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Abstract

We revisit the theoretical predictions and the parametrization of non-local matrix

elements in rare B̄(s) → {K̄(∗), φ}`+`− and B̄(s) → {K̄∗, φ}γ decays. We improve

upon the current state of these matrix elements in two ways. First, we recalculate

the hadronic matrix elements needed at subleading power in the light-cone OPE

using B-meson light-cone sum rules. Our analytical results supersede those in the

literature. We discuss the origin of our improvements and provide numerical re-

sults for the processes under consideration. Second, we derive the first dispersive

bound on the non-local matrix elements. It provides a parametric handle on the

truncation error in extrapolations of the matrix elements to large timelike mo-

mentum transfer using the z expansion. We illustrate the power of the dispersive

bound at the hand of a simple phenomenological application. As a side result of

our work, we also provide numerical results for the Bs → φ form factors from

B-meson light-cone sum rules.
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1 Introduction

Rare B decays mediated by the partonic transition b → s`+`−, such as B̄ → K̄(∗)µ+µ− and

B̄s → φµ+µ−, are currently the most important probes of the semileptonic operators [s̄Γb][¯̀Γ′`]

in the Weak Effective Theory (WET) [1,2]. These operators may be affected by physics beyond

the Standard Model (SM) in a significant way [3–10]. However, robust conclusions about the

presence and nature of such New Physics rests upon our ability to calculate the amplitudes

with precision and accuracy [4, 11–17].

To this end, several intrinsically non-perturbative hadronic matrix elements must be cal-

culated reliably. The main contributions to these amplitudes come from the semileptonic and

electromagnetic dipole operators, and they are proportional to hadronic matrix elements of

local quark currents. These matrix elements, which can be expressed in terms of “local” form

factors, are very similar to the ones appearing in semileptonic decays mediated by charged cur-

rents. Beyond these terms, there are also contributions from four-quark and chromomagnetic

dipole operators, which require the calculation of hadronic matrix elements of the T -product

of these local operators and the electromagnetic current [18–21]. These matrix elements can
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be expressed in terms of “non-local” form factors and are considerably more complicated to

compute than the local form factors.

The decay amplitudes for any of these processes can be written as 1

A(B̄ →M`+`−) =
GF αV

∗
tsVtb√

2π

×
[
(C9 L

µ
V + C10 L

µ
A) FB→Mµ − LµV

q2

{
2imbC7FB→MT,µ + 16π2HB→M

µ

}]
, (1.1)

where q2 is the invariant squared mass of the lepton pair and LµV (A) ≡ ū`(q1)γµ(γ5)v`(q2) are

leptonic currents. We have included explicitly the effects of the semileptonic operators O7, O9

and O10 but suppressed contributions from other local semileptonic and dipole operators that

are not relevant in the SM, as well as from higher-order QED corrections. Nevertheless, the

decomposition in Eq. (1.1) is exact in QCD. All non-perturbative effects are contained within

the local and non-local hadronic matrix elements FB→M(T ),µ and HB→M
µ , defined as

FB→Mµ (k, q) ≡ 〈M(k)|s̄γµPL b|B̄(q + k)〉 , (1.2)

FB→MT,µ (k, q) ≡ 〈M(k)|s̄σµνqνPR b|B̄(q + k)〉 , (1.3)

HB→M
µ (k, q) ≡ i

∫
d4x eiq·x 〈M(k)|T

{
jem
µ (x), (C1O1 + C2O2)(0)

}
|B̄(q + k)〉 , (1.4)

where jem
µ =

∑
qQq q̄γµq with q = {u, d, s, c, b}. In Eq. (1.4) we retained only the terms

containing the operators

O1 = (s̄γµPLT
ac)(c̄γµPLT

ab) and O2 = (s̄γµPLc)(c̄γ
µPLb) , (1.5)

which have large Wilson coefficients in the SM. The contribution of these terms is commonly

called the “charm-loop effect”. The contributions of all the other WET operators are sup-

pressed by small Wilson coefficients and/or by subleading CKM matrix elements. In the

literature, the non-local contributions to Eq. (1.4) are sometimes included through a shift of

the Wilson coefficients C7 and C9. The resulting effective Wilson coefficients Ceff
7,9(q2) become

both process- and q2-dependent [20]. In this work we prefer not to use Ceff
7,9(q2) to keep the

non-local contributions explicitly separated from the local ones.

The local and non-local form factors FB→Mλ,(T ) (q2) and HB→M
λ (q2) are the invariant functions

of a Lorentz decomposition of the matrix elements

FB→M(T ),µ (k, q) ∝
∑
λ

FB→Mλ,(T ) (q2)Sλµ(k, q) , HB→M
µ (k, q) ∝

∑
λ

HB→M
λ (q2)Sλµ(k, q) . (1.6)

1Here and throughout this work B̄ stands in for either B−, B̄0 or B̄0
s , and M is a hadronic state such that

B̄ →M is a b→ s transition. The state M may be a single meson or a multiparticle state such as K−π+ [22].

Our approach works equally for B̄ → V γ decays, as a special case of B̄ → V `+`−.
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The structures Sλ define our conventions for the form factors and are given in Appendix A.

The non-local contributionsHB→M
µ are currently the main source of theoretical uncertainty

in the predictions of B̄ → M`+`− observables. All theoretical calculations of HB→M
µ rely on

some form of Operator Product Expansion (OPE), which allows to expand the non-local T -

product in terms of simpler operators. Depending on the q2 value, the two relevant OPEs

are:

• Local OPE for |q2| = O
(
m2

b

)
. The OPE is carried out in terms of local operators

of the form s̄(0)Dα . . . Dωb(0) [23, 24]. The matching conditions are known to next-to-

leading order in QCD [25–30] and the corresponding matrix elements are related to the

local form factors.

• Light-Cone OPE (LCOPE) for 4m2
c − q2 � Λmb. The OPE is carried out in

terms of bilocal light-cone operators of the form s̄(x)O(x, 0)b(0), with x2 = 0 [11,12].

The calculation of the non-local contributions in the region below the open-charm thresh-

old, that is for q2 . 14 GeV2, then proceeds in three steps:

1. Calculation of the LCOPE matching coefficients up to the desired order (both in the

QCD coupling and in the LCOPE power counting). This calculation must be carried

out for q2 values that ensure rapid convergence of the LCOPE, which is the case for

q2 . −1GeV2.

2. Calculation of the hadronic matrix elements of the operators that emerge in the LCOPE

using non-perturbative methods.

3. Analytic continuation of the LCOPE results from the point of calculation to q2 values

that correspond to semileptonic decays, i.e. for 4m2
` ≤ q2 . 4M2

D.

The matching coefficients of the leading (local) operators of the LCOPE are the same

as the ones in the local OPE. The next (subleading) order in the LCOPE involves light-

cone operators with the insertion of a single soft gluon field. These contributions have been

previously considered in Refs. [11,31] where the matching has been computed at leading order

in αs.

The matrix elements of the leading operators are related to the local form factors, which

have been computed using both lattice QCD and light-cone sum rules (LCSRs) with uncer-

tainties of 10% or less [22, 32–36]. The matrix element of the first subleading operator with

a soft gluon field has been calculated in the framework of LCSRs with B-meson light-cone

distribution amplitudes (B-LCDAs) [11].

Finally, the extrapolation to higher values of q2 has been addressed in the literature in a

few different ways, ranging from more phenomenological [15,37–41] to more formal [11,12,16].
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The more formal ones involve dispersion relations [11,12] or analyticity [16]. Both approaches

have the advantage of providing parametrisations that are consistent with QCD, and their

parameters can be determined from both theory and data [16, 42, 43]. However, the rate of

convergence of these analytic expansions is not well understood, which makes it difficult to

assign a truncation error to the approach.

The purpose of this paper is to provide improvements on each of the three steps described

above. In Section 2.1, we review the calculation of the matching coefficients of the subleading

operator in the LCOPE, giving a cleaner representation of the result. In Section 2.2, we

recalculate LCSRs for the matrix elements of the non-local subleading operator, employing

for the first time a complete set of B-LCDAs and updating the values of several crucial inputs.

When putting together these results, we find that the subleading contributions are two orders

of magnitude smaller than the previous calculation [11]. Our results significantly reduce the

uncertainties on the non-local contributions. In Section 3, we improve on the parametrization

of Ref. [16] and derive for the first time the dispersive bound on the non-local form factors

HB→M
λ (q2). This bound allows us to constrain the possible effect of truncated terms in the

analytic expansion. Our conclusions follow in Section 4. A series of appendices contains

details on the definition of the hadronic matrix elements in Appendix A, the calculation of the

matching coefficients to subleading order in the LCOPE in Appendix B, the outer functions

needed for the dispersive bound in Appendix C, and our results for the Bs → φ form factors

in Appendix D.

2 Subleading Contributions in the LCOPE

We perform a LCOPE to calculate the time-ordered product in Eq. (1.4). This is achieved

by expanding the charm-quark propagators near the light-cone, i.e. for x2 ' 0. The first two

terms in this expansion are [44]

〈0|T{c(x)c̄(y)} |0〉 = i

∫
d4k

(2π)4
e−ik·(x−y) /k +mc

k2 −m2
c

− i
1∫

0

duGστ (ux+ (1− u)y)

∫
d4k

(2π)4
e−ik·(x−y) (1− u)(/k +mc)σστ + uσστ (/k +mc)

2(k2 −m2
c)

2
, (2.1)

where Gστ (ux) ≡ gst
AGA

στ (ux) is the gluon field.
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The leading power in the LCOPE, which coincides with the leading power of the local

OPE, reads2

i

∫
d4x eiq·x T

{
jem
µ (x), (C1O1 + C2O2)(0)

}
=

1

16π2

[ (
qµqρ − q2gµρ

)
∆C9 s̄γ

ρPLb+ 2imb ∆C7 s̄σµρq
ρPRb

]
+ higher powers. (2.2)

The matching coefficients ∆C7 and ∆C9 have been computed to next-to-leading order in

QCD [25–30]. At the leading order, one finds

∆C7(q2) = O (αs) , (2.3)

∆C9(q2) = Qc

(
4

3
C1 + C2

)[
− 8

9
ln

(
mc

mb

)
+

8

27
+

4

9
y(q2)

− 4

9

(
2 + y(q2)

)√
y(q2)− 1 arctan

(
1√

y(q2)− 1

)]
+O (αs) , (2.4)

with y(q2) = 4m2
c/q

2 > 1.

The next-to-leading power term in the LCOPE was discussed for the first time in Ref. [11].

In Section 2.1, we review the calculation of its matching coefficient at leading order in αs.

In Section 2.2, we recalculate the corresponding non-local matrix elements using LCSRs with

B-LCDAs.

2.1 Matching Condition for the Subleading Operator

To obtain the next-to-leading power term in the LCOPE, one has to expand one of the two

charm-propagators at next-to-leading power in x2. This expansion introduces a gluon field

Gστ (ux), as one can see from the second line of Eq. (2.1). Following Ref. [11], we use the

translation operator to rewrite Gστ (ux) as

Gστ (ux) = e−iux·(iD)Gστ (0) . (2.5)

To make the calculation simpler it is convenient to introduce the light-like vectors nµ±, which

satisfy the following identities:

n2
+ = n2

− = 0 , n+ · n− = 2 , nµ+ + nµ− = 2vµ , (2.6)

where vµ is the four-velocity of the B meson. As anticipated in the previous section, to ensure

the convergence of the LCOPE one has to impose that 4m2
c − q2 � Λmb. Hence, we fix

n− · q ∼ mb , n+ · q � 4m2
c/mb , qµ⊥ ≡ qµ − (q · n+)

nµ−
2
− (q · n−)

nµ+
2

= 0 . (2.7)

2The quantities ∆C7 and ∆C9 are the same as in Ref. [30].
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Now, we can decompose the covariant derivative in Eq. (2.5) in light-cone coordinates:

Dµ = (n+ ·D)
nµ−
2

+ (n− ·D)
nµ+
2

+Dµ
⊥ . (2.8)

As shown in Ref. [11], the contributions arising from the (n− ·D) are further power-suppressed

and hence can be neglected. See also Refs. [45, 46].

We reproduce the form of the subleading operator as in Eq. (3.14) of Ref. [11]:

Oρστ (ω2) ≡ s̄γρPL δ
(
ω2 − n+ · iD

)
Gστ b . (2.9)

This allows us to express the next-to-leading power in the LCOPE as

i

∫
d4x eiq·x T

{
jem
µ (x), (C1O1 + C2O2)(0)

}
= local contributions

+ 2QcC
KMPW
1

∫
dω2 Ĩµρστ (q, ω2)Oρστ (ω2) + O (αs) + higher powers . (2.10)

Here αs ≡ αs(µc), with µc a perturbative scale, and ω2 is the n− light-cone component of the

gluon momentum, which is related to the variable ω of Ref. [11] through ω = ω2/2. We also

abbreviate CKMPW
1 = C2 − C1

2Nc
. The matching coefficient Ĩµρστ is a four-tensor that depends

on the gluon momentum ω2n− and the momentum transfer q. We reproduce the expression

for Iµραβ ≡ −1
2
εαβ

στ Ĩµρστ in Eq. (3.15) of Ref. [11] as well. Nevertheless, a few comments on

Ĩµρστ are in order:

• To leading order in αs Eq. (2.10) only receives contributions from the charm electromag-

netic current. Thus, we factored out the charm electric charge in the r.h.s. of Eq. (2.10),

rendering the definition of Ĩµρστ consistent with Ref. [11].

• To leading order in αs, the matching coefficient Ĩµρστ is finite in the limit ε→ 0. Hence,

it cannot depend explicitly on the renormalization scale µ to this order. Any residual µ

dependence emerges only from the use of scale-dependent quantities; here, from the use

of the charm quark mass mc. This behaviour is reflected in the fact that the matching

coefficient of the LCOPE term at leading power already compensates the running of the

semileptonic and electromagnetic dipole coefficients C9 and C7 to order αs.

• The form in which Iµραβ is presented in Ref. [11] is explicitly dependent on µ, in apparent

contradiction to the previous comment. However, after integrating over u, this explicit

scale dependence is removed. We therefore prefer to present the matching coefficient in

such a way that the explicit scale dependence does not appear in the first place. Details

on the manipulations to achieve this are presented in Appendix B.
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Thus, we write the subleading matching coefficient in the form

Ĩµρστ (q, ω2) =

∫ 1

0

du

∫ 1

0

dt
1

64π2(t(1− t)q̃2 −m2
c)

×
(

4t(1− t)
(
q̃µερστ{q̃} − 2uq̃τεµρσ{q̃} + 2uq̃2εµρστ

)
+ q̃2 (1− 2u) εµρστ

)
. (2.11)

Here, we approximate the square of the momentum q̃µ = qµ − vµuω2/2 as q̃2 ' q2 − uω2mb

and adopt the convention ε0123 = +1. Even though Eq. (2.11) has a slightly different form

with respect to the matching coefficient presented in Ref. [11], we emphasize that the two

results are analytically equivalent. The form Eq. (2.11) has also been used to calculate the

numerical results of Ref. [11] in a non-public Mathematica code 3. Therefore, we fully confirm

the analytic results of Ref. [11] for the tensor-valued matching coefficient due to soft-gluon

interaction at subleading power in the LCOPE.

2.2 Calculation of the Non-Local Hadronic Matrix Elements

We proceed to calculate the hadronic matrix elements of the operator

Õµ(q) ≡
∫
dω2 Ĩµρστ (q, ω2)Oρστ (ω2) (2.12)

using LCSRs with B-LCDAs. To derive the sum rule, we start defining the correlator

ΠΓ
µν(k, q) = i

∫
d4y eik·y 〈0|T

{
jΓ
ν (y), Õµ(q)

}
|B̄(q + k)〉 , (2.13)

where jΓ
ν ≡ q̄1 Γνs is the interpolating current, with q̄1 = {ū, d̄, s̄} depending on the decay

channel. The Dirac structure Γν of the interpolating current is chosen such that the respective

M -to-vacuum matrix element does not vanish. We use

Γν =

γνγ5 for M = K

γν for M = K∗, φ
. (2.14)

The light-cone sum rule calculation of the matrix elements of Õµ(q) is based on a LCOPE

of the correlator Eq. (2.13) in the framework of heavy quark effective theory. Here, the

momentum q is fixed according to the considerations in the previous section. For a fixed q,

we now need to ensure that k2 is chosen appropriately, i.e. that the expansion of Eq. (2.13) is

dominated by bi-local operators with light-cone dominance. We find that for −k2 ∼ a few Λ2

the correlator is dominated by contributions at light-like distances yµ ' (y · n−)
nµ+
2

such that

3We are very grateful to Yu-Ming Wang for sharing this code with us.
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y · q � (y · n−)4m2
c/mb [11]. Therefore, we can expand the strange quark propagator near the

light-cone as well, keeping only the leading power term. We obtain

ΠΓ
µν(k, q) =

∫
dω2

∫
d4y

∫
d4p′ ei(k−p

′)·y Ĩµρστ

[
Γν

/p′ +ms

m2
s − p′2

γρPL

]
ab

× 〈0| q̄a1(y)δ [ω2 − in+ ·D]Gστhbv(0) |B̄(v)〉 , (2.15)

where a, b are spinor indices.

The non-local B-to-vacuum matrix elements can be expressed in terms of B-LCDAs. While

in the sum rules of local form factors the leading contribution involves only two-particle B-

LCDAs, the leading contribution in Eq. (2.15) comes from the three-particle B-LCDAs. The

three-particle distribution amplitudes of the B-meson can be defined as [47,48]

〈0| q̄a1(y)δ [ω2 − in+ ·D]Gστh
b
v(0) |B̄(v)〉

∣∣∣
y'n+,y2'0

=
fBMB

4

∫ ∞
0

dω1e
−iω1v·y

{
(1 + /v)

[
(vσγτ − vτγσ)[ψA − ψV ]− iσστψV

+ (∂σvτ − ∂τvσ)XA − (∂σγτ − ∂τγσ)[W + Y A] + iεσταβ∂
αvβγ5X̃A

− iεσταβ∂αγβγ5Ỹ A − (∂σvτ − ∂τvσ)/∂W + (∂σγτ − ∂τγσ)/∂Z

]
γ5

}ba
, (2.16)

where we have suppressed the arguments of the B-LCDAs, e.g. ψA ≡ ψA(ω1, ω2), for brevity.

The derivatives, which act only on the hard-scattering kernel, are abbreviated as ∂µ ≡ ∂/∂lµ,

with lµ = (ω1 + uω2)vµ. In addition, we introduced the shorthand notation

ψ3p(ω1, ω2) ≡
∫ ω1

0

dη1 ψ3p(η1, ω2) ,

ψ3p(ω1, ω2) ≡
∫ ω1

0

dη1

∫ η1

0

dη2 ψ3p(η2, ω2) ,

(2.17)

where ψ3p represents any of the three-particle B-LCDAs appearing in Eq. (2.16). In Ref. [11]

only the B-LCDAs ψA, ψV , XA, and YA have been taken into account.

The distribution amplitudes of Eq. (2.16) have no definite twist, which is defined as the

difference between the dimension and the spin of the corresponding operator. It is important

to express the B-LCDAs in Eq. (2.16) in terms of B-LCDAs with definite twist, to ensure a

consistent power counting. The relations between the twist basis and the basis of Eq. (2.16)

are given in Ref. [48]. Inverting these relations, one obtains (using the same nomenclature as

in Ref. [35])

ψA(ω1, ω2) =
1

2
[φ3 + φ4](ω1, ω2) ,
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ψV (ω1, ω2) =
1

2
[−φ3 + φ4](ω1, ω2) ,

XA(ω1, ω2) =
1

2
[−φ3 − φ4 + 2ψ4](ω1, ω2) ,

YA(ω1, ω2) =
1

2
[−φ3 − φ4 + ψ4 − ψ5](ω1, ω2) ,

X̃A(ω1, ω2) =
1

2
[−φ3 + φ4 − 2χ4](ω1, ω2) ,

ỸA(ω1, ω2) =
1

2
[−φ3 + φ4 − χ4 + χ5](ω1, ω2) ,

W (ω1, ω2) =
1

2
[φ4 − ψ4 − χ4 + φ̃5 + ψ5 + χ5](ω1, ω2) ,

Z(ω1, ω2) =
1

4
[−φ3 + φ4 − 2χ4 + φ̃5 + 2χ5 − φ6](ω1, ω2) ,

where the subscripts 3, 4, 5, 6 indicate the twist of the respective B-LCDA. We include in our

calculation contributions up to twist four with the models given in Section 5.1 of Ref. [48].

The models for B-LCDAs of twist five or higher are not currently known. However, they “are

not expected to contribute to the leading power corrections O (1/MB) in B decays” [48].

To proceed with the extraction of our sum rule, we need to obtain the hadronic dispersion

relation of the correlator (2.13). This can be done by inserting a complete set of states with

the appropriate flavour quantum numbers in between the interpolating current jΓ
ν and the

operator Õµ:

ΠΓ
µν(k, q) =

∑
λ

〈0| jΓ
ν |M(k, η(λ))〉 〈M(k, η(λ))| Õµ(q) |B̄(q + k)〉

M2
M − k2

+

∫ ∞
sh

ds
ρΓ
µν(s, q

2)

s− k2
, (2.18)

where the sum runs over all the possible polarizations. The function ρΓ
µν(s, q

2) is the spectral

density, which encodes the information about the continuum as well as the exited states, while

sh denotes the continuum states threshold. The matrix elements of the interpolating current

are expressed in terms of the decay constants fP for P = K and fV for V = K∗, φ:

〈0| q̄1γνγ5s |P (k)〉 = ifPkν ,

〈0| q̄1γνs |V (k, η)〉 = ifV ηνMV .
(2.19)

The matrix elements of the operator are decomposed in terms of the scalar valued functions

ṼB→Mλ :

〈P (k)| Õµ(q) |B̄(q + k)〉 = M2
B S0

µ ṼB→P0 , (2.20)

〈V (k, η)| Õµ(q) |B̄(q + k)〉 = M2
B η
∗α
[
S⊥αµṼB→V⊥ − S‖αµṼB→V‖ − S0

αµṼB→V0

]
. (2.21)

9



where the definitions of the Lorentz structures Sλ are given in Appendix A. The hadronic

dispersion relation for the correlator (2.13) is finally obtained by plugging Eqs. (2.19)-(2.21)

into Eq. (2.18).

It is worth emphasizing that the functions ṼB→Mλ are the next-to-leading power contribu-

tions in the LCOPE to the non-local form factors HB→M
λ that are defined as

HB→P
µ = M2

B S0
µHB→P

0 , (2.22)

HB→V
µ = M2

B η
∗α [S⊥αµHB→V

⊥ − S‖αµHB→V
‖ − S0

αµHB→V
0

]
. (2.23)

The expressions for the non-local form factors HB→M
λ then read

HB→M
λ = − 1

16π2

(
q2

2M2
B

∆C9FB→Mλ +
mb

MB

∆C7FB→Mλ,T

)
+ 2QcC

KMPW
1 ṼB→Mλ + . . . , (2.24)

where the ellipses stands for higher powers in the LCOPE and spectator scattering interac-

tions. The definitions of the form factors FB→Mλ are given in Appendix A as well.

The last step in the calculation of the sum rule is to match the LCOPE result of Eq. (2.15)

into the hadronic representation. To get rid of the contributions of the excited and continuum

states of Eq. (2.18), we exploit the semi-global quark-hadron duality approximation. We also

perform a Borel transform to reduce the impact of potential quark-hadron duality violations.

In order to isolate the individual contributions of the functions ṼB→Mλ , we select a suitable

Lorentz structure P Ṽµν . Hence, we decompose the two-point functions in terms of scalar-valued

functions ΠṼ (k2, q2):

ΠΓ
µν(k, q) ≡

∑
Ṽ

P Ṽµν(k, q) ΠṼ (k2, q2) . (2.25)

The LCOPE results for the functions ΠṼ can always be written in the form

ΠṼ (k2, q2) = fBMB

∑
n

∫ ∞
0

dσ
J
Ṽ
n (s, q2)

[k2 − s(σ, q2)]n
, (2.26)

where we have introduced the new variable σ = ω1/MB and defined

s(σ, q2) = σM2
B +

m2
s − σq2

1− σ
. (2.27)

For ease of comparison, we give our results in the basis Ã, Ṽ1, Ṽ2, Ṽ3 as in Ref. [11] instead

10



Ṽ P Ṽµν N Ṽ K
Ṽ
2

Ã qµkν − i
2

fP (M2
B −M2

P − q2)

Ṽ1 εµνkq +1 fVMV

Ṽ2 gµν −i fVMV (M2
V −M2

B)

Ṽ23 qµqν −i fVMV

Table 1: Overview of the quantities Ṽ extracted from the correlation functions, their corre-

sponding Lorentz structures P Ṽµν, and their normalization factors N Ṽ and K
Ṽ
2 . See the text

for details.

of ṼB→P0 , ṼB→V⊥ , ṼB→V‖ , ṼB→V0 . The relations between these two bases read

ṼB→P0 = − q2

2M2
B

Ã ,

ṼB→V⊥ =

√
λkin√
2M3

B

Ṽ1 ,

ṼB→V‖ = −
√

2
M2

B −M2
V

M3
B

Ṽ2 ,

ṼB→V0 = − q2

2M4
BMV

[
(M2

B + 3M2
V − q2)Ṽ2 −

λkin

M2
B −M2

V

Ṽ3

]
,

(2.28)

where λkin ≡ λ(M2
B,M

2
V , q

2) is the Källén function. For convenience, we have also introduced

the function

Ṽ23 = Ṽ2 +
M2

V + q2 −M2
B

M2
B −M2

V

Ṽ3 . (2.29)

We can now write down the sum rule for any of the quantities Ṽ = Ã, Ṽ1, Ṽ2, Ṽ23, which

reads

Ṽ = −fBMB

K Ṽ

∞∑
n=1

{
(−1)n

∫ σ0

0

dσ e(−s(σ,q2)+M2
P,V )/M2 1

(n− 1)!(M2)n−1
I Ṽn

−

[
(−1)n−1

(n− 1)!
e(−s(σ,q2)+M2

P,V )/M2
n−1∑
j=1

1

(M2)n−j−1

1

s′

(
d

dσ

1

s′

)j−1

I Ṽn

]
σ=σ0

}
, (2.30)

with I
Ṽ
n ≡ J

Ṽ
n /N Ṽ . We abbreviate σ0 ≡ σ(s0, q

2), s′(σ, q2) ≡ ds(σ, q2)/dσ, and the differential

operator (
d

dσ

1

s′

)n
I(σ) ≡

(
d

dσ

1

s′

(
d

dσ

1

s′
. . . I(σ)

))
. (2.31)
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Here s0 is the effective threshold s0 of the sum rule, which differs in general from the continuum

threshold sh. The functions I
Ṽ
n can be represented as integrals of the three-particle B-LCDAs

I Ṽn (σ, q2) =
1

(1− σ)n

∞∫
0

dω2

1∫
0

du

1∫
0

dt
∑
ψ3p

2∑
r=0

(
ω2

MB

)r
C(Ṽ ,ψ3p)
n,r (σ, u, t, q2)ψ3p(σMB, ω2) ,

(2.32)

for ψ3p = φ3, φ4, ψ4, χ4. The factors K Ṽ in Eq. (2.30) consists of a universal part and a

structure dependent part:

K Ṽ (q2, t, u, ω2) = K1(q2, t, u, ω2)K
Ṽ
2 (q2) , (2.33)

where

K1(q2, t, u, ω2) = 8π2
[
m2
c − t(1− t)

(
q2 − uω2MB

)]
. (2.34)

The quantities P Ṽµν , N Ṽ , and K
Ṽ
2 are listed in Table 1, while the coefficients C

(Ṽ ,ψ3p)
n,r of

Eq. (2.32) are provided in an ancillary Mathematica file.

We do not expect to find full agreement between our results and those of Ref. [11] for the

matching coefficients C
Ṽ ,ψ3p
n,r . The reason is that our results are expressed in terms of the full

set of three-particle B-LCDAs as discussed in Ref. [48], while the results of Ref. [11] use an

incomplete set of Lorentz structures and B-LCDAs. For the calculation of local form factors,

this issue is not numerically relevant, since the three-particle contributions are numerically

small compared to the leading twist and even the next-to-leading twist two-particle contribu-

tions; see also the discussion in Ref. [35]. For this particular LCSR calculation, the two-particle

contributions are absent and hence the three-particle contributions are numerically leading.

Our main results can be summarized as follows:

• Restricting our results to the same set of Lorentz structures and independent three-

particle B-LCDAs as in Ref. [11], we find full agreement with the results of that paper.

• Using the full set of three-particle B-LCDAs, the thresholds setting procedure of Ref. [49]

produces results that are compatible with the thresholds obtained for the local form

factors in Ref. [35]. This is not the case when restricting our analytical expression to

the subset of Lorentz structures as discussed in the previous point.

• Our final results are one order of magnitude smaller than in Ref. [11], when using the

same input parameters as in that paper. This difference becomes even larger when

using up-to-date inputs, as explained in detail in the next subsection. We find that

this reduction in size arises from cancellations across the Lorentz structures, since the

“new” structures enter the coefficient functions with opposite signs. Consequently, the

phenomenological impact of the soft-gluon contribution to the non-local matrix elements

is significantly reduced in the region where the LCOPE is applicable.
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Par. Value Units Ref. Par. Value Units Ref.

fB 189.4± 1.4 MeV [50] fBs 230.7± 1.3 MeV [50]

fK 155.6± 0.4 MeV [51] fK∗ 204± 7 MeV [36]

fφ 233± 4 MeV [36] ms(2 GeV) 95+9
−3 MeV [52]

λB,+ 460± 110 MeV [53] λBs,+ 520± 110 MeV [54]

λ2
B(s),E

0.03± 0.02 GeV2 [55] λ2
B(s),H

0.06± 0.03 GeV2 [55]

sB→K0 1.05 GeV2 [56] sB→K
∗

0 [1.4, 1.7] GeV2 [35]

sBs→φ0 [2.1, 2.4] GeV2 —

Table 2: List of the input parameters used in the evaluation of the LCSR (2.30). The

intervals for the effective thresholds sB→K
∗

0 and sBs→φ0 are the union of the 68% intervals of

each individual form factor.

2.3 Numerical Results

The values of the parameters used in our numerical analysis are collected in Table 2. For

the B → K and B → K∗ transitions, these parameter coincides with the ones used in

Ref. [35]. In particular, we employ the same effective thresholds s0 given in that paper.

This ensures consistency when using both local and non-local form factors in a simultaneous

phenomenological analysis.

For the Bs → φ transition, we need additional parameters that are not discussed in

Ref. [35]. We follow the procedure outlined in Ref. [54] to estimate the first inverse mo-

ment 1/λBs,+ of the leading twist Bs-LCDA. This estimate agrees with the recent calculation

carried out in Ref. [57]. The values of the parameters λ2
Bs,E

and λ2
Bs,H

, which enter in the

models of Bs-LCDAs, are assumed to be equal to λ2
B,E and λ2

B,H , respectively. Given the

large uncertainties of these latter parameters, we expect potential SU(3)-flavour symmetry-

breaking effects to be negligible. To determine the effective threshold for the LCSRs in the

Bs → φ transition, we first calculate the local Bs → φ form factors using the analytical results

of Ref. [35]. In fact, these results can be employed to predict the local form factors for any

B → V transition. We can then set the effective threshold applying the procedure described in

Ref. [49]. Our numerical predictions of the local Bs → φ form factors are given in Appendix D.

Note that this is the first calculation of these form factors using LCSRs with B-LCDAs.

For all the transitions considered, we vary the scale of the charm quark mass in the MS

scheme between mc itself and 2mc and the Borel parameter in the interval 0.75 GeV2 < M2 <

1.25 GeV2, as in Ref. [11]. We verified that in this Borel window the tail of the LCOPE result

is much smaller than the LCOPE result integrated between 0 and σ0. Moreover, the sum

rule dependence on M2 is mild (< 6% in the Borel window considered here) and negligible
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compared to the parametric uncertainties in our calculation.

We can now evaluate the sum rule (2.30) for B → K(∗) and Bs → φ transitions. The

computer code needed to obtain our numerical results will be made publicly available under

an open source license as part of the EOS software [58]. Our predictions for Ã, Ṽ1, Ṽ2, and Ṽ3

are shown in Table 3. For the B → K(∗) transitions we also compare our results with Ref. [11],

while the results for the Bs → φ transition are calculated for the first time. One can easily

observe that our results are roughly two orders of magnitude smaller than in Ref. [11]. As

explained in the previous subsection, one order magnitude can be attributed to the different

treatment of the three-particle B-LCDAs between the two papers. The remaining difference

is due to the updated input parameters used in our numerical analysis, in particular to the

values of λ2
B,E and λ2

B,H . These parameters enter as the normalization of the three-particle B-

LCDAs, and have therefore a large impact on the overall size of the hadronic matrix elements.

In Ref. [11] the approximation λ2
B,E = λ2

B,H is adopted, which is not justified by calculations

of these parameters [22,55,59]:

λ2
B,E

λ2
B,H

= 0.4+0.5
−0.3 . (2.35)

In Ref. [11] it is also assumed that λ2
B,E = 3

2
λ2
B,+, based solely on the desire that the exponential

model for the leading-twist B-LCDA satisfies exactly the Grozin-Neubert relations [59]. This

assumption yields a central value for λ2
B,E approximately 20 times bigger than the one found

in its most recent calculation [55]. We do not use this rather strong assumption, and use the

calculated values instead.

We emphasize that although the relative uncertainties of our results listed in Table 3 are

similar to the ones in Ref. [11], our absolute uncertainties are much smaller.

Our predictions for FB→Mλ,(T ) , ṼB→Mλ , and HB→M
λ at q2 = {−7,−5,−3,−1}GeV2 are shown

in Table 4. The values of the local form factors FB→Mλ,(T ) are taken from the LCSRs calculation of

Ref. [35] 4. The non-local form factors HB→M
λ are computed using Eq. (2.24). The numerical

results for ∆C7 and ∆C9, needed to evaluate HB→M
λ , are obtained from the Mathematica

notebook attached to the arXiv version of Ref. [30]:

∆C7(q2 = −7 GeV2) =− 0.05571− 0.00362 i , ∆C9(q2 = −7 GeV2) = 0.10228 + 0.00001 i ,

∆C7(q2 = −5 GeV2) =− 0.05850− 0.00431 i , ∆C9(q2 = −5 GeV2) = 0.13181− 0.00039 i ,

∆C7(q2 = −3 GeV2) =− 0.06150− 0.00519 i , ∆C9(q2 = −3 GeV2) = 0.16603− 0.00114 i ,

∆C7(q2 = −1 GeV2) =− 0.06472− 0.00637 i , ∆C9(q2 = −1 GeV2) = 0.20715− 0.00263 i .

4The uncertainties of the local form factors can be further reduced by using combined fits to lattice QCD

and LCSR results [35,36].
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Transition Ṽ (q2 = 1 GeV2) This work Ref. [11]

B → K Ã (+4.9± 2.8) · 10−7 (−1.3+1.0
−0.7) · 10−4

Ṽ1 (−4.4± 3.6) · 10−7 GeV (−1.5+1.5
−2.5) · 10−4 GeV

B → K∗ Ṽ2 (+3.3± 2.0) · 10−7 GeV (+7.3+14
−7.9) · 10−5 GeV

Ṽ3 (+1.1± 1.0) · 10−6 GeV (+2.4+5.6
−2.7) · 10−4 GeV

Ṽ1 (−4.4± 5.6) · 10−7 GeV —

Bs → φ Ṽ2 (+4.3± 3.1) · 10−7 GeV —

Ṽ3 (+1.7± 2.0) · 10−6 GeV —

Table 3: Comparison between the results of Ref. [11] and our results at q2 = 1 GeV2.

In anticipation of the next section, we keep only the contributions proportional to the charm

quark electric charge Qc in the above results. Their uncertainties are negligible compared to

the ones of the local form factors.

The findings of Ref. [11] imply that the next-to-leading power contribution in the LCOPE

could be larger than the leading power contribution in the computation of the non-local

form factors HB→M
λ . This has been cause for concern about the rate of convergence of the

LCOPE even at spacelike momentum transfer. One of the main findings of our work is that the

contribution at next-to-leading power is in fact negligible compared to the theory uncertainties

of the leading-power term. The authors of Ref. [11] come to a different conclusion, due to the

missing terms in the calculation of the hadronic matrix element. As a consequence, theoretical

predictions of the HB→M
λ are dominated by the leading-power of the LCOPE, i.e. stem from

the first two terms in Eq. (2.24). Therefore, our findings thoroughly eliminate the concern and

give confidence that a precise theoretical prediction in the spacelike region is now possible.

3 Dispersive Bound

The results for the non-local form factors HB→M
λ of Section 2 need to be analytically continued

from the spacelike region of q2, where they are obtained, to the timelike region, where they

are required for phenomenological studies. This requires a suitable parametrization of the

hadronic matrix elements. Previous parametrizations based on series expansions involve an

uncontrollable truncation error [11, 13, 15, 16]. In the case of local form factors, this problem

is solved by imposing dispersive bounds, which provide control over the systematic truncation

errors by turning them into parametric errors. However, no such bound has been derived for
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Transition Pol. q2 [GeV2] FB→Mλ FB→Mλ,T ṼB→Mλ ReHB→M
λ ImHB→M

λ

B
→

K

λ = 0

−7 +0.191± 0.055 −0.041± 0.010 (−8.0± 3.8) · 10−8 (+3.8± 7.3) · 10−6 (−7.5± 1.9) · 10−7

−5 +0.209± 0.061 −0.032± 0.008 (−5.1± 2.4) · 10−8 (+6.1± 6.8) · 10−6 (−7.4± 1.9) · 10−7

−3 +0.230± 0.067 −0.021± 0.005 (−2.2± 1.1) · 10−8 (+6.4± 5.4) · 10−6 (−6.5± 2.4) · 10−7

−1 +0.254± 0.074 −0.008± 0.002 (−2.2± 1.5) · 10−9 (+3.4± 2.4) · 10−6 (−3.2± 0.9) · 10−7

B
→

K
∗

λ =⊥

−7 +0.354± 0.117 +0.365± 0.117 (−0.5± 5.1) · 10−7 (+1.3± 0.4) · 10−4 (+6.6± 2.1) · 10−6

−5 +0.363± 0.120 +0.376± 0.120 (−0.4± 4.7) · 10−7 (+1.4± 0.4) · 10−4 (+8.0± 2.6) · 10−6

−3 +0.373± 0.119 +0.385± 0.123 (−0.4± 3.8) · 10−7 (+1.4± 0.4) · 10−4 (+9.9± 3.3) · 10−6

−1 +0.382± 0.122 +0.394± 0.126 (−0.4± 2.5) · 10−7 (+1.4± 0.4) · 10−4 (+1.2± 0.4) · 10−5

λ =‖

−7 +0.382± 0.122 +0.357± 0.114 (−2.1± 5.2) · 10−7 (+1.3± 0.4) · 10−4 (+6.5± 2.0) · 10−6

−5 +0.397± 0.123 +0.368± 0.118 (−2.0± 4.7) · 10−7 (+1.4± 0.4) · 10−4 (+7.9± 2.5) · 10−6

−3 +0.410± 0.127 +0.381± 0.122 (−1.8± 3.9) · 10−7 (+1.4± 0.4) · 10−4 (+9.8± 3.2) · 10−6

−1 +0.425± 0.131 +0.393± 0.130 (−1.5± 2.6) · 10−7 (+1.4± 0.4) · 10−4 (+1.2± 0.4) · 10−5

λ = 0

−7 +0.256± 0.171 −0.074± 0.047 (−1.6± 0.7) · 10−7 (+0.0± 2.7) · 10−5 (−1.3± 0.9) · 10−6

−5 +0.271± 0.181 −0.055± 0.035 (−1.1± 0.5) · 10−7 (+0.4± 2.4) · 10−5 (−1.2± 0.8) · 10−6

−3 +0.279± 0.187 −0.034± 0.022 (−5.8± 2.7) · 10−8 (+0.5± 1.7) · 10−5 (−1.0± 0.6) · 10−6

−1 +0.292± 0.199 −0.012± 0.008 (−1.5± 0.8) · 10−8 (+3.0± 7.2) · 10−6 (−4.7± 3.1) · 10−7

B
s
→

φ

λ =⊥

−7 +0.417± 0.112 +0.470± 0.127 (−0.2± 5.6) · 10−7 (+1.6± 0.4) · 10−4 (+8.4± 2.3) · 10−6

−5 +0.426± 0.115 +0.456± 0.123 (−0.2± 5.1) · 10−7 (+1.6± 0.4) · 10−4 (+9.6± 2.6) · 10−6

−3 +0.433± 0.121 +0.441± 0.119 (−0.1± 4.3) · 10−7 (+1.6± 0.4) · 10−4 (+1.1± 0.3) · 10−5

−1 +0.440± 0.123 +0.423± 0.114 (−0.2± 2.9) · 10−7 (+1.5± 0.4) · 10−4 (+1.3± 0.4) · 10−5

λ =‖

−7 +0.458± 0.119 +0.294± 0.080 (−2.4± 5.8) · 10−7 (+1.2± 0.3) · 10−4 (+5.3± 1.4) · 10−6

−5 +0.472± 0.123 +0.314± 0.085 (−2.3± 5.3) · 10−7 (+1.2± 0.3) · 10−4 (+6.6± 1.8) · 10−6

−3 +0.488± 0.127 +0.335± 0.087 (−2.1± 4.4) · 10−7 (+1.3± 0.3) · 10−4 (+8.4± 2.3) · 10−6

−1 +0.503± 0.131 +0.357± 0.093 (−1.8± 3.1) · 10−7 (+1.3± 0.3) · 10−4 (+1.1± 0.3) · 10−5

λ = 0

−7 +0.315± 0.180 −0.088± 0.035 (−1.7± 0.7) · 10−7 (+0.0± 2.7) · 10−5 (−1.6± 0.9) · 10−6

−5 +0.330± 0.188 −0.066± 0.035 (−1.1± 0.5) · 10−7 (+0.5± 2.3) · 10−5 (−1.5± 0.8) · 10−6

−3 +0.341± 0.194 −0.041± 0.021 (−5.8± 2.7) · 10−8 (+0.6± 1.7) · 10−5 (−1.2± 0.6) · 10−6

−1 +0.354± 0.206 −0.014± 0.007 (−1.5± 0.8) · 10−8 (+3.5± 7.0) · 10−6 (−5.5± 7.0) · 10−7

Table 4: Our predictions for the quantities FB→Mλ,(T ) , ṼB→Mλ , and HB→M
λ for different values

of q2. See text for details.
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non-local matrix elements as of yet.

The purpose of this section is to derive the dispersive bound for the non-local matrix

elements for the first time. To this end, we construct a parametrization of these matrix

elements that manifestly satisfies a dispersion relation derived from the total cross section

of e+e− → bs̄X. We obtain the dispersive bound by matching two representations of the

discontinuity due to bs̄ on-shell states of a suitable correlation function Π:

Πµν(q) ≡ i

∫
d4x eiq·x 〈0|T

{
Oµ(q;x), Oν,†(q; 0)

}
|0〉 =

(
qµqν

q2
− gµν

)
Π(q2) . (3.1)

Here, the operators Oµ(q;x) and O†,ν(q; 0) are defined as 5

Oµ(q;x) =

(
−16π2i

q2

)∫
d4y e+iq·y T

{
jµem(x+ y), (C1O1 + C2O2)(x)

}
,

Oν,†(q; 0) =

(
+16π2i

q2

)∫
d4z e−iq·z T

{
jνem(z), (C1O1 + C2O2)†(0)

}
.

(3.2)

The invariant correlation function Π has two classes of contributions to its discontinuity

Disc Π = Discbs̄ Π + Disccc̄ Π : Discbs̄ Π arising from intermediate flavored on-shell states

with strangeness and beauty B = −S = −1; and Disccc̄ Π (for our discussion irrelevant) aris-

ing from intermediate unflavored on-shell states with B = −S = 0. Since the strong and

electromagnetic interactions conserve flavor, the separation of these two types of discontinu-

ities is well defined to all orders in αs and αe. The non-local matrix elementsHB→M
µ contribute

to Discbs̄ Π.

The discontinuity Discbs̄ Π satisfies a subtracted dispersion relation:

χ(Q2) ≡ 1

n!

[
d

dQ2

]n
1

2iπ

∞∫
0

ds
Discbs̄ Π(s)

s−Q2
. (3.3)

Here n is the yet-to-be-determined number of subtractions and Q2 is the subtraction point,

chosen so that an OPE can be performed. We first isolate the contribution to Π that stems

exclusively from the bs̄ cut in Section 3.1, thereby determining Discbs̄ Π using a local OPE.

We then derive the hadronic dispersion relation for χ in terms of the non-local hadronic

matrix elements in Section 3.2. We then use our knowledge from the previous two sections to

construct a parametrization of the non-local hadronic matrix elements that manifestly fulfils

a dispersive bound on its parameters in Section 3.3. We finally present a practical application

of the dispersive bound in Section 3.4.

5The notation is such that Oµ(q; 0) = − 1
q2K

µ(q) of Ref. [30].
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3.1 Calculation of the Discontinuity in a Local OPE

We now calculate the contributions to the discontinuity of the correlation function (3.1) that

exclusively arise from bs̄-flavoured intermediate states. To simplify this task, we use the low-

recoil OPE for the operators in Eq. (3.2) well within its region of applicability, that is for

q2 ≥ (mb +ms)
2 [23, 24]:

Oµ(q;x) =
∑
d,n

Cd,n(q2)Oµ
d,n(q;x) . (3.4)

Here, d is the mass dimension of the local operators Oµ
d,n, while n labels the different operators

with the same mass dimension. The Wilson coefficients of operators of dimension d scale as

(Λhad/mb)
d−3 ∼ (Λhad/

√
q2)d−3 ∼ 0.1d−3. The first few operators in this expansion read [24]

Oµ
3,1(q, x) =

(
gµν − qµqν

q2

)
[s̄γνPLb](x) , Oµ

3,2(q, x) = −2imb

q2
qν [s̄σ

µνPRb](x) ,

Oµ
4,1(q, x) = msO

µ
3,1(q, x) , Oµ

4,2(q, x) = msO
µ
3,2(q, x) ,

Oµ
5,1(q, x) =

1

q2

(
εαqλρqµ + εqµλρqα − εαµλρq2

)
[s̄γλGαρPRb](x) .

(3.5)

The Wilson coefficients of the leading dimension-three operators are given by

C3,1(q2) = f
(9)
LO(q2)− αs

4π

[
C1F

(9)
1c (q2) + C2F

(9)
2c (q2)

]
,

C3,2(q2) = −αs
4π

[
C1F

(7)
1c (q2) + C2F

(7)
2c (q2)

]
,

(3.6)

where we use the same definition of f
(9)
LO and F

(7,9)
1c,2c as in Ref. [30], thereby only retaining the

contributions proportional to the charm quark electric charge Qc. Here and in this section we

use αs ≡ αs(mb). Already in the calculation of C3,1 at leading order in αs one encounters UV

divergences in dimensional regularization. Hence, the coefficients C3,j are always understood

to be renormalized [25].

A few comments are in order regarding the OPE:

• The Wilson coefficients of the operators of dimensions 4 and 5 start at O (αs);

• operators of dimensions d = 3, 4 interfere with each other, but these interference terms

arise only at order αsms/mb;

• the operators at dimension d ≥ 5 do not interfere with the ones at mass dimension d = 3

or d = 4 to leading-order in αs.

Based on the above, we adopt the power counting ε2 ∼ Λhad/mb ∼ α2
s. Thus, up to corrections

of order ε3, we can express the discontinuity of Π as

Discbs̄ ΠOPE(s) = |C3,1(s)|2 Discbs̄ Π1,1(s) + |C3,2(s)|2 Discbs̄ Π2,2(s)

+ 2 Re
{
C3,1(s)C∗3,2(s)

}
Discbs̄ Π1,2(s) +O

(
ε3
)
,

(3.7)
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where we have used the short hand notation

Πi,j(s) ≡
1

D − 1

(
qµqν
q2
− gµν

)
i

∫
d4x eiq·x 〈0|T

{
Oµ

3,i(q, x), Oν,†
3,j(q, 0)

}
|0〉 . (3.8)

It is instructive to investigate the perturbative expansion of Discbs̄ ΠOPE by writing Πi,j(s) =

ΠLO
i,j + ΠNLO

i,j +O (α2
s) and Ci,j(s) = CLO

i,j + CNLO
i,j +O (α2

s):

Discbs̄ ΠOPE(s) =
∣∣CLO

3,1

∣∣2 Discbs̄ ΠLO
1,1 +

∣∣CLO
3,1

∣∣2 Discbs̄ ΠNLO
1,1

+ 2 Re
{
CLO

3,1C
NLO,∗
3,1

}
Discbs̄ ΠLO

1,1 + 2 Re
{
CLO

3,1C
NLO,∗
3,2

}
Discbs̄ ΠLO

1,2 +O
(
ε2
)
.

(3.9)

To LO we find the compact expressions

Discbs̄ ΠLO
1,1 (s) = −iλ

1/2
kin (λkin + 3s (m2

b +m2
s − s))

8πs2
θ
(
s− (mb +ms)

2
)
, (3.10)

Discbs̄ ΠLO
2,2 (s) = −im

2
bλ

1/2
kin (2λkin + 3s (m2

b +m2
s − s))

2πs3
θ
(
s− (mb +ms)

2
)
, (3.11)

Discbs̄ ΠLO
1,2 (s) = −3imbms (m2

b −m2
s + s)λ

1/2
kin

4πs2
θ
(
s− (mb +ms)

2
)
. (3.12)

Here λkin ≡ λ(m2
b ,m

2
s, s). The NLO expressions have been calculated in the context of the

gauge boson self-energies [60]. The one needed here is given by

Discbs̄ ΠNLO
1,1 (s) = is

αs
π

1

4π2
Im Π+

T (s) , (3.13)

where Im Π+
T (s) has been calculated in Ref. [60]. Inserting these results in Eq. (3.3) we find

that at least two subtractions (n = 2) are needed in Eq. (3.3), and thus

χOPE(Q2) ≡ 1

2iπ

∞∫
0

ds
Discbs̄ ΠOPE(s)

(s−Q2)3
. (3.14)

For Q2 = {0,−m2
b} we obtain

χOPE(−m2
b) = (1.81± 0.02) · 10−4 GeV−2 ,

χOPE(0) = (2.69± 0.03) · 10−4 GeV−2 ,
(3.15)

where the quoted uncertainties are only due to varying mb = 4.18+0.03
−0.02 GeV [61].

3.2 Hadronic Dispersion Relation

By means of unitarity, the discontinuity of the correlation function Π can be expressed in

terms of a sum of sesquilinear combinations of hadronic matrix elements:

Discbs̄ Π ∼
∑
n

〈0|Oµ|n〉〈n|O†µ|0〉 , (3.16)
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with |n〉 labelling all possible on-shell states. The matrix elements with |n〉 = |MB̄〉 are

related by crossing symmetry to the non-local matrix elements HB→M
µ of Eq. (1.4). Since

the T -product in Eq. (3.1) is a Hermitian operator, all the contributions to Discbs̄ Π must be

positive definite, and so one can find an upper bound on the non-local form factors HB→M
λ by

ignoring the contributions from all other states. Including additional states in a simultaneous

analysis would further strengthen the bound.

The one-body contributions to Discbs̄ Π involve B̄∗s -to-vacuum matrix elements of the non-

local operators. While we do not include these contributions here, they can be easily accounted

for in future works. The two-body contributions to Discbs̄ Π arise from intermediate B̄K,

B̄K∗, B̄sφ and further bs̄ states that also include baryons, such as ΛbΛ̄. Their contributions

to Discbs̄ Π can be expressed as follows:(
qµqν

q2
− gµν

)
Discbs̄ Πhad(s) = i

∑∫
HbHs̄

dρHbHs̄ (2π)4δ(4)(pHbHs̄ − q) (3.17)

× 〈0|Oµ(q; 0)|HbHs̄〉 〈HbHs̄|O†,ν(q; 0)|0〉

+ further positive terms .

Here Hb and Hs̄ denote hadrons with flavour quantum numbers B = −1 and S = 1, respec-

tively, and the two-body phase space measure is given by∫
dρX Y (2π)4δ(4)(pX Y − q) =

1

8π

√
λ(M2

X ,M
2
Y , s)

s
θ(s− sXY ) , (3.18)

with sXY ≡ (MX +MY )2. Since we work in the isospin limit, the contributions due to B̄0K(∗)0

and B−K(∗)+ are identical. Hence, we simply multiply the B̄0K(∗)0 = B−K(∗)+ ≡ B̄K(∗)

contributions by a factor of 2. Keeping only the contributions due to B̄K(∗) and B̄sφ, and

using Eq. (A.10), we find

3

32iπ3
Discbs̄ Πhad(s) =

2M4
B λ

3/2(M2
B,M

2
K , s)

s4

∣∣HB→K
0 (s)

∣∣2 θ(s− sBK)

+
2M6

B

√
λ(M2

B ,M
2
K∗ , s)

s3

(∣∣HB→K∗
⊥ (s)

∣∣2 +
∣∣HB→K∗
‖ (s)

∣∣2 +
M2

B

s

∣∣HB→K∗
0 (s)

∣∣2) θ(s− sBK∗)
+
M6

B

√
λ(M2

Bs
,M2

φ, s)

s3

(∣∣∣HBs→φ
⊥ (s)

∣∣∣2 +
∣∣∣HBs→φ
‖ (s)

∣∣∣2 +
M2

Bs

s

∣∣∣HBs→φ
0 (s)

∣∣∣2) θ(s− sBsφ)

+ further positive terms . (3.19)

The non-local matrix elements HB→M
µ develop a series of branch cuts starting at q2 = 4M2

D,

that is below the (MB + MM)2 threshold. Although they do not contribute to Discbs̄ Π,
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they still spoil the analyticity of the non-local form factors HB→M
λ in the semileptonic region

0 ≤ q2 ≤ (MB − MM)2, which is the phenomenologically interesting one. This makes the

derivation of the bound for non-local matrix elements considerably more complicated than the

one for local matrix elements (see e.g. Ref. [62]). In particular, it implies that the coefficients

of the Taylor expansion in the variable z of the non-local form factors do not fulfil a dispersive

bound. In the next section, we show that appropriately chosen functions of z, which fulfil a

non-trivial orthogonality relation on the integration domain, cure this problem.

3.3 Derivation of the Bound

We start by matching the OPE result onto the hadronic representations of χ(Q2) — defined

in Eq. (3.3) with n = 2 — by means of global quark-hadron duality:

1

2πi

∞∫
0

ds
Discbs̄ ΠOPE(s)

(s−Q2)3
=

1

2iπ

∞∫
0

ds
Discbs̄ Πhad(s)

(s−Q2)3
. (3.20)

We then use Eq. (3.19) to rewrite Eq. (3.20) as a dispersive bound on weighted integrals of

the hadronic matrix elements:

χOPE(Q2) =
32π2

3

∞∫
(MB+MK)2

ds
M4

B λ
3/2(M2

B,M
2
K , s)

s4(s−Q2)3

∣∣HB→K
0 (s)

∣∣2

+
32π2

3

∞∫
(MB+MK∗ )2

ds
M6

B

√
λ(M2

B ,M
2
K∗ , s)

s3(s−Q2)3

∑
λ=⊥,‖

∣∣HB→K∗
λ (s)

∣∣2 +
M2

B

s

∣∣HB→K∗
0 (s)

∣∣2

+
16π2

3

∞∫
(MBs+Mφ)2

ds
M6

Bs

√
λ(M2

Bs
,M2

φ, s)

s3(s−Q2)3

∑
λ=⊥,‖

∣∣∣HBs→φ
λ (s)

∣∣∣2 +
M2

Bs

s

∣∣∣HBs→φ
0 (s)

∣∣∣2


+ further positive terms . (3.21)

Following the usual procedure to obtain dispersive bounds of the parameters of the hadronic

matrix elements [63], we define the map

z(s) ≡
√
s+ − s−

√
s+ − s0√

s+ − s+
√
s+ − s0

. (3.22)

Here s+ is the lowest branch point of the matrix element and s0 can be chosen freely in the

open interval (−∞, s+). In our case, we have s+ = 4M2
D rather than (MB +MK(∗))2 as in the

case for the local B → K(∗) form factors. Using this map and the fact that z = eiα on the
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unit circle, we obtain

χOPE(Q2) =
16π2

3

+αBK∫
−αBK

dα

∣∣∣∣dz(α)

dα

ds(z)

dz

∣∣∣∣M4
B λ

3/2(M2
B,M

2
K , s)

s4(s−Q2)3

∣∣HB→K
0 (s)

∣∣2∣∣∣∣ s = s(z)

z = z(α)

+
16π2

3

+αBK∗∫
−αBK∗

dα

∣∣∣∣dz(α)

dα

ds(z)

dz

∣∣∣∣M6
B

√
λ(M2

B ,M
2
K∗ , s)

s3(s−Q2)3

∑
λ=⊥,‖

∣∣HB→K∗
λ (s)

∣∣2∣∣∣∣∣∣ s = s(z)

z = z(α)

+
16π2

3

+αBK∗∫
−αBK∗

dα

∣∣∣∣dz(α)

dα

ds(z)

dz

∣∣∣∣M8
B

√
λ(M2

B ,M
2
K∗ , s)

s4(s−Q2)3

∣∣HB→K∗
0 (s)

∣∣2∣∣∣∣∣∣ s = s(z)

z = z(α)

+
8π2

3

+αBsφ∫
−αBsφ

dα

∣∣∣∣dz(α)

dα

ds(z)

dz

∣∣∣∣M6
Bs

√
λ(M2

Bs
,M2

φ, s)

s3(s−Q2)3

∑
λ=⊥,‖

∣∣∣HBs→φ
λ (s)

∣∣∣2
∣∣∣∣∣∣ s = s(z)

z = z(α)

+
8π2

3

+αBsφ∫
−αBsφ

dα

∣∣∣∣dz(α)

dα

ds(z)

dz

∣∣∣∣M8
Bs

√
λ(M2

Bs
,M2

φ, s)

s4(s−Q2)3

∣∣∣HBs→φ
0 (s)

∣∣∣2
∣∣∣∣∣∣ s = s(z)

z = z(α)

+ further positive terms , (3.23)

where the integral limits are given by

αXY ≡
∣∣ arg z(sXY )

∣∣ , (3.24)

with sXY defined previously below Eq. (3.18).

The central improvement of this paper is the change of the parametrization discussed

in Ref. [16] to one that fulfils a dispersive bound. As in that paper, we remove the dynamical

singularities of the non-local form factors HB→M
λ using the Blaschke factor

P(z) ≡
∏

ψ=J/ψ,ψ(2S)

z − zψ
1− z z∗ψ

. (3.25)

Here zψ = z(s = M2
ψ) is the location of the two narrow charmonium poles in the complex z

plane. These are the only poles on the open unit disk. In addition, to formulate the bound

in a concise form and to avoid kinematical singularities, we introduce suitable outer functions

φB→Mλ (z) [64]. These outer functions are defined such that on the integration domain their

modulus squared coincides with Eqs. (C.1)-(C.3) and they are free of unphysical singularities

inside the unit disk. The precise form of these functions and their derivation is provided
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in Appendix C. We can then define the functions

ĤB→P
0 (z) ≡ φB→P0 (z)P(z)HB→P

0 (z) , (3.26)

ĤB→V
λ (z) ≡ φB→Vλ (z)P(z)HB→V

λ (z) , (3.27)

which are analytical on the open unit disk.

At this point, we can express the dispersive bound as

1 > 2

+αBK∫
−αBK

dα
∣∣∣ĤB→K

0 (eiα)
∣∣∣2+
∑
λ

2

+αBK∗∫
−αBK∗

dα
∣∣∣ĤB→K∗

λ (eiα)
∣∣∣2 +

+αBsφ∫
−αBsφ

dα
∣∣∣ĤBs→φ

λ (eiα)
∣∣∣2
 . (3.28)

The next step is to find a basis of orthogonal functions on an arc of the unit circle covering

angles −αXY to +αXY . In lieu of a closed formula, we construct the first three orthonormal

polynomials pX→Yn as

pX→Y0 (z) =
1√

2αXY
, (3.29)

pX→Y1 (z) =

(
z − sin(αXY )

αXY

)√
αXY

2α2
XY + cos(2αXY )− 1

,

pX→Y2 (z) =

(
z2 +

sin(αXY )(sin(2αXY )− 2αXY )

2α2
XY + cos(2αXY )− 1

z +
2 sin(αXY )(sin(αXY )− αXY cos(αXY ))

2α2
XY + cos(2αXY )− 1

)

×

√
2(2α2

XY + cos(2αXY )− 1)

−9αXY + 8α3
XY + 8αXY cos(2αXY ) + αXY cos(4αXY ) + 4 sin(2αXY )− 2 sin(4αXY )

.

The higher order polynomials can be determined using an orthogonalization procedure. For

an in-depth review of the mathematical properties of these orthogonal polynomials on the unit

circle, we refer to Ref. [65]. The practical considerations of this application of the orthogonal

polynomials are discussed in Ref. [66].

Using the orthogonal polynomials, we can now expand

ĤB→M
λ (z) =

∞∑
n=0

aB→Mλ,n pB→Mn (z) . (3.30)

The dispersive bound then takes the simple form

∞∑
n=0

2
∣∣∣aB→K0,n

∣∣∣2 +
∑

λ=⊥,‖,0

[
2
∣∣∣aB→K∗λ,n

∣∣∣2 +
∣∣∣aBs→φλ,n

∣∣∣2]
 < 1 . (3.31)

It is worth noting that the coefficients of the Taylor expansions of the local form factors —

multiplied by suitable outer functions and Blaschke factors — satisfy an analogous constraint.
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In that case, the z monomials constitute a complete and orthonormal basis of polynomials

on the integration domain, which is the unit circle in the z plane. We have seen that the

integration domain for the non-local form factor case is only an arc of the unit circle, due to

the appearance of DD̄ and similar branch cuts below the B̄M thresholds. As a consequence,

the orthonormal polynomials in this integration domain are the ones given in Eq. (3.29). While

these polynomials are clearly much more complicated than the z monomials, they allow us to

write the dispersive bound in the diagonal form shown in (3.31).

An inconvenient feature of the pB→Mn polynomials is that their magnitude increases for

n → ∞ in the semileptonic region. Nevertheless, since the series in Eq. (3.30) is convergent

for |z| < 1 due to the analyticity of ĤB→M
λ , this only implies that the coefficients aB→Mλ,n must

fall off sufficiently fast such that higher order terms in the series are suppressed.

In the next subsection we present a simple application of the bound in Eq. (3.31) to HB→K
0 .

We remark that it is also possible to expand the ĤB→M
λ functions in terms of z monomials

using the same Blaschke factors and outer functions give here. However, the coefficients of

that expansion do not satisfy any dispersive bound.

3.4 Application to B̄ → K̄`+`−

We now explore some of the implications of the dispersive bound (3.31). Considering only the

B̄ → K̄`+`− contribution to the bound, we have

ĤB→K
0 (z) =

N∑
n=0

aB→Kn pB→Kn (z) ,
N∑
n=0

∣∣aB→Kn

∣∣2 < 1

2
, (3.32)

where we have assumed that the series expansion is truncated at n = N . Depending on the

value of N , the bound sets a global constraint on the size of |ĤB→K
0 |. This is shown in the left

panel of Figure 1, where the constraints for N = 0, 1, 2 are shown in yellow, green and blue,

respectively. In order to express the result as a function of q2, we have taken s0 = 0.

Of course, one may include the theoretical calculation based on the LCOPE at negative q2.

In order to see how this information impacts the constraints on the size of |ĤB→K
0 |, we impose

that HB→K
0 takes the central values quoted in Table 4 at q2 = −1 GeV2 and q2 = −5 GeV2.

At this point we need to make a choice on the value of the subtraction point Q2. Here we take

Q2 = −m2
b in the outer functions. In the case N = 2, these two theory constraints fix two

independent (complex-valued) combinations of aB→K0,1,2 , leaving one complex free parameter.

This free parameter is then constrained by the dispersive bound, and leads to the black region

shown in the left panel of Figure 1. This black region could be regarded as an estimate of

the truncation error when using two theory data points at negative q2 to fix the N = 1 series

expansion of ĤB→K
0 (q2). In relative terms, one may consider the ratio of the resulting allowed

values for ĤB→K
0 (q2) with N = 2 to the theoretical curve for the N = 1 expansion fixed by

the two theory data points. This is shown by the black region in Figure 2.
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Figure 1: Left: Allowed values for the magnitude of ĤB→K
0 according to the dispersive bound

on the expansion with one (orange), two (green) and three (blue) coefficients. The black region

shows the allowed region for the three-coefficient expansion including two theory constraints

at q2 = −1 GeV and −5 GeV. Right: The same, assuming all B̄ → K̄(∗)`+`− and B̄s →
φ`+`− modes contribute equally to the bound. In this case the region that includes the theory

constraints is shown in red.
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Figure 2: Estimate of the (relative) truncation error in the determination of HB→K
0 with

two coefficients and two theory constraints at q2 = −1 GeV and −5 GeV. The black region

disregards the contribution from other modes (most conservative situation), while the red region

assumes equal contributions from all B̄ → K̄(∗)`+`− and B̄s → φ`+`− modes (c.f. Figure 1).
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Figure 3: Allowed values for the magnitudes of ∆CB→K
9,had (q2) and the combination

P(z)∆CB→K
9,had (q2). Same color coding as in Figure 2. The diamonds in the right-hand plot

show the experimental data points on the charmonium poles (central values only). The result-

ing constraints on |∆CB→K
9,had (q2)| are shown as the shaded region in the left plot (including only

one theory data point). See text for details.

This example does not take full power of the dispersive bound, in particular by neglecting

the fact that other modes (e.g. B̄ → K̄∗`+`− and B̄s → φ`+`−) also contribute to the bound.

An analysis that takes this into account will lead to simultaneously correlated bounds for all

HB→K
0 (q2), HB→K∗

λ (q2) and HBs→φ
λ (q2), and thus it is beyond the scope of this section. In

order to estimate what the impact of adding these other modes might be in a simple setting, we

can make the reasonable simplifying assumption that all eleven modes in Eq. (3.31) contribute

equally to the bound, and thus take

N∑
n=0

∣∣aB→Kn

∣∣2 < 1

11
(involves assumption) . (3.33)

The corresponding bounds are shown in the right panel of Figure 1, and the red region in Fig-

ure 2. In this case the constraint is tightened by more than a factor of two.

To finish, it is interesting to see what these bounds look like at the amplitude level in

comparison to the contribution from C9. To that end, we consider the quantity

∆CB→K
9,had (q2) =

32π2M2
B

q2

HB→K
0 (q2)

FB→K0 (q2)
, (3.34)

which is defined in such a way that

A(B̄ →M`+`−) =
GF αV

∗
tsVtb√

2π
(C9 −∆CB→K

9,had )LµV F
B→K
µ + · · · . (3.35)
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The corresponding limits on the magnitude of ∆CB→K
9,had (q2) in the same circumstances as those

in Figure 2 are shown Figure 3 (left panel). One can see that the non-local contribution cannot

exceed (in magnitude) the SM value for C9(mb) ' 4 for q2 . 3 GeV2, or even for q2 . 5 GeV2

in the simplified scenario where the K∗ and φ modes are included.

The raise of the bound for q2 → 9 GeV2 is due to the fact that ∆CB→K
9,had (q2) contains a

pole at q2 = M2
J/ψ. In this sense it may be convenient to consider instead the combination

P(z) ×∆CB→K
9,had (q2) where the narrow charmonium poles have been removed. This is shown

in the right panel of Figure 3. This quantity is also directly related with the B → Kψn

amplitudes, at q2 = M2
ψn

, and thus the experimental measurement of these amplitudes can

be used to constrain further the non-local form factor [11, 12, 16]. In particular, with the

conventions of Ref. [16],

Res
q2→M2

ψn

∆CB→K
9,had (q2) =

16π2f ∗ψnAψn
FB→K0 (M2

ψn
)
. (3.36)

Taking into account that

lim
q2→M2

ψn

P(z)

q2 −M2
ψn

=

−0.036 GeV−2 for J/ψ

0.604 GeV−2 for ψ(2S)
(3.37)

one finds

|P(zJ/ψ) ∆CB→K
9,had (M2

Jψ)| = (0.036 GeV−2)
16π2fJ/ψ|AJ/ψ|
FB→K0 (M2

J/ψ)
' 0.12 , (3.38)

|P(zψ(2S)) ∆CB→K
9,had (M2

ψ(2S))| = (0.604 GeV−2)
16π2fψ(2S)|Aψ(2S)|
FB→K0 (M2

ψ(2S))
' 1.2 , (3.39)

where we have used

fJ/ψ ' 0.277 GeV , AJ/ψ ' 0.035 GeV , FB→K0 (M2
J/ψ) ' 0.47 , (3.40)

fψ(2S) ' 0.198 GeV , Aψ(2S) ' 0.041 GeV , FB→K0 (M2
ψ(2S)) ' 0.65 . (3.41)

These experimental data points are shown in the right-hand plot of Figure 3, and are situated

well within the dispersive bounds, as required. Including this experimental information in

the determination of HB→K
0 (q2) is rather important [11, 12, 16], since it essentially turns the

extrapolation from the spacelike to the timelike region into an interpolation, up to undeter-

mined strong phases that are not fixed by the non-leptonic amplitudes. The result of adding

these two charmonium data points on the allowed ranges for |∆CB→K
9,had (q2)| is shown by the

dashed region in the left-hand plot of Figure 3. In this case, only the theory data point at

q2 = −1 GeV has been kept, since otherwise the system would be overconstrained. Again, the

resulting region is situated well within the dispersive bound.

A more detailed and complete phenomenological study of the implications of the dispersive

bound and the determination of the non-local contributions to B̄ → M`` amplitudes is left

for future work.

27



4 Summary and Conclusions

The contributions from four-quark effective operators are an essential part of the exclusive

B̄(s) → {K̄(∗), φ}`+`− and B̄(s) → {K̄∗, φ}γ amplitudes. These contributions must be under

reasonable theoretical control in order to derive solid conclusions from the measurements

of such decay observables. However, they enter the decay amplitudes through a non-local

matrix element of non-perturbative nature, which is very difficult to calculate with controlled

uncertainties. In this work we have revisited this non-local effect and made progress at two

fronts.

First, we have recalculated the main subleading effect beyond the local OPE contribution,

which arises from a soft gluon coupling to a quark loop. This recalculation involves a light-

cone sum rule with B-meson light-cone distribution amplitudes (B-LCDAs), and improves

upon the only previous calculation of this quantity by including the full set of B-LCDAs up to

and including twist-four. Our reanalysis leads to a result for this soft-gluon effect that is two

orders of magnitude smaller than the previous calculation. A substantial part of the difference

is due to cancellations arising from the inclusion of the B-LCDAs that were missing. The

remaining difference is due to updated inputs.

Second, we have revisited the analytic continuation of the non-local effect from the LCOPE

region (where it is calculated) to the physical region relevant for B decays. In particular,

we have proposed a modified analytic parametrization of the non-local matrix element and

derived a dispersive bound that constrains this parametrization. The combination of our new

parametrization with the dispersive bound allows for the first time to control the inevitable

systematic truncation error from which every existing parametrization of the matrix elements

suffers.

Our results lead to a better understanding of the non-local contributions to decay modes

such as B̄ → K̄(∗)`+`− and B̄s → φ`+`−, which are currently under intense experimental

and theoretical scrutiny. An important question is whether the anomalies observed in these

modes are due to physics beyond the SM. Our ability to answer this question hinges on

our ability to bound poorly known QCD effects that could potentially be responsible for the

discrepancies. We can now say that the first subleading correction to the hadronic non-local

contribution is very small in the decays considered here, giving support to theory calculations

that neglect this subleading effect. In addition, our dispersive bound sets a solid ground for

the analytic continuation of calculations from the LCOPE region to the physical one. Future

phenomenological applications of the results presented here will lead to more accurate global

analyses of b→ s`+`− data.
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A Definitions of the Hadronic Matrix Elements

Following Ref. [16], we use a common set of Lorentz structure Sλ to decompose both the

local and the non-local hadronic matrix elements emerging in B → P (seudoscalar) and B →
V (ector) transitions. In this work, we restrict ourselves to the B → K, B → K∗, and Bs → φ

transitions, but the considerations of this appendix also apply to, e.g., the Bs → K and

Bs → K∗ transitions.

A.1 B → P Transitions

For B → P transitions there are two independent Lorentz structures Sλµ in the decomposition

of the matrix elements. Here µ is a Lorentz index and λ = 0, t denotes either longitudinal or

timelike polarization of the underlying current. The structures read

S0
µ(k, q) ≡ 2kµ −

2(q · k)

q2
qµ , Stµ(k, q) ≡ M2

B −M2
P

q2
qµ . (A.1)

Using these structures, we decompose the B → P matrix elements into form factors as follows:

FB→Pµ (k, q) ≡ 〈P (k)| s̄γµPL b |B̄(q + k)〉 =
1

2

[
S0
µFB→P0 + StµFB→Pt

]
, (A.2)

FB→PT,µ (k, q) ≡ 〈P (k)| s̄σµνqνPR b |B̄(q + k)〉 =
i

2
MB S0

µFB→P0,T , (A.3)

HB→P
µ (k, q) ≡ i

∫
d4x eiq·x 〈P (k)|T

{
jem
µ (x), (C1O1 + C2O2)(0)

}
|B̄(q + k)〉

= M2
B S0

µHB→P
0 . (A.4)
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Here and throughout this article we suppress the argument of the local and non-local form

factors, which are functions of the momentum transfer squared: FB→Mλ ≡ FB→Mλ (q2) and

HB→M
λ ≡ HB→M

λ (q2).

The relations between our local form factor basis and the traditional basis of form factors

(see, e.g., Refs. [35,56]) read

FB→P0 = fB→P+ , FB→Pt = fB→P0 , FB→P0,T =
q2

MB(MB +MK)
fB→PT . (A.5)

The non-local form factor HB→P
0 defined in Eq. (A.4) is related to the non-local form factor

HB→P defined in Ref. [11] through

HB→P
0 = −Qc

q2

2M2
B

HB→P . (A.6)

A.2 B → V Transitions

For B → V transitions there are four independent Lorentz structures Sλαµ in the decomposition

of the matrix elements. Here α and µ are Lorentz indices and λ =⊥, ‖, 0, t denotes the different

polarization of the underlying current. The structures read

S⊥αµ(k, q) =

√
2MB√
λkin

εαµkq , S‖αµ(k, q) =
iMB√

2

[
gαµ −

4(q · k)

λkin

qαkµ +
4M2

V

λkin

qαqµ

]
,

Stαµ(k, q) =
2iMV

q2
qαqµ , S0

αµ(k, q) =
4iMVM

2
B

q2λkin

[
q2qαkµ − (q · k) qαqµ

]
.

(A.7)

where λkin ≡ λ(M2
B,M

2
V , q

2) is the Källén function. We decompose the local and non-local

B → V matrix elements as

FB→Vµ (k, q) ≡ 〈V (k, η)| s̄γµPL b |B̄(q + k)〉

=
1

2
η∗α
[
S⊥αµFB→V⊥ − S‖αµFB→V‖ − S0

αµFB→V0 − StαµFB→Vt

]
, (A.8)

FB→VT,µ (k, q) ≡ 〈V (k, η)| s̄σµνqνPR b |B̄(q + k)〉

=
i

2
MB η

∗α [S⊥αµFB→V⊥,T − S‖αµFB→V‖,T − S0
αµFB→V0,T

]
, (A.9)

HB→V
µ (k, q) ≡ i

∫
d4x eiq·x 〈V (k, η)|T

{
jem
µ (x), (C1O1 + C2O2)(0)

}
|B̄(q + k)〉

= M2
B η
∗α [S⊥αµHB→V

⊥ − S‖αµHB→V
‖ − S0

αµHB→V
0

]
. (A.10)

The minus signs in front of FB→V‖ and FB→V0 have been introduced to ensure that the form

factors are all positive in the semileptonic phase space; the signs in front of HB→V
‖ and HB→V

0
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then follow. The relations between our local form factor basis and the traditional basis of

form factors (see, e.g., Refs. [35,56]) read

FB→V⊥ =

√
2λkin

MB(MB +MV )
V , FB→V‖ =

√
2 (MB +MV )

MB

A1 ,

FB→V0 =
(M2

B −M2
V − q2)(MB +MV )2A1 − λkinA2

2MVM2
B(MB +MV )

, FB→Vt = A0 ,

FB→V⊥,T =

√
2λkin

M2
B

T1 , FB→V‖,T =

√
2(M2

B −M2
V )

M2
B

T2 ,

(A.11)

FB→V0,T =
q2(M2

B + 3M2
V − q2)

2M3
BMV

T2 −
q2λkin

2M3
BMV (M2

B −M2
V )
T3 .

The non-local form factor HB→V
0 defined in Eq. (A.10) is related to the non-local form factor

Hi defined in Ref. [11] through

HB→V
⊥ = Qc

√
λkin√
2M3

B

H1 ,

HB→V
‖ = −

√
2Qc

M2
B −M2

V

M3
B

H2 ,

HB→V
0 = −Qc

q2

2M4
BMV

[
(M2

B + 3M2
V − q2)H2 −

λkin

M2
B −M2

V

H3

]
.

(A.12)

B Matching Coefficient at Subleading Power

The matching coefficient for the next-to-leading power of the LCOPE of correlator (2.2) was

computed for the first time in Ref. [11]. The result was written in the form

Iµραβ(q, ω2) =
1

8π2

∫ 1

0

du

{[
ūq̃µq̃αgρβ + uq̃ρq̃αgµβ − ūq̃2gµαgρβ

] dI(q̃2)

dq̃2

− ū− u
2

gµαgρβI(q̃2)

}
, (B.1)

where

I(q̃2) =

∫ 1

0

dt ln

[
µ2

m2
c − t(1− t)q̃2

]
,

q̃µ = qµ − vµuω2 .
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It is convenient to rewrite the function I(q̃2) as

I(q̃2) =

∫ 1

0

dt ln

[
µ2

m2
c − t(1− t)q̃2

]

=

{
t · ln

[
µ2

m2
c − t(1− t)q̃2

]}t=1

t=0

−
∫ 1

0

dt
q̃2 t(1− 2t)

m2
c − t(1− t)q̃2

= ln

[
µ2

m2
c

]
−
∫ 1

0

dt
q̃2 t(1− 2t)

m2
c − t(1− t)q̃2

.

(B.2)

Since the part of Iµραβ proportional to I(q̃2) is multiplied by (ū−u), the term ln
[
µ2

m2
c

]
vanishes

after integrating over u. In addition, using the identity∫ 1

0

dt
t

m2
c − t(1− t)q̃2

=

∫ 1

0

dt
1

2

1

m2
c − t(1− t)q̃2

, (B.3)

one obtains

I(q̃2) =

∫ 1

0

dt

[
− q̃2 t(1− t)
m2
c − t(1− t)q̃2

+
q̃2

2

1

m2
c − t(1− t)q̃2

]
. (B.4)

The calculation of the first derivative of I(q̃2) is straightforward:

dI(q̃2)

dq̃2
=

∫ 1

0

dt
t(1− t)

m2
c − t(1− t)q̃2

. (B.5)

Exploiting Eqs. (B.4)-(B.5) and absorbing the Levi-Civita symbol coming from G̃αβ ≡ 1
2
εαβστG

στ ,

we obtain

Ĩµρστ (q, ω2) ≡ 1

2
εαβστIµραβ(q, ω2) =

∫ 1

0

du

∫ 1

0

dt
1

64π2(t(1− t)q̃2 −m2
c)

×
(

4t(1− t)
(
q̃µερστ{q̃} − 2uq̃τεµρσ{q̃} + 2uq̃2εµρστ

)
+ q̃2 (1− 2u) εµρστ

)
. (B.6)

In this work we adopt the convention ε0123 = +1.

C Outer Functions

To cast the dispersive bound into the form of Eq. (3.23), we define the outer functions such

that their moduli squared coincide with the weight factors in Eq. (3.28) on the integration

domain:

∣∣φB→P0 (z(α))
∣∣2 ≡ 1

χOPE(Q2)

8π2

3

∣∣∣∣dz(α)

dα

ds(z)

dz

∣∣∣∣M4
B λ

3/2(M2
B,M

2
P , s)

s4(s−Q2)3

∣∣∣∣∣ s = s(z)

z = z(α)

, (C.1)
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Outer function
Parameters

a b c d

φB→P0 3 3 2 2

φB→V⊥ = φB→V‖ 3 1 3 0

φB→V0 3 1 2 2

Table 5: Parameters of the outer functions Eq. (C.5).

∣∣φB→V⊥,‖ (z(α))
∣∣2 ≡ 1

χOPE(Q2)

8π2

3

∣∣∣∣dz(α)

dα

ds(z)

dz

∣∣∣∣M6
B

√
λ(M2

B,M
2
V , s)

s3(s−Q2)3

∣∣∣∣∣ s = s(z)

z = z(α)

, (C.2)

∣∣φB→V0 (z(α))
∣∣2 ≡ 1

χOPE(Q2)

8π2

3

∣∣∣∣dz(α)

dα

ds(z)

dz

∣∣∣∣M8
B

√
λ(M2

B,M
2
V , s)

s4(s−Q2)3

∣∣∣∣∣ s = s(z)

z = z(α)

. (C.3)

Since these weight factors contain singularities, the outer functions should also be defined such

that they do not exhibit kinematical singularities on the open unit disk of the z plane [67].

We only retain such kinematical singularities at z(s = 0) that ensure the correct physical

behaviour of the non-local form factors HB→M
λ involving an on-shell photon, i.e. the absence

of an on-shell longitudinal photon. Specifically, we keep a 1/s(z) pole in both φB→P0 and

φB→V0 . In this way, our parametrization for the non-local form factors HB→M
λ , i.e.

HB→M
λ =

1

φB→Mλ (z)P(z)

∑
n

aB→Mλ,n pB→Mn (z) , (C.4)

explicitly satisfies the conditions HB→P
0 (s = 0) = 0 and HB→V

0 (s = 0) = 0.

The outer function are then written as

φB→Mλ (z) = Nλ(1 + z)
1
2 (1− z)a−b+c+d−

3
2φ1(z)aφ2(z)

b
2φ3(z)cφ4(z)d , (C.5)

where we have defined the constant factor

Nλ = 4πMa−b+c+d−2
B

√
2(4M2

D − s0)

3χOPE(Q2)
, (C.6)

and the functions

φ1(z) = −

(
2
√

(4M2
D −Q2) (4M2

D − s0) + 8M2
D −Q2 − s0

) 1
2

2
√

(4M2
D −Q2) (4M2

D − s0) + 8M2
D +Q2(z − 1)− s0(z + 1)

, (C.7)
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Local Bs → φ form factors This work Ref. [36]

V (q2 = 0) 0.387± 0.111 0.387± 0.033

A0(q2 = 0) 0.372± 0.070 0.389± 0.045

A1(q2 = 0) 0.304± 0.080 0.296± 0.027

T1(q2 = 0) 0.339± 0.093 0.309± 0.027

T23(q2 = 0) 0.651± 0.115 0.676± 0.071

Table 6: Comparison between the local form factors results of Ref. [36] and our results at

q2 = 0.

φ2(z) =
(
M4

B(z − 1)4 − 2M2
B(z − 1)2

(
−16M2

Dz +M2
M(z − 1)2 + s0(z + 1)2

)
+
(
16M2

Dz +M2
M(z − 1)2 − s0(z + 1)2

)2
) 1

2
, (C.8)

φ3(z) =

(
8M2

D + 4
√

4M4
D −M2

Ds0 − s0

) 1
2

−8M2
D − 4

√
4M4

D −M2
Ds0 + s0(z + 1)

, (C.9)

φ4(z) =
(
s0(z + 1)2 − 16M2

Dz
)− 1

2 . (C.10)

Here s0 is a parameter of the s → z mapping (3.22). The values of the parameters a, b, c, d

of Eq. (C.5) for the outer functions considered in this work are listed in Table 5.

D Local Bs → φ Form Factors

We compute the local Bs → φ form factors using the analytical results of Ref. [35]. We provide

our numerical results at q2 = {−15,−10,−5, 0,+5}GeV2 through a machine-readable YAML

file attached to the arXiv preprint of this article as an ancillary file. We use the same format

as in Ref. [54]. The inputs used to obtain these results are discussed in Section 2.3.

In Table 6, we compare our results at q2 = 0, obtained by means of LCSRs with B-meson

LCDAs, with the results of Ref. [36], obtained by means of LCSRs with light-meson LCDAs.

We find perfect agreement between these two calculations. The larger uncertainties in our

calculation with respect to Ref. [36] are due to the fact that the B-meson LCDAs are not as

well known as the light-meson LCDAs.
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