo> 16Gev?2 for various lattice
calculations. So far within large errors, all the results eonsistent. The average f =2+ 1
results seems somewhat smaller than that;cE O but not significantly.

6. my

Alpha collaboration made a quenched study @flicorrections to HQET, which is an update
of last years work. Matching of QCD and HQET at small volunmtepsscaling in HQET towards
larger volume and computation ofg, in large volume and finally convert tm,. Last year they
guoted that value

S = et Y, 6.1)
i = 4.350(64)GeV, M = 0.049(29)GeV (6.2)

Guazzini et al. [11] computed the bottom quark mass usingairfinite size scaling adg.
Their preliminary results are

mEe! = 6.96(11) GeV (only Rome II) (6.3)
me = 6.89(11) GeV (Static + Rome Il) (6.4)
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o N=2+1(HPQCD) |
o N=2+1 (FNALIMILC) ]

2.5

15 20 25
Figure8: B — mv form factors innf = 2+ 1 QCD.

Kronfeld and Simone[[49] made a quenched study of HQET pame A;, andmy,. The
idea is that HQET relation the heavy-light meson mass canxjpessed as

M(m):m+ﬂ+%—d3%+0(l/n?). (6.5)

Fitting the mass dependence of the heavy-light meson frétndacalculation one can extrad
A1, andmy, in lattice scheme. Using perturbation theory one can themerd HQET parameters to
another short distance scheme free from renormalon antigigiufpplication of this method by to
n¢ = 2+ 1 unquenched QCD by Fermilab collaboration is reportedimdbnference[[50].

N¢ Renormalization Group my(my) (GeV)
mg, and HQET
0 NNLO Martinelli, Sacrahjda[[$1] 4.38(5)(10)
Non pert. Della Morte et al[ [$2] 4.350(64)
2 NNNLO Renzo et al[[§3] 4.21(3)(5)(4)
NNLO McNeile et al. [5§] 4.25(2)(10)
Y and NRQCD
2+1 NLO Gray et al.[[35] 4.4(3)
NLO Nobes, Trottier [56] 4.7(4)
Table 9: my(my)

Recently HQET parameters are extracted by the global fitoofénious moments for inclusive
B decays such a&l"), (mg") in B— Xclv or (E}), in B — Xsy . The result [57] is

M = 4.20(2)(5) GeV,
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where the first and the second errors are the experimentahancetical errors. These deter-
mination is used to improve the accuracy|\d| and|V,| determinations from inclusive semilep-
tonic decays. A better determination of HQET parameterslavprovide further improvement in
[Veo| and|Vyp| determinations, which will be possible near future. Sumnudirecent results are
given in Table 9.

7. New methods

7.1 Dispersive boundsfor form factors

The momentum range & — v form factors computed from Lattice QCD is limited by the
small recoil or largey? region. This leads to a big disadvantage because most okfegimental
data lies in large recoil region. While one can extrapolatg?iwith a fit ansatz, this will always
introduce some model dependence. Dispersive bounds is assibfe way to constrain thg?
dependence in model independent fashion using unitarity.

[t 12

Figure 9: A map fromt plane toz plane

Consider the imaginary part of the vacuum polarization @om# for the curren¥/ (x) =
uy,b(x) and a map as in Fig. 9
nHv(g) =i /d“xéq'X<0|T (VH(x)V'1(0)} |0)
= (99" — ¢"Vo?)N1(c?) + o"q" Mo(cP), (7.1)
\/t+—t—\/t+—t0 . 2
Z(t,tg) = withty = (mg£m 7.2
(t,to) \/t+—t+\/t+—to’( + = (Mg £mp)°), (7.2)
Then, from dispersion relations one obtains

o 1 02 timMy(t)
XF+(Q ) - _a(qz / dt ‘|’Q2 >
2 o 0 2 o l tlml_lo()
X(@) = 25 [Po] = ,—T/0 & Q2 7.3

with Q% = —¢? andn an isospin factor, whilgl s can be computed using OPE and perturbative
QCD. Unitarity tells us that this is equal to the sum over ladl hadronic states. and dropping all
the excited states and leaving only thetBtate gives an exact bound.

n o [(t—t)—t)P?

FL ()7 < ImAg(t),

48 3
_ —t.)]¥2
e I o < mmo), 7.4
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shows that an upper bound on the norm can be established bgiogdrecall thaiz] = 1 along
the integration contour irff (7.3)]

o= e (47 (%6%) (%) () 7

i) = [T VBT (2AL0)) (20t -Q7) (At to) 2tV 75)
@)=\ e 1 — )72 \ —Q@-t )\ to—t t—t o

Combining Eqs[7]d, 74.4[_7.5 and making change of varialiékd integration front to z
We obtain

(@fol@fo) < Xo, (Pofy |Pof,) < X, (7.6)

where J is a quantity which can be obtained using OPE andrpative QCD. The inner product
(glh) for arbitrary functiongy(z) anch(z) is defined by the integral along the unit circleziplane
as

dz

(g = | 5=(9(2)". (7.7)

P(z) = z(t,mg) is multiplied to f.. in order to remove3* pole inside the unit circle. Cauchy’s the-
orem tells that if we know additional integrated quantity{P¢; f.) with a set of known functions
{gi(2),i = 1,...,N} one can make the bound stronger as

X (Po filgr) ... (Po fifon)

<91|P.§0f+> <91|-91> (91|-9N> >0 (7.8)

<9N!P.<P+f+> <9N.\91> <9NigN>

Choosinggn(z) = P—i(w Lellouch [58] obtained stronger form factor bounds withtistical anal-
ysis. Fukunaga and Onodi [59] improved the bound using &lscekperimentatf’ spectrum as
additional inputs. Arnesen et al.[_[62] sgi(z) = 2" so that they can obtain the bound on the

coefficients of the polynomial parameterization of the fdattor (z)f(z) = S 1_oanZ" as

i\anwz <X- (7.9)

This lead to a great simplification of the problem, althougtpiactice one should truncate the
polynomial at finite order so that the one has take into addbisitruncation error as the systematic
error. Becher and Hill[[§0],[[d1] improved Arnesen et al'papach by imposing HQET power
counting to give stronger constraint than unitarity. Asmgrthat this power counting argument
correct they showed that only a few degrees in polynomiaufficient to approximate the form
factor. This statement is so far consistent with the obsiervdrom the Babar’s data in Fig. 10. Of
course one has to bear in mind that with finite set of data oneataalways exclude the possibility
that theg? spectrum @ spectrum ) has yet unobserved wiggly behavior from highéewterms in
the polynomial beyond our experimental resolution, butiitmecome more clear as experimental
data will increase.
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% |lan|? < O((A/mp)?) Becher-Hill's bound from HQET counting (7.10)
n=0
3 —
2L { -
TN } ]
S L i
o [, t 1
1H -
0 L | | | | | | | | | ]
-0.2 0 0.2
-Z

Figure 10: Plot of form factorf ™ extracted from BaBar experimental data multiplied by a fiomcPg as a
function ofz It seems to be consistent with almost linear behaviar Figures from [6lL].

Fermilab collaboration is carrying out an analysis baseBecher-Hill's idea [6B].

7.2 all-to-all propagators for heavy-light meson

TrinLat collaborations proposed to construct all-to-albbgagators by combining low mode
averaging [66], [[22] and random noise vector technique. fibise should be diluted in time,
spin and color sources. They have shown that their allitprabagator is particularly useful for
the heavy-light propagator with 20 eigen modes and singidama source per dilution for each
configuration. This method seems very promising. More @gpee in large volume is needed.

8. Summary

Experimental data are offering us a chance to overconsG&ill. Basic quantities such as
decay constant, the bag parameter, form factors , b quarkasase important in many ways.
Several different heavy quark formalism are useful for {@ea calculation are studied. New
theoretical or calculation methods are proposed to giviebatcuracy.
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