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Abstract

We revisit the theoretical predictions and the parametrization of non-local matrix
elements in rare By — {K™, ¢}¢~ and B(s) — {K*, ¢} 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 B, — ¢ 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¢T¢~, such as B — K®utpu~ and
B, — ¢t~ are currently the most important probes of the semileptonic operators [sT'][/I"/]
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|I|
GraViVi

\/§7r

LM
(Co LY, + Co Lly) F2oM — q—QV{Qimb& FrM+ 16#27-[5_}”’}] , (L.1)

A(B — Mty =

where ¢? is the invariant squared mass of the lepton pair and Ly 4y = (@) 7" (75)ve(g2) are
leptonic currents. We have included explicitly the effects of the semileptonic operators O;, Oq
and 09 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. (| . is exact in QCD. All non-perturbative effects are contained within
the local and non-local hadronic matrix elements .7-" B_*M and ”Hf_)M , defined as

Fi7M(k,q) = (M(K)|57,PL b B(g + k) (1.2)
Fr M (k,q) = (M(k)|50,,q" PrO|B(q + k) | (1.3)

HfﬁM(k,q) = z/ d*x e (M ]T{j x), (C107 + C205)( O)}]B(q +k)) , (1.4)

where ji = > Qy qvu.q with ¢ = {u,d,s,c,b}. In Eq. (1.4) we retained only the terms
containing the operators

O1 = (57, PLTc)(ey" PLT"D) and Oy = (57, Prc) (e Prb) , (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. are sometimes included through a shift of
the Wilson coefficients C7 and Cy. The resulting effective Wilson coefficients C’?fg(q2) become
both process- and ¢*-dependent [20]. In this work we prefer not to use C?%(qz) to keep the
non-local contributions explicitly separated from the local ones.

The local and non-local form factors F faﬁ;‘/f (¢%) and HE7M(¢?) are the invariant functions
of a Lorentz decomposition of the matrix elements

Fit(k,q) o< Y FPa () Sp(k.q) . My~ M (k. q) ZHB*M )Sp(k,q) . (1.6)
A

Here and throughout this work B stands in for either B~, B° or BS, and M is a hadronic state such that
B — M is a b — s transition. The state M may be a single meson or a multiparticle state such as K ~n+ [22].
Our approach works equally for B — V+ decays, as a special case of B — V/{T(~.



The structures S* define our conventions for the form factors and are given in Appendix .

The non-local contributions ’HE*M are currently the main source of theoretical uncertainty
in the predictions of B — M{T¢~ observables. All theoretical calculations of HE*M 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 ¢? value, the two relevant OPEs

are:

e Local OPE for |¢*| = O (m}). The OPE is carried out in terms of local operators
of the form 5(0)D*... D*b(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.

e Light-Cone OPE (LCOPE) for 4m? — ¢®> > Am,. The OPE is carried out in
terms of bilocal light-cone operators of the form 5(z)O(x,0)b(0), with z* = 0 [11,]12].

The calculation of the non-local contributions in the region below the open-charm thresh-
old, that is for ¢> < 14 GeV?, 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 ¢? values that ensure rapid convergence of the LCOPE, which is the case for
¢* < —1GeVZ,

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 ¢ values

that correspond to semileptonic decays, i.e. for 4m? < ¢* < 4M3.

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 a;,.

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 [22,132-36]. 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 ¢? 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 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 [L1]. 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
HE7M(¢?). This bound allows us to constrain the possible effect of truncated terms in the
analytic expansion. Our conclusions follow in Section [, 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 By — ¢ 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 2 ~ 0. The first two

terms in this expansion are [44]

O T{ea)elw}0) = [ e e e

— Z/ du GUT(’LLx + (1 _ U’)y)/(;lﬂ,];g; e~k (z-y) (1 - U) (% +;7(l]c€>20'iq—n‘l“2;i2(7m—<% + mc) ’ (2.1)

where G, (ur) = g,t*G2 (ux) is the gluon field.




The leading power in the LCOPE, which coincides with the leading power of the local
OPE, readsﬂ

j / 0 07 TLJ (2), (G104 + Cy0)(0))}

1
~ 1672
The matching coefficients AC; and ACy have been computed to next-to-leading order in
QCD [25-30]. At the leading order, one finds

[ (qqu — q2gup) ACy 5v° Prb + 2imy, ACy EJWQPPRb] + higher powers. (2.2)

AC?(QQ) = O (as) ) (23)

8 N8 4
—on (E> + o + oyl

ACQ((]Q) = Qc (%Cl -+ 02> 9

+ O (ay) , (2.4)

1 2 2) — 1 arctan 1
=5 (2+9(@) Vylg*) - 1 arct ( y(qQ)_1>

with y(¢?) = 4m?/¢* > 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 «.

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 x?. This expansion introduces a gluon field
Go.(uz), as one can see from the second line of Eq. (2.1). Following Ref. [11], we use the

translation operator to rewrite G,,(ux) as
Gor(uz) = e~ DG __(0). (2.5)

To make the calculation simpler it is convenient to introduce the light-like vectors n'., which
satisfy the following identities:

n:=n®>=0, ny-n_ =2, nt +nt =20k, (2.6)

where v* 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 4m? — ¢* > Am,. Hence, we fix

nt ny
n_-qe~my,  ng-q<4Am?/my, qizq“—(q'mr)?—(qn,)%:O. (2.7)

2The quantities AC; and ACy 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:

nt nh
D“:(n+-D)7—+(n,.D)7++Dﬁ. (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]:

O (wy) = 577 P, (5<w2 oy iD) G b. (2.9)

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

i/d4x el T{jzm(x), (C101 + C50,)(0)} = local contributions

+2Q,CFMPW / dws 1per (g, ) O (wy) + O (avg) + higher powers. (2.10)

Here ag = as(p.), with p. a perturbative scale, and ws is the n_ light-cone component of the
gluon momentum, which is related to the variable w of Ref. [11] through w = wy/2. We also
abbreviate CEMPW = (0, — QC—A}C The matching coefficient I upor 15 @ four-tensor that depends
on the gluon momentum wsn_ and the momentum transfer q. We reproduce the expression
for Ipap = —%SQBUTINWUT in Eq. (3.15) of Ref. [11] as well. Nevertheless, a few comments on

I,,po+ are in order:

e To leading order in a; 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 I,,,,, consistent with Ref. [11].

e To leading order in «,, the matching coefficient I upor 18 finite in the limit ¢ — 0. Hence,
it cannot depend explicitly on the renormalization scale u to this order. Any residual u
dependence emerges only from the use of scale-dependent quantities; here, from the use
of the charm quark mass m.. 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 Cy and C'; to order a.

e The form in which 1,45 is presented in Ref. [11] is explicitly dependent on 4, 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]



Thus, we write the subleading matching coefficient in the form

1 1
1
Lipor(q,wo) = [ du [ dt .
oo (@ 02) / “/ 642 (t(1 — 1)@ — m2)

X <4t(1 —t) ((jMEPUT{Q} — 2uqrEppo{gy T 2“‘125/4)07) + ¢ (1 —2u) 5up07> - (2.11)

Here, we approximate the square of the momentum ¢" = ¢ — viuwy/2 as ¢* =~ ¢* — uwomy
and adopt the convention £y93 = +1. Even though Eq. 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. has also been used to calculate the
numerical results of Ref. [11] in a non-public Mathematica Codeﬂ 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

Oulq) = / dws Ipor (g, w2) OP7 (ws) (2.12)

using LCSRs with B-LCDAs. To derive the sum rule, we start defining the correlator
I, (kq) =i [ dtye 07 {0, Ou)} 1Bla+ ) (2.13)

where jI = q,T,s is the interpolating current, with ¢ = {u,d, 3} depending on the decay
channel. The Dirac structure I, of the interpolating current is chosen such that the respective

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

y for M = K
r, =W . (2.14)
Y for M = K*, ¢

The light-cone sum rule calculation of the matrix elements of (’N)u(q) is based on a LCOPE
of the correlator Eq. in the framework of heavy quark effective theory. Here, the
momentum ¢ is fixed according to the considerations in the previous section. For a fixed ¢,
we now need to ensure that k2 is chosen appropriately, i.e. that the expansion of Eq. is
dominated by bi-local operators with light-cone dominance. We find that for —k? ~ a few A2
the correlator is dominated by contributions at light-like distances y* ~ (y - n_)% such that

3We are very grateful to Yu-Ming Wang for sharing this code with us.



y-q < (y-n_)4m?2/my [11]. Therefore, we can expand the strange quark propagator near the

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

4 4 1k p+

x (0] @i (y)d w2 — iny - DIG"hy(0) |B(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-
LCDASs, the leading contribution in Eq. comes from the three-particle B-LCDAs. The
three-particle distribution amplitudes of the B-meson can be defined as [47,/4§]

(0141 (y)8 [wz — in. - D] Gorhy(0) | B(v))

= fBiWB /OO dw e vy {(1 + ¢) [(UU’}/.,- — U Ye) [a — Yv] — ooy
0

yomy,y2~0

+ (0507 — 0705) X 4 — (05 — Orys) [W + Y 4] + iegmgaavﬂ%)_@;

— — ba
= iemaﬁ@a’yﬁ%YA — (Opv; — O vg)(}?W + (0,7yr — 87%)(]521 75} , (2.16)

where we have suppressed the arguments of the B-LCDAs, e.g. ¢4 = ¥ 4(w1,ws), for brevity.
The derivatives, which act only on the hard-scattering kernel, are abbreviated as 9, = 9/90l*,
with I = (w; + uws)v*. In addition, we introduced the shorthand notation

Vap (w1, wo) E/o 1d771 P3p(m, wa) ,
(2.17)

— w1 m
1/13p(w1,w2) = / dm / dne 1/13p(772,w2) )
0 0

where 13, represents any of the three-particle B-LCDAs appearing in Eq. . In Ref. |11]
only the B-LCDAs ¥4, 1y, X4, and Y, have been taken into account.

The distribution amplitudes of Eq. 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. 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.
are given in Ref. [48]. Inverting these relations, one obtains (using the same nomenclature as
in Ref. [35])

Valeon,wa) = 3 [6+ dul(wn, ),



(w1, 02) = 3 [~ + Bil(wn,a),

Xp(on,0) = 5 1= = b1+ 20l(w,0),

V(o) = 5[5 = ba-+ s — sl(en,w0),

X g 02) = 5 =65+ 64 = 2w, 9),

V() = 5[5 + 65— xa + xsl(wn,2),

W oo, 02) = 3 [ = = Xa + G+ s + xsl(on,9),
Blonsen) = 7 =05 6 — Dxa + ds + 205 — dillwn,a),

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-LCDASs of twist five or higher are not currently known. However, they “are
not expected to contribute to the leading power corrections O (1/Mpg) 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 ;! and the

operator (5#:

e gy = 3 (O 11 nO)) <%gﬁé>>|@u<q>|é<q+k>> [T athe D) g

A

where the sum runs over all the possible polarizations. The function pgy(s, q?) is the spectral
density, which encodes the information about the continuum as well as the exited states, while
sy 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 fy for V = K*, ¢:

Ol @1vvyss | P(k)) = ifpky,

<O‘ (jl’)/us ’V<k> 77)> = Z‘f‘/nuj\f‘/ .

(2.19)

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

(P(k)| Ou(a) | Blg+ k) = Mj S, Vg™, (2.20)
(V(k,n)| Oula) [Bla + k) = M | S, VI = SLVY = S0 05 Y| (2.21)
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where the definitions of the Lorentz structures S* are given in Appendix . The hadronic
dispersion relation for the correlator (2.13)) is finally obtained by plugging Eqgs. (2.19)-(2.21])

into Eq. -

It is worth emphasizing that the functions are the next-to-leading power contribu-
tions in the LCOPE to the non-local form factors HZ7M that are defined as

VB—)M

HEP = MESyHET, (2.22)

Hf—ﬂ/ M2 *Qu [Sl HB—)V S” HB—>V SO 7_[3—)\/} (223)

The expressions for the non-local form factors HEZ~7M then read

1 2 m
B—M _ B—M b B—M KMPWy: B=M |
ACy Fy —AC Fyr 2Q.C Vi o, (224
H 1672 <2M2 ? T )+Q (224)
where the ellipses stands for higher powers in the LCOPE and spectator scattering interac-
tions. The definitions of the form factors F2~M 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.
into the hadronic representation. To get rid of the contributions of the excited and continuum
states of Eq. , 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.

VB—>M

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

Lorentz structure P,W. Hence, we decompose the two-point functions in terms of scalar-valued
functions I1Y (k?, ¢°):

Z (k, ) IV (K2, ¢%) . (2.25)
The LCOPE results for the functions IIV can always be written in the form

I (k? fBMBZ/ I (s, ) - (2.26)

k? —s(0,¢%)]

where we have introduced the new variable ¢ = w;/Mp and defined

2 9
s(o,q?) = oM2 + e 9T (2.27)

l1—0

For ease of comparison, we give our results in the basis A, V;, V,, 133 as in Ref. [11] instead
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% P NV KY

A Q;Lku _% fP(M% - MJQJ - q2)
]N}l €uvkq +1 fVMV
1}2 Guv —1 fVMV(MX%' - Mé)
]}23 qu.9v —1 fv My

Table 1:  Overview of the quantities V extracted from the correlation Junctions, their corre-
sponding Lorentz structures 73251,, and their normalization factors NY and K;} . See the text
for details.

of VE=F VBV, f)‘f =V VB>V The relations between these two bases read

PB=P _ _ qa 5
pB-oV _ VAkin
1 \/§Mg 1>
) ) (2.28)
Mz — M,
B—V B vV
VY =—v2 e
2
yB-v 4T (M§+3M€,—q2))§2—ﬂ
0 2ME My, MZ — M2 7P|

where A\, = A(M3, M2, ¢*) is the Kéllén function. For convenience, we have also introduced

the function

_ ~ M2 + q2 _ M2 _
Vas =V, + —% By,. (2.29)
23 2 M% . M‘2/ 3
We can now write down the sum rule for any of the quantities V = A, V,, V,, ]~/23, which
reads
s fBMB - /00 (—s(0,q?)+ M2 2 1 Y
— - —1)" d s(o,q?)+ P,V)/M IV
e P Ll A (n— DIy
— n—1 j—1
(D" stz 1L 1/(d1\" 5
- 7 » — | —= I 2.30
[(n —1)! ‘ ; (M?2)r=i—1 g \ do & " ’ (2.30)
= o=0(

with IV = JQL}/NY). We abbreviate oy = o (s, ¢%), s'(0,¢*) = ds(o,¢*)/do, and the differential

(1) 100= (4 (14 10)).
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Here s is the effective threshold sq of the sum rule, which differs in general from the continuum
threshold sj,. The functions I can be represented as integrals of the three-particle B-LCDAs

oo 1 1 9
. 1 wa \"
IY(o,q%) = m/dwz/du/dtd}zzo (M—Z) Cve) (0, u,t, ¢°) Yap (0 Mp, we) |
0 0 0 3p 7=

(2.32)

for s, = @3, ¢s,14, xa. The factors KV in Eq. (2.30) consists of a universal part and a
structure dependent part:

KV (q27 t7 U,Cdg) - Kl(q27 ta u7w2>K;)(q2) ) (233)

where
Ki(¢? t,u,wy) = 872 [m? —t(1 —1t) (q2 - ungB)] ) (2.34)

The quantities 73231/, NV, and K; are listed in Table , while the coefficients C’,%’wgp) 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,‘; ¥ 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:

e 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.

e 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.

e 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.

fe 189.4+14 MeV  [50] fz. 230.7+1.3  MeV  [50]
fx 155.6 £ 0.4 MeV  [5]] free 204+7  MeV  [36]
fs 233+4  MeV  [36] m.(2GeV) 9573 MeV  [52]
Bt 460+ 110 MeV  [53] AB..t 520+ 110 MeV  [54]
Mpp o 0032002 GeV?  [55) Nb . 0.06 £0.03 GeV* [55]
sEK 1.05 GeV?  [56] sBK [1.4,1.7] GeV? [35]
s 0 2.1,2.4]  GeV?

Table 2:  List of the input parameters used in the evaluation of the LCSR . The
intervals for the effective thresholds s875" and 5(1)33_"ZS 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 sy given in that paper.
This ensures consistency when using both local and non-local form factors in a simultaneous
phenomenological analysis.

For the By — ¢ 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/Ap, ; of the leading twist Bs-LCDA. This estimate agrees with the recent calculation
carried out in Ref. [57]. The values of the parameters A}, p and A%, which enter in the
models of B,-LCDAs, are assumed to be equal to A} p and A, 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
B, — ¢ transition, we first calculate the local B, — ¢ 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 By — ¢ form factors are given in Appendix @
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 m,. itself and 2m, and the Borel parameter in the interval 0.75 GeV? < M? <
1.25 GeV?, 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 oy. Moreover, the sum
rule dependence on M? 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 B, — ¢ 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 A, 1}1, 1}2, and 1}3
are shown in Table[3| For the B — K transitions we also compare our results with Ref. [11],
while the results for the By, — ¢ 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 A}  and A} ;. 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 )\237 g = /\237 g 1s adopted, which is not justified by calculations
of these parameters [22}55]59]:

22— 04708 (2.35)

In Ref. [11] it is also assumed that )\237 = %)\%, +, 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 /\QB, 5 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 Ff(?% ]}fﬁM, and HE7M at ¢*> = {7, -5, -3, —1} GeV? are shown
in Table . The values of the local form factors F faﬁ;‘/[ are taken from the LCSRs calculation of
Ref. [35]["f The non-local form factors HZ7M are computed using Eq. . The numerical
results for AC; and ACy, needed to evaluate HZ7M, are obtained from the Mathematica
notebook attached to the arXiv version of Ref. [30]:

AC:(¢* = —=7GeV?) = — 0.05571 — 0.00362i, ACy(¢*> = —7GeV?) =0.10228 + 0.00001 i,
AC;(¢* = —5GeV?) = — 0.05850 — 0.004317, ACy(q* = —5GeV?) =0.13181 — 0.000391 ,
AC;(¢* = —3GeV?) = — 0.06150 — 0.00519i, ACy(¢*> = —3GeV?) =0.16603 — 0.001141 ,
AC(¢* = —1GeV?) = — 0.06472 — 0.006377, ACy(¢*> = —1GeV?) =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 V(¢®> = 1GeV?) This work Ref. [11]

B K A (+4.942.8) - 1077 (—1.3559) - 1074
V, (—4.443.6)-1077GeV  (—=1.5%12)- 1071 GeV
B — K* V, (+3.34£20)-1077GeV  (+7.3114)-107° GeV
V, (+1.14+1.0)-107GeV  (+2.4%55) . 1074 CeV
v, (—4.4£5.6) - 1077 GeV —
B, — ¢ V, (+4.3+3.1) - 1077 GeV —
V, (+1.7£2.0) - 10" GeV —

Table 3:  Comparison between the results of Ref. [11] and our results at ¢*> = 1 GeV>.

In anticipation of the next section, we keep only the contributions proportional to the charm
quark electric charge @), 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 HZ~M. 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 H¥7M are dominated by the leading-power of the LCOPE, i.e. stem from
the first two terms in Eq. . 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 HE=M of Section need to be analytically continued
from the spacelike region of ¢, 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.  ¢? [GeVQ} ]—'fﬁM ]:f;M NfﬁM Re HfﬁM Im /HfﬁM
-7 +0.191 £0.055 —0.041+£0.010 (—8.0+3.8)-107% (+3.847.3)-107% (-7.54£1.9) 107"
? o -5 +0.209 £0.061 —0.032 £0.008 (—5.1+£2.4)-10"% (+6.1£6.8)-107¢ (=7.4+1.9)-107"
q - -3 4+0.230 £ 0.067 —0.021 £0.005 (—22+1.1)-107% (+6.445.4)-107¢ (-6.5+24)-107"
—1 +0.254 +0.074 —0.008 £0.002 (—22+1.5)-107° (+3.44+24)-107¢ (-3.24+0.9)-107"
-7 +0.354 £0.117  +0.365 £ 0.117 (—=0.5£5.1)-1077 (+1.3£0.4)-107* (+6.6£2.1)-107
L -5 +0.363 £0.120 +0.376 £0.120 (—0.44+4.7)-1077 (+1.44+04)-10"* (+8.04£2.6)-107°
B -3 +0.373+£0.119  +0.385+0.123 (—0.4+3.8)-1077 (+1.44£04)-107* (+9.9+£3.3)-107°
-1 +0.382£0.122  +0.394 £0.126 (—0.4£25)-1077 (+1.4£04)-107* (+1.240.4)-107°
-7 +0.382 £0.122 40.357 £0.114 (-2.145.2)-1077 (+1.34+0.4)-10"* (+6.542.0)-107°
S \ -5 +0.397 £0.123  +0.368 £0.118 (—2.0£4.7)-1077 (+1.4£04)-107* (+7.94+2.5)-107
EZ - -3 +0.410 £0.127 +0.381 £0.122 (—-1.8£3.9)-1077 (+1.4£04)-107* (+9.84+3.2)-107
-1 +0.425+£0.131 40.393+0.130 (—-1.542.6)-1077 (+1.4+0.4)-10"* (+1.24+04)-107°
-7 +0.256 £0.171  —0.074 +£0.047 (-1.6+0.7)-1077 (+0.0£2.7)-10™> (-1.3£0.9)-107°
o -5 +0.271£0.181 —0.055£0.035 (—1.1£0.5)-1077 (+04£24)-107° (-1.2+£0.8)-107
- -3 +0.279 £ 0.187 —0.034 £0.022 (=58+2.7)-10"% (+0.5+1.7)-10° (-1.04+0.6)-1076
-1 +0.2924£0.199 —0.012+£0.008 (—=1.5+£0.8)-10% (+3.0£7.2)-107¢ (—-4.7+3.1)-107"
=7 +0.417 £0.112 40470 +£0.127 (-=0245.6)-1077 (+1.64+0.4)-10"* (+8.442.3)-107°
L -5 +0.426 £ 0.115  +0.456 £ 0.123 (—0.2+£5.1)-1077 (+1.6£0.4)-107* (+9.6 +£2.6)- 1076
B -3 +0.433 £0.121  +0.441 £0.119 (—0.1£4.3)-1077 (+1.6£0.4)-107* (+1.14£0.3)-107°
—1 +0.440 £ 0.123  +0.4234+0.114 (=0.2+2.9)-1077 (+1.5+£0.4)-107* (+1.340.4)-107°
-7 +0.458 £0.119  +0.294 +£0.080 (—2.4+5.8)-1077 (+1.240.3)-107* (+5.3+£1.4)-107°
? - -5 +0.472£0.123 +0.314 £0.085 (—2.3£5.3)-1077 (+1.2£0.3)-107* (+6.6+1.8)-107°
A -3 +0.488 £ 0.127 +0.335+£0.087 (—2.14£4.4)-1077 (+1.34+0.3)-10~* (+8.442.3)-107°
—1 +0.503 £0.131  +0.357 £0.093 (-1.8+£3.1)-1077 (+1.3£0.3)-107* (+1.14£0.3)-107°
-7 +0.315£0.180 —0.088 £0.035 (—1.7£0.7)-1077 (+0.0£2.7)-107® (-1.6£0.9)-107
- -5 +0.330 £ 0.188  —0.066 +0.035 (—1.1+£0.5)-1077 (+0.54+2.3)-107° (-1.540.8) 1076
B -3 +0.341+£0.194 —0.041+£0.021 (-5.8+2.7)-107% (+0.6+£1.7)-10™> (-1.240.6)-107°
-1 +0.354 £0.206 —0.014 £0.007 (—-1.5£0.8)-10% (+3.5£7.0)-107¢ (=55£7.0)-107"

Table 4:  Our predictions for the quantities .7:){3755”, f/f_’M, and HEM for different values
of ¢*. 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 eTe™ — b5X. We obtain the dispersive bound by matching two representations of the

discontinuity due to bs on-shell states of a suitable correlation function II:
v — s iq-x v q#ql’ v
" (q) = Z/d“l’eq (0| T {O"(g;z),0""(g;0)} |0) = (? - g" ) I(q%). (3.1)

Here, the operators O*(q; x) and O™ (q;0) are defined aslﬂ

—167%

0“<q;x>=( . ) [t T+, €0+ GO,

5 (3.2)
0"H(g;0) = <+1§f Z) / d*z e T{jv (2), (CLO) + CL05)1(0)} .

The invariant correlation function II has two classes of contributions to its discontinuity
Disc Il = Discys II 4+ DiscezII @ Discys I arising from intermediate flavored on-shell states
with strangeness and beauty B = —S = —1; and Disc.: IT (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 oy and .. The non-local matrix elements Hf —M contribute
to Discys I1.
The discontinuity Discys I satisfies a subtracted dispersion relation:

@ =z 7 ]O s 2T (33

2im

Here n is the yet-to-be-determined number of subtractions and @Q? is the subtraction point,
chosen so that an OPE can be performed. We first isolate the contribution to II that stems
exclusively from the b5 cut in Section [3.1] thereby determining Discys IT using a local OPE.
We then derive the hadronic dispersion relation for y 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}

>The notation is such that O*(q;0) = —q%lC“(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 that
exclusively arise from bs-flavoured intermediate states. To simplify this task, we use the low-
recoil OPE for the operators in Eq. well within its region of applicability, that is for
¢ > (my 4+ ms)? [23,124):
O'(q;z) =Y Canlq?) 04, (g ) . (3-4)
dn

I
d,n’

with the same mass dimension. The Wilson coefficients of operators of dimension d scale as
(Apaa/mp)? 3 ~ (Anaa//q2)%3 ~ 0.1973. The first few operators in this expansion read [24]

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

i 2m
Ol (g,) = (gw -1 ) (59 Pobl(z) Ot ) = ~ 2520, 50" P (o),
OZ,l(Qa :L‘) = msog,l(qﬂ :L’) ) OiQ(q’ .1') = mSOéiQ(q’ .1') ) (3‘5>

1
Ob\(q,2) = (2970t 4 WA g* — N2 [5G o Prb) (2) -
' q
The Wilson coefficients of the leading dimension-three operators are given by
as
Coa(®) = A1) = 1= [ FD(@) + GFY ()]
" (3.6)
as
Chale?) = =32 |G (@) + G ()]
where we use the same definition of ffg and Fl(j;i} as in Ref. [30], thereby only retaining the
contributions proportional to the charm quark electric charge ().. Here and in this section we
use a5 = as(my). Already in the calculation of Cj; at leading order in oy one encounters UV
divergences in dimensional regularization. Hence, the coefficients Cj ; are always understood
to be renormalized [25].

A few comments are in order regarding the OPE:
e The Wilson coefficients of the operators of dimensions 4 and 5 start at O («);

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

arise only at order agmy/my;

e the operators at dimension d > 5 do not interfere with the ones at mass dimension d = 3

or d = 4 to leading-order in a.

Based on the above, we adopt the power counting €2 ~ Ap.q/mp ~ a2, Thus, up to corrections
of order €2, we can express the discontinuity of II as
Discys ITOPF(s) = ’0371(5”2 Discys 111 1(s) + ’03’2(5)’2 Discps 15 2(s)

(3.7)
+ 2Re {03,1(8)0572(8)} Discps [Ty 2(s) + O (g3) )
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where we have used the short hand notation

1 q ql/ . 19T v,
nm(s)zﬁ( . —gw)z [z or{of 0. 05@o ) . G

It is instructive to investigate the perturbative expansion of Discys [I°PF by writing I1; ;(s) =
H{-“’JQ + Hli\g“o + O (a?) and C;;(s) = Ckﬁ + C’zNJLO + O (a?):

Discys TIOPP(s) = |CE|” Discys TTFQ + |CLO|” Discys TTEO

+2Re {C;?ngo’*} Discys 1T + 2 Re {C;?Cgf;ov*} Discys TS + O (€2) 39
To LO we find the compact expressions
Discys TTO(s) = _ P Oan + ?;é?’% i —s), (s = (my +ms)?) (3.10)
Discys 59 (s) = _ iy (2 Zj;(mg tms—s)y (s — (my +my)?) (3.11)
Discys 9 (s) = — Simums (mf — i+ 5) Ay (s — (my +ms)?) . (3.12)

4752

Here Mgy = A(mZ,m? s). The NLO expressions have been calculated in the context of the
gauge boson self-energies [60]. The one needed here is given by

s 1
Discys VO (s5) = is22 " Im I15(s), (3.13)
’ T 4m?
where Im IT7 (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

[e.o]

1 Discys IIOPE(s)
OPE(2) — bs
X (@) = % /ds (s — Q2)3 (3.14)
0
For Q% = {0, —m?} we obtain
XOPE(—m3) = (1.81 £0.02) - 107" GeV 2,
(3.15)

x°OFE(0) = (2.69 £0.03) - 107 GeV 2,

where the quoted uncertainties are only due to varying m;, = 4.187993 GeV [61].

3.2 Hadronic Dispersion Relation

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

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

Discys IT ~ Y (0]0"|n)(n|O}[0) | (3.16)
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with |n) labelling all possible on-shell states. The matrix elements with |n) = |[MB) are
related by crossing symmetry to the non-local matrix elements HEHM of Eq. 1' Since
the T-product in Eq. is a Hermitian operator, all the contributions to Discys II must be
positive definite, and so one can find an upper bound on the non-local form factors HEZ7 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 Discys II involve B;—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 Discys I arise from intermediate BK,
BK*, B,¢ and further b5 states that also include baryons, such as A,A. Their contributions

to Discys IT can be expressed as follows:

JTpe7
(qqg - 9“"> Discys [17(s) = ZZS dpst, i, (21) 6 (pry 1, — q) (3.17)
HyHs

x (0|O"(q;0)|HyHs) <HbH§|OT’V(Q§O)|O>
+ further positive terms.

Here H, and H; denote hadrons with flavour quantum numbers B = —1 and S = 1, respec-

tively, and the two-body phase space measure is given by

A(ME, M3, s)
S

Q(S - Sxy) s (318)

1
/dPXY(QW)45(4)(pXY —q) = 3

with sxy = (Mx + My)?. Since we work in the isospin limit, the contributions due to B K *)°
and B~ K®* are identical. Hence, we simply multiply the B°K®*)°? = B~K®+ = BK®)
contributions by a factor of 2. Keeping only the contributions due to BK®) and B,¢, and

using Eq. (A.10), we find

, QME N2 (ME, M2, s
3953 Discys 1M (5) = =& (54 i M, s) |7—[(])3_’K(s)‘20(s — SBK)
2MG \AME, M2, 5) ) Y ,
+ \/ 5 (\’HE*K ()| + M- (9)] + TB [HE~K (s))| )e<s— spK)
M\ JANME, M2, s) ) Y )
+ . (Jrsef oo + 22w ) oo = sm
+ further positive terms . (3.19)

The non-local matrix elements HE*M develop a series of branch cuts starting at ¢* = 4M3,
that is below the (Mp + My,)? threshold. Although they do not contribute to Discys IT,
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they still spoil the analyticity of the non-local form factors ¥ in the semileptonic region

0 < ¢* < (Mp — My)?, 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 x(Q?) — defined
in Eq. (3.3) with n =2 — by means of global quark-hadron duality:
1 7(1 Discys ITOPE(s) 1 7d Discys [1M24(s)
- S = — S——— .
27i (s —@Q?)3 20w (s —Q?)3
0 0

(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:

3or2 [ M 32(M2, M2, ) )
OPE 2\ B B> K> B—K
X (Q ) - 3 / ds 84(8 . Q2)3 ‘HOH (S)|
(Mp+Mx)?
o0 6 2 12
3972 M3P AN Mz, M., s) ) M2 )
. % i S I ()2 2 (oK (5)
3 s3(s — Q?) s
(Mp+Mipc+)? A=L
o0 6 e
167 Mp, \/)\(MBS’ Mg, ) Bo—sd, |2 M3 1.8 SPVINE
+ 3 / ds (s — QY Z "H/\ (s)’ +—S H, (s))
(Mp +Mgy)? A=L
+ 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)E\/S+_3_\/S+_SO.
ViS4 — 8+ /51— S0

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

(3.22)

open interval (—oo, sy ). In our case, we have s, = 4M? rather than (Mp + My ))? as in the
case for the local B — K®) form factors. Using this map and the fact that z = ¢* on the
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unit circle, we obtain

1672 dz() ds(z)| My N2 (M3, M, s)

OPE (2 Bk (
= d
XY 3 @ da dz st(s — Q?)? |H )l s = s(2)
—QBK z = z(a)
+Oé *
N 1672 /BK P dz(a) ds(z) MB \/)‘ Ml%vMIQ(*J Z HE ()
«
3 do dz s3(s —
- A=L,|l sijgz))
+api*
N 1672 /BK J dz(a) ds(z) M \/)‘(M?gaM?(*aS) HE~E )‘2
«
3 doo  dz st(s — Q?)3
0
taBse
+ S / da | 22) \/A s Z ‘HBS_W
— a
3 do dz s3(s — QQ?)3
—QBg¢ A=1 II s =
taBse
+8_7T2 / da dz( \/)\ Be—>¢( )’2
3 da dz st(s — QQ)
—QBg¢ s sEz))
+ further positive terms , (3.23)
where the integral limits are given by
axy = ‘ arg z(sXy)} , (3.24)

with syy 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 H¥~M using the Blaschke factor

Pz)= [ 2. (3.25)

v=ajuues)
Here zy = 2(s = Mi) 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
B=M (%) [64]. These outer functions are defined such that on the integration domain their
modulus squared coincides with Eqs. — 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

HE P (2) = 05 77 (2) P(2) Hy (=), (3.26)
HI(2) = o7V () P HE ™ (2) (3.27)

which are analytical on the open unit disk.

At this point, we can express the dispersive bound as

+apK +apix* taBse
B—>K wa Y B—K* [ i« 2 Y Bs—¢ 1 ia 2
1> 2 da‘?—[ +Z da)HA ()] + ala,%A () (3.28)
—QBK —OBK* —QBg¢

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

angles —ayy to +axy. In lieu of a closed formula, we construct the first three orthonormal

polynomials pX ¥ as

pé(aY( ) —_ 1 (3.29)

pX—>Y( ) . Sin(aXY> axy
! axy 20y + cos(2axy) — 17
5 sin(axy)(sin(2axy) — 2axy) 2sin(ayy)(sin(axy) — axy cos(axy))
2a%y +cos(2axy) — 1 20%y + cos(2axy) — 1

Py N (2) =

y 2(2a%y + cos(2axy) — 1)
—9axy + 8aky + 8axy cos(2axy) + axy cos(daxy) + 4sin(2axy) — 2sin(4daxy)

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
B—)M ZGBAM B—>M Z) (330>

The dispersive bound then takes the simple form

© 2
E B—K § : B—K*
a’O n ’ + |:2 ‘ ay n

n=0 A=L,[1.0

+ <1. (3.31)

u

a’)\n

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 DD and similar branch cuts below the BM thresholds. As a consequence,
the orthonormal polynomials in this integration domain are the ones given in Eq. . 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)).

B—M

An inconvenient feature of the p; polynomials is that their magnitude increases for

n — oo in the semileptonic region. Nevertheless, since the series in Eq. - is convergent

M

for |z| < 1 due to the analyticity of HB B=M "this only implies that the coefficients aB_’ 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. to HEK.
We remark that it is also possible to expand the ’}:lfﬁM 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 B — K/{t(~

We now explore some of the implications of the dispersive bound (3.31]). Considering only the
B — K/¢*{~ contribution to the bound, we have

B—>K Z B—>K B—>K ) i{ag—m‘? < % : (3'32)
n=0

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 [HZ~X]|. This is shown in the left
panel of Figure [I] 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 ¢, we have taken sy = 0.

Of course, one may include the theoretical calculation based on the LCOPE at negative ¢°.
In order to see how this information impacts the constraints on the size of |7:[§%K |, we impose
that HJ 7% takes the central values quoted in Table 4] at ¢> = —1GeV? and ¢> = —5GeV?.
At this point we need to make a choice on the value of the subtraction point Q. Here we take
QQ* = —m} in the outer functions. In the case N = 2, these two theory constraints fix two
independent (complex-valued) combinations of a(]fl_’gK , 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 [II This black region could be regarded as an estimate of
the truncation error when using two theory data points at negative ¢ to fix the N = 1 series
expansion of HE 75 (¢?). In relative terms, one may consider the ratio of the resulting allowed
values for HE7X(¢?) 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 7—15‘“ 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 ¢> = —1GeV and —5GeV. Right: The same, assuming all B — K®¢T(~ and B, —
Ol 0~ modes contribute equally to the bound. In this case the region that includes the theory

constraints is shown in red.

|H(?;c§eﬁs(q2)/Hg;cI§eﬂs (q2) - 1|

-5 0 5 10
¢ (Gev?)

Figure 2: Estimate of the (relative) truncation error in the determination of HE=E with
two coefficients and two theory constraints at ¢> = —1GeV and —5GeV. The black region
disregards the contribution from other modes (most conservative situation), while the red region
assumes equal contributions from all B — K"~ and B, — o0t~ modes (c.f. Figure .
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|ACS ' ()]
[P(2) x ACG3 (4*)]

-5 0 5 10 . -I5 0 é 1I0
¢* (GeV?) ¢* (GeV?)

Figure 3:  Allowed wvalues for the magnitudes of AC’;?,Z?(&) and the combination

P(2)ACF 5 (¢?). Same color coding as in Figure E The diamonds in the right-hand plot

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

ing constraints on |ACF 2 (q%)| 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. B — K*¢*¢~ and B, — ¢{*{~) also contribute to the bound.
An analysis that takes this into account will lead to simultaneously correlated bounds for all
HEE(g?), HE7E"(¢%) and HY7?(¢?), 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. contribute
equally to the bound, and thus take

N

1
Z [Cmel ‘2 <1 (involves assumption) . (3.33)

n=0

The corresponding bounds are shown in the right panel of Figure[I} 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 Cy. To that end, we consider the quantity

327T2M2 HB—)K(q2)
B—K B o
ACQ };;d ( ) - q2 F()B_)K(qz) ) (334)
which is defined in such a way that
v
AB — M(T07) = M(C ACGE VLY FIoR4 o (3.35)

V2r
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The corresponding limits on the magnitude of ACF 71 (¢*) 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 Cy(my) ~ 4 for ¢> < 3GeV?, or even for ¢ < 5 GeV?
in the simplified scenario where the K* and ¢ modes are included.

The raise of the bound for ¢> — 9GeV? is due to the fact that ACPIE(¢?) contains a
pole at ¢% = Mﬁ e In this sense it may be convenient to consider instead the combination
P(z) x AC&@C{( (¢*) where the narrow charmonium poles have been removed. This is shown
in the right panel of Figure [ This quantity is also directly related with the B — Ki,
amplitudes, at ¢* = Min, 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],

167215 Ay
Res ACPOK(g?) = —— "t 3.36
q2_>]e\/lsin 9 had (q ) ‘FOB%K(M%;H) ( )
Taking into account that
P —0.036 GeV~*  for J
¢—M2 q° — My, 0.604 GeV™2  for (25)
one finds
1672 A
P(syu) ACEZE (M2,)] = (0.036 Gev=2) Som LelAipul g5 (3.38)
7 Fo 7R (M3,,)
o 1672 fy2s)[ Ay as)|
P (2p(25)) ACEE (M2 45))] = (0.604 GeV~2) FB%Q ]142 G912, (3.39)
0 ( w(zs))
where we have used
frp = 0.277GeV | Ay ~0.035GeV | Fo R (M3,,) ~ 047 (3.40)
fu(as) ~ 0.198 GeV Ayasy ~ 0.041 GeV Fo R (M pg)) ~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 HF 7% (¢?) 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 |ACJ; ¥ (¢%)] is shown by the
dashed region in the left-hand plot of Figure [l In this case, only the theory data point at
q*> = —1GeV 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 B — M¢¢ amplitudes is left
for future work.
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4 Summary and Conclusions

The contributions from four-quark effective operators are an essential part of the exclusive
B — {K®, ¢}t~ and By — {K*, ¢}y 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 B — K®¢t¢~ and B, — ¢(*¢~, 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 S* 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 B; — ¢
transitions, but the considerations of this appendix also apply to, e.g., the B, — K and
B, — K* transitions.

A.1 B — P Transitions

For B — P transitions there are two independent Lorentz structures 8/1\ in the decomposition
of the matrix elements. Here p is a Lorentz index and A = 0,¢ denotes either longitudinal or

timelike polarization of the underlying current. The structures read

2(q-k M3 — M3
82<k7 q) = 2k, — %%7 S/i(ka q) %Qu' (A1)

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

_ 1 . N
FEP(hq) = (P(R)| 59 Pub | Bla + ) = 5 [SUFDT + 8L FPT) (42

_ 7
Fr P (k,q) = (P(k)| 50,,,¢" Prb|B(q + k)) = B Mgy S, Fir” (A.3)
H 7 (kq) =i / d'z e (P(k)| T{jo"(x), (C101 + C202)(0)} | B(q + k))
= MS T (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: FP~M = FP7M(4?) and

HB—>M — fHB—>M( 2)
by = 71 qa).

The relations between our local form factor basis and the traditional basis of form factors
(see, e.g., Refs. [3556]) read

]_—B—>P B—P ]_—B—>P B—P ]_—B—>P q B—P (A.5)

The non-local form factor HE~F defined in Eq. (A.4)) is related to the non-local form factor
HEP defined in Ref. [11] through

HB—)P _Qc HB—)P ] (AG)

2]\/[2

A.2 B — V Transitions

For B — V transitions there are four independent Lorentz structures SQH in the decomposition
of the matrix elements. Here o and p are Lorentz indices and A =1, ||, 0, ¢ denotes the different
polarization of the underlying current. The structures read

V2 M iM 4(q-k 4ME
sz_u(k7 Q) Beauk’q ) S(l)lcu(k7 Q) = < gocu - ( ] )QOck:u + qaqM )
)\kln \/§ )\kln )\kll'l (A 7)
2i My 4 MVMg '

Stk q) = — g So,(k.q) = [®qaky — (¢ k) 4agu] -

where A\, = AN(M%, M2, ¢?) is the Kéllén function. We decompose the local and non-local

B — V matrix elements as

F 7V (k,q) = (V(k,n)| 57,PLb|B(g + k))

= %n S FEY = SLFY =Sy FY = SEFPY] (A.8)
Frp (kq) = (V(k, 1) 50,,q" Prb|B(q + k))

= Mo (85,707 — SLFPY — S, FEY] (A.9)
Hfﬁv(lﬂ,q) =i /d4a: eV (k,n ]T{] ), (C101 + C20,)(0) } | B(q + k))

= My [Se,HE7V =S 1PV =S HEV] (A.10)

B—V

The minus signs in front of Fi and FPV 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 HE~V
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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. [3556]) read

FOoV = V2 Akin ]_—lB—>V V2 (Mg + My)

v, Ay,
M (Mg + My) Mp
M3 — M2 — ¢*) (Mg + My)?A; — ManA
]__égﬁv _ (Mg v — 4 )(2 B+ My)*A k 2’ ]:tBHV = A, (A.11)
2My M%(Mp + My)
FBRY = Y2 Ning, oy = Y25 2 M)
=T (s M2 2
oy S COEHME = @) A g
2M3 My LM My (ME - M)

The non-local form factor HF~" defined in Eq. (A.10)) is related to the non-local form factor
H,; defined in Ref. [11] through

V )\kln

B—>V
- Qe
HB%V —\/_Q MB ‘2/ H (A 12)
c M3 2 .
B
%B—)V _Qc 42 (Mé + BM‘Q/ — q2)H2 — %H:&
2ME My, M2 — M2

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

LY R _ _~ dI(@)
Lupas(d,w2) = o5 /0 dU{ [@4Ga9pp + UGplagus — TI°Guagps] T

uUu—u N
- Tguagpﬁl(qz)} , (B.1)

where

I(q*) = /01 dtn [mg —t/(f— t)q?] ’

q" = q¢" — v'uws .
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It is convenient to rewrite the function I(g*) as

I(7) = /01 di In {mg - t[(Ll2 - t)CIQ}

- {t I [mQ — 1;(12 — t)(f] }t:1 B /01 at m%qﬂ—t(ltl(l_—%tt%c}2 2

t=0

—In {”_2} _/ldt Ft(1-2t)

m?2 m2—t(1—1t)g%

Since the part of I,,,5 proportional to I(¢*) is multiplied by (@ —u), the term In [%] vanishes
after integrating over u. In addition, using the identity

1 t L | 1
dt = dt — B.3
A @—M—WZA 2w (1 D@ (B:3)

one obtains

2 t(1—t) G 1
@)=/ dt |-—2 L
(@) ﬁ [7@4aﬁw+2w—m—m2

(B.4)

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

dI(§?) :/1 " t(1—1) B.5)

A m2 —t(1—t)@"

Exploiting Egs. (B.4)-(B.5) and absorbing the Levi-Civita symbol coming from G = 18, G°7,

we obtain

1 ! ! 1
I or\4) ==z aBO'T-[ « 5 = d dt =
ppor (4, W2) 25 ppa (@5 W2) /0 U/O 6472(t(1 — £)§% — m2)

X <4t(1 —1) (qugpw{d} — 2UGrEppofqy T+ 2uq~25upﬂ) + ¢ (1 —2u) 5#9@7) . (B.6)

In this work we adopt the convention £g193 = +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:

1 872
YOPE(Q?) 3

dz(a) ds(z)
dao dz

M N2 (M, M3, s)

B—P 2 _
|66 7" (2())|” = Ss—QP  |eZsn
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Parameters
Outer function

a b c d

pFr 3 3 2 2
77V =97V 3 1 3 0
T 31 2 2

Table 5:  Parameters of the outer functions Eq. .

B () = L BT |dx(@) ds(e) | M VAGHE, . o (C2)
L] ~ XOPE(Q?) 3 da  dz s3(s — Q?)3 s =s(2) , |
z = z(a)
B () = L BT |dx(@) ds(e) | M VAGHE, I, o (C:3)
= XOPE(Q2> 3 dOé dZ 84(5 — Q2)3 5:5(2,) ’ .

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 HE~* 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 ¢F~F and
5=V In this way, our parametrization for the non-local form factors HZ=M i.e.
/HB—>M ¢§->M Z aB—>M B—>M ), (C4)
explicitly satisfies the conditions HF7F(s = 0) = 0 and HE~V (s = 0) = 0.
The outer function are then written as
F7M(2) = Na(L+2)3 (1= 2)* 0301 () 6 (2) 165 (2) u (=) (C.5)
where we have defined the constant factor
o - 2(4M2 — 80)
Ny = dpMgbrerd=2, =D 2 C.6
S 3XOPE(Q?) o
and the functions
(2/(4DI3 = Q%) (AMF = 50) + 8MB — @* — o)
$1(2) = — (C.7)

2/ (AM% — Q%) (M3, — s0) + 8M3 + Q2(2 — 1) — sp(z + 1)’
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Local By — ¢ form factors  This work Ref. [36]

V(g> =0) 0.387 £0.111 0.387 £ 0.033
Ao(¢* =0) 0.372£0.070 0.389 £ 0.045
Ai(¢* =0) 0.304 £ 0.080 0.296 £ 0.027
Ti(¢*> =0) 0.339 £0.093 0.309 £ 0.027
Ty3(q* = 0) 0.651 £0.115 0.676 £ 0.071

Table 6:  Comparison between the local form factors results of Ref. [30] and our results at
2
q° = 0.

b(2) = (Mj__’g,(z — 1) = 2ME (2 — 1) (—16M2z + M2 (2 — 1) + so(z + 1)2)

+ (16M22 + M2, (2 — 1) — sp(z + 1)2)° ) ’ (C.8)
(8M§, + 4/AME — MBso — 50> ’
9253(2) = 2 7 5 s (09)
—8M3 — 4\/AM} — M7 so + so(z + 1)
¢4(2) = (so(z +1)* — 16M127z)7% : (C.10)

Here sq is a parameter of the s — z mapping (3.22)). The values of the parameters a, b, ¢, d
of Eq. (C.5)) for the outer functions considered in this work are listed in Table .

D Local B, —+ ¢ Form Factors

We compute the local B; — ¢ form factors using the analytical results of Ref. |[35]. We provide
our numerical results at ¢ = {—15, —10, —5,0, +5} GeV? 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 @, we compare our results at ¢> = 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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