arXiv:hep-ph/0102017 v2 5 Mar 2001

CPT-2001/P.4133 UAB-FT-508 March 5, 2001

A Critical Reassessment of Q_7 and Q_8 Matrix Elements

Marc Knecht^a, Santiago Peris^b and Eduardo de Rafael^a

a Centre de Physique Théorique CNRS-Luminy, Case 907 F-13288 Marseille Cedex 9, France

b Grup de Física Teòrica and IFAE Universitat Autònoma de Barcelona, 08193 Barcelona, Spain.

Abstract

We compare recent theoretical determinations of weak matrix elements of the electroweak penguin operators Q7 and Q8. We pay special attention to the renormalization scheme dependence of these determinations as well as to the influence of higher dimension operators in the different approaches.

1 Introduction

There has been recent progress in understanding the bosonization of some of the four–quark operators which appear in the effective Lagrangian of the Standard Model describing K physics^1. The bosonization of the electroweak penguin operators

Q_7 = 6(s̄_Lγ^μd_L) ∑ q=u,d,s e_q (q̄_Rγ_μq_R) and Q_8 = −12 ∑ q=u,d,s e_q(s̄_Lq_R)(q̄_Rd_L) (1.1)

in particular, where e_q denote quark charges in units of the electric charge and summation over quark colour indices within brackets is understood, has been obtained by two different analytic methods. One of the methods uses the framework of the 1/N_c expansion [3]; the other one combines dispersion relations with phenomenological input [4, 5]. Both methods are well rooted in the underlying QCD theory, and therefore they are competitive with more standard non–perturbative techniques based on lattice QCD simulations. In fact, the existence of lattice QCD estimates of matrix elements of the Q_7 and Q_8 operators [6, 7, 8, 9] allows for a detailed comparison between these different approaches. It is precisely this comparison which is the main concern of this letter. We shall also discuss, within the particular case of matrix elements of the Q_7 operator, the rôle of “higher dimension operators” in weak matrix elements estimates which has been recently raised in refs. [10, 11].

The operator Q_7 emerges at the M_W scale from considering the so–called electroweak penguin diagrams. In the presence of the strong interactions, the renormalization group evolution of Q_7 from the scale M_W down to a scale μ <∼ m_c mixes this operator with the four–quark density–density operator Q_8, among others. The Q_8 operator plays an important rôle in the phenomenology of CP violation because, in the effective four–quark Lagrangian, it appears modulated by a Wilson coefficient C_8(μ^2) which has a sizeable imaginary part induced by the Kobayashi–Maskawa phase in the flavour mixing matrix of the underlying Electroweak Model.

It is well known [12] that the bosonization of the Q_7 and Q_8 operators leads to a term with no derivatives in the low energy effective chiral Lagrangian. This Lagrangian generates |ΔS| = 1 transitions among the pseudoscalar Goldstone fields of the spontaneously broken SU (3)_L × SU (3)_R symmetry of the QCD Lagrangian with three massless flavours u, d, s. It has the following form:

L^{(0)}_{|ΔS|=1} = −

G_F √ 2 α π V_{ud}V^∗_{us} M^6_ρ 16π^2 h tr ( U λ^{(23)}_L U^†Q_R ) + h.c. , (1.2)

where U denotes the 3 × 3 matrix field which collects the octet of pseudoscalar Goldstone fields, Q_R = diag[2/3, −1/3, −1/3] is the right–handed charge matrix associated with the electromagnetic couplings of the light quarks and λ^{(23)}_L is the effective left–handed flavour matrix ( λ^{(23)}_L ) ij = δ_{i2}δ_{3j}

(i, j = 1, 2, 3). Under chiral rotations (V_L, V_R):

U → V_RU V^†_L , Q_R → V_RQ_RV^†_R , λ^{(23)}_L → V_Lλ^{(23)}_L V^†_L , (1.3)

and the trace on the r.h.s. of Eq. (1.2) is an invariant. Actually, this is the only possible invariant which can generate |ΔS| = 1 transitions in the Standard Model to order O(G_F α) in the electroweak coupling and to O(p^0) in the chiral expansion. With the normalization chosen in Eq. (1.2), the coupling constant h is dimensionless. This constant plays a major rôle in the phenomenological analysis of K → ππ amplitudes. It is one of the basic couplings of the low energy effective electroweak Lagrangian of the Standard Model that one would like to evaluate.

The 1/N_c expansion in QCD [13, 14] offers a specific non–perturbative framework for discussing the dynamics which governs low energy constants like h in Eq. (1.2). It was recently shown in ref. [3] that the contribution to the constant h from the Q_7 and Q_8 four–quark operators can be calculated to first non–trivial order in the 1/N_c expansion.

At the theoretical level, the comparison between different approaches can be made by evaluating the same matrix elements of the operators Q_7 and Q_8 in each approach; provided of course that the

1See refs. [1] and [2] and references therein.

calculations are made at the same scale μ and within the same renormalization scheme. In this respect it is important to remember, as clearly emphasized in ref. [15], that it is not enough to just state the definition of γ_5 in D dimensions, i.e. whether one uses ’t Hooft-Veltman (HV) or naive dimensional regularization (NDR) or any other definition. One must also define the so-called evanescent operators and in this work we stick to the treatment and convention of ref. [16]. In particular we emphasize that within this convention Fierz symmetry is a valid concept even in D dimensions.

However, there is still a technical difficulty when comparing theoretical evaluations of matrix elements. The calculations within the dispersive approach reported in ref. [4], although aimed at evaluating matrix elements at O(p^0) in the chiral expansion, are not formulated within the large– N_c framework; while the lattice evaluations cannot be restricted, at least at present, to specific orders neither in the chiral expansion nor in the 1/N_c expansion. Of course, if, as often claimed, the approximations within each approach are good, then the results should agree with each other within the estimated theoretical errors. Regretfully, the comparisons which have been made so far in the literature correspond to estimates which were obtained in different schemes.

As seen within the combined frameworks of the chiral expansion and the 1/N_c expansion, the counting of possible contributions to matrix elements of the Q_7 and Q_8 operators can be summarized as follows. Denoting by ⟨Q_{7,8}⟩|_{O(p}0_) the contribution to h in Eq. (1.2) from Q_{7,8}, one has

⟨Q_7⟩|_{O(p}0_) = O(N_c) + O(N^0_c ) , and ⟨Q_8⟩|_{O(p}0_) = O(N^2_c ) + O(N^0_c ) , (1.4)

were only the underlined contributions were calculated in ref. [3]. The contribution of O(N^0_c ) to ⟨Q_8⟩|_{O(p}0_) is Zweig suppressed. As we shall see, it involves the sector of scalar (pseudoscalar) Green’s functions where it is hinted from various phenomenological sources that the restriction to just the leading large–N_c contribution may not always be a good approximation. It is precisely this issue which prevented us in ref. [3] from giving numerical values of the matrix elements of the Q_8 operator. Here we shall follow a different strategy that does not suffer from the above shortcomings, which will allow us to make predictions for the matrix elements of the Q_8 operator as well.

2 Bosonization of Q_7 and Q_8

2.1 The Q_7 Operator

Because of its left–right vector structure, the factorized component of the operator Q_7, which is O(N^2_c ), cannot contribute to order O(p^0) in the low–energy effective Lagrangian. The first contribution from this operator of chiral O(p^0) is at least of O(N_c) in the 1/N_c expansion and, formally, it can be written as follows Q_7 = 6 ⟨O_1(μ)⟩ tr ( U (x)λ^{(23)}_L U^†(x)Q_R )_† , (2.1)

where ⟨O_1⟩ ≡ ⟨0|(s̄_Lγ^μd_L)(d̄_Rγ_μs_R)|0⟩ . (2.2)

Matrix elements of Q_7 are then given by the matrix elements of the effective operator tr ( U (x)λ^{(23)}_L U^†(x)Q_R ) = 2 F^2_0

K^−π^+ + i √ 2 F^3_0 [ K̄^0π^−π^+ + 1√ 2 K^−π^+π^0 + . . . ] (2.3)

on the r.h.s. of Eq. (2.1) times the dynamical factor 6⟨O_1⟩. In particular, defining the isospin decomposition as (a = 7, 8) ⟨π^+π^−|Q_a|K^0⟩ = i ⟨(ππ)_{I=0}|Q_a|K^0⟩ + i √ 2 ⟨(ππ)_{I=2}|Q_a|K^0⟩ ⟨π^0π^0|Q_a|K^0⟩ = i ⟨(ππ)_{I=0}|Q_a|K^0⟩ − i √ 2 ⟨(ππ)_{I=2}|Q_a|K^0⟩ , (2.4)

and taking into account that the operator of Eq. (2.3) has no transition between a K^0 and a two–π^0 state, we find that

⟨(ππ)_{I=2}|Q_7|K^0⟩ = ⟨(ππ)_{I=2}|Q^{(3/2)}_7 |K^0⟩ = −1 F_0

⟨π^+|Q^{(3/2)}_7 |K^+⟩ = −1 3F_0

⟨π^+|Q_7|K^+⟩ (2.5) = − 4 F^3_0

⟨O_1⟩ , (2.6)

where Q^{(3/2)}_7 denotes the isospin I = 3/2 component of the Q_7 operator, i.e.

Q^{(3/2)}_7 = 2s̄_Lγ^μd_L ( ū_Rγ_μu_R − d̄γ_μd_R ) + 2s̄_Lγ^μu_Lū_Rγ_μd_R . (2.7)

Notice that the relations in Eq. (2.5) are exact symmetry properties of the O(p^0) term in the chiral expansion.

2.2 The Q_8 Operator As pointed out in ref. [4], independently of large–N_c considerations, the bosonization of the Q_8 operator to O(p^0) in the chiral expansion can also be related to four–quark condensates by current algebra Ward identities, with the result

Q_8 = −12 ⟨O_2(μ)⟩ tr ( U (x)λ^{(23)}_L U^†(x)Q_R )_† , (2.8)

where ⟨O_2⟩ ≡ ⟨0|(s̄_Ls_R)(d̄_Rd_L)|0⟩ . (2.9) From this result, recalling Eqs. (2.4), there follows the corresponding matrix element relations

⟨(ππ)_{I=2}|Q_8|K^0⟩ = ⟨(ππ)_{I=2}|Q^{(3/2)}_8 |K^0⟩ = −1 F_0

⟨π^+|Q^{(3/2)}_8 |K^+⟩ = −1 3F_0

⟨π^+|Q_8|K^+⟩ (2.10) = 8 F^3_0

⟨O_2⟩ , (2.11)

where, again, the relations in Eq. (2.10) are exact symmetry properties of the O(p^0) term. The operator Q^{(3/2)}_8 denotes the isospin I = 3/2 component of the Q_8 operator, i.e.

Q^{(3/2)}_8 = −4(s̄_Lu_R)(ū_Rd_L) + 4(s̄_Ld_R) [ (d̄_Rd_L) − (ū_Ru_L) ] . (2.12)

3 The large-N_c approach

3.1 Evaluation of ⟨O_1⟩ As shown in ref. [3] the vacuum expectation value ⟨O_1⟩ can be expressed as an integral

⟨O_1⟩ = 1 6 ( −3ig_{μν} ∫ d^4q (2π)^4 Π^{μν}_{LR}(q) ) (3.1)

involving the two–point function

Π^{μν}_{LR}(q) = 2i ∫ d^4x e^{iq·x}⟨0|T ( L^μ(x)R^ν(0)^† ) |0⟩ , (3.2)

with currents L^μ = q̄_i(x)γ^μ

1 − γ_5 2 q_j(x) and R^μ = q̄_i(x)γ^μ

1 + γ_5 2 q_j(x) , (3.3) and i and j fixed flavour indices, i ≠ j. This is the same two–point function which governs the electroweak π^+ − π^0 mass difference [17] ; however, because of the factorization of the short–distance contributions in the Wilson coefficient C_7(μ^2), the integral that appears in Eq. (3.1) is divergent for large Q^2. Then, for consistency of the matching between the long–distance evaluation which we are concerned with here, and the short–distance evaluation, the integral in Eq. (3.1) should be done in the same renormalization scheme as the calculation of the Wilson coefficients. The fact that we are interested in O(p^0) terms in the chiral Lagrangian implies furthermore that the calculation must be done in the chiral limit.

As a first step, we shall therefore use dimensional regularization with D = 4 − ϵ, and define the integral in Eq. (3.1) as follows ( −3ig_{μν} ∫ d^4q (2π)^4 Π^{μν}_{LR}(q) ) D → 3(1 − D)

16π^2

(4πμ^2)^{ϵ/2} Γ(2 − ϵ/2) ∫_∞ 0 dQ^2(Q^2)^{1−ϵ/2} ( −Q^2Π_{LR}(Q^2) ) |_D , (3.4)

where Q^2 = −q^2 and Π^{μν}_{LR}(q) = (q^μq^ν − g^{μν} q^2)Π_{LR}(Q^2) . (3.5)

The matching to short distances is controlled by the operator product expansion (OPE) [18], and in D dimensions and in the large–N_c limit one has lim Q^2→∞ (1 − D)Q^4 ( −Q^2Π_{LR}(Q^2) ) |_D = −12π^2 ( α_s π + O(α^2_s ) ) [ 1 + (κ − 2/3) ϵ 2 ] ⟨ψ̄ψ⟩^2 , (3.6)

where κ depends on the renormalization scheme^2:

κ = −1/2 in NDR , and κ = +3/2 in HV . (3.7)

The next step is the use of the hadronic representation of the spectral function associated with Π_{LR}(Q^2), and this is where the large–N_c limit plays an important simplifying rôle. In this limit the spectral function consists of the difference between an infinite number of narrow vector states and an infinite number of narrow axial–vector states, together with the Goldstone pion pole: 1 π ImΠ_{LR}(t) = ∑ V f^2_V M^2_V δ(t − M^2_V ) − ∑ A f^2_AM^2_Aδ(t − M^2_A) − F^2_0 δ(t) . (3.8)

This spectral function is furthermore constrained by the fact that there are no operators of dimension d = 2 and d = 4 which contribute to the OPE of Π_{LR}(Q^2), which in turn implies the two Weinberg sum rules ∑ V f^2_V M^2_V − ∑ A f^2_AM^2_A = F^2_0 and ∑ V f^2_V M^4_V − ∑ A f^2_AM^4_A = 0 . (3.9)

From the fact that Π_{LR}(Q^2) obeys an unsubtracted dispersion relation it then follows that

− Q^2Π_{LR}(Q^2) = ∑ A f^2_AM^6_A Q^2(Q^2 + M^2_A) − ∑ V f^2_V M^6_V Q^2(Q^2 + M^2_V )

. (3.10)

Matching now the OPE of the function Π_{LR}(Q^2)|_D in the quark–gluon language, as given in Eqs. (3.6) and (3.7), onto the corresponding one in the hadronic language in Eq. (3.10) requires ( ∑ V f^2_V M^6_V − ∑ A f^2_AM^6_A ) D=4−ϵ = ( ∑ V f^2_V M^6_V − ∑ A f^2_AM^6_A ) D=4 × ( 1 + κ ϵ 2 ) , (3.11)

The integral in Eq. (3.4) can now be made in the hadronic representation of large–N_c QCD. Using the MS–renormalization scheme, we get the following result

⟨O_1⟩ = ( − 1 2 ig_{μν} ∫ d^4q (2π)^4 Π^{μν}_{LR}(q) )_{ren.} MS = − 3 32π^2 [ ∑ A f^2_AM^6_A log

Λ^2 M^2_A − ∑ V f^2_V M^6_V log

Λ^2 M^2_V ] , (3.12)

2This is in agreement with the calculation reported in ref. [4].

where Λ^2 = μ^2 exp(1/3 + κ) , (3.13) and κ has been defined in Eq. (3.7). Notice that in ref. [3] another scheme was used, different from NDR and HV, in which κ = 0.

3.2 Evaluation of ⟨O_2⟩

In the 1/N_c expansion one has that

⟨O_2⟩ = 1 4 [ ⟨ψ̄ψ(μ)⟩^2 + O(N^0_c ) ] , (3.14)

and therefore ⟨O_2⟩ is directly related to the quark condensate ⟨ψ̄ψ⟩, provided we restrict ourselves to the first term in this expression which is O(N^2_c ). However, as already mentioned in the introduction, there are reasons to suspect that subleading terms in the 1/N_c expansion involving some Green’s functions with scalar (and pseudoscalar) density operators might be important, unlike those which only involve vector (and axial-vector) currents^3. Consequently one should be cautious about neglecting the O(N^0_c ) contributions in Eq. (3.14) and consider instead

⟨O_2⟩ = 1 4 ⟨ψ̄ψ⟩^2 + ⟨(s̄_Ls_R)(d̄_Rd_L)⟩c . (3.15)

The unfactorized contribution involves Feynman diagrams which require gluon exchanges between at least two quark loops. These are the so called Zweig–suppressed contributions, which are indeed O(N^0_c ) in the 1/N_c expansion. This “subleading” term is governed by a two–point function of the type (Q^2 = −q^2 , , and i, j = u, d, s with i ≠ j)

Ψ_{ij} (Q^2) = i ∫ d^4xe^{iq.x}⟨0|T { q̄_i(x)

1 + γ_5 2 q_i(x) q̄_j(0)

1 − γ_5 2 q_j(0) } |0⟩ . (3.16)

More precisely

⟨(s̄_Ls_R)(d̄_Rd_L)⟩c = 1 i (∫ d^Dq (2π)^D

Ψ_{ds}(Q^2)

)_{ren.} MS , (3.17)

where the integral should again be defined in the same renormalization scheme as the short–distance calculation of the Wilson coefficients; which explains the meaning of the MS subscript. There is, in particular, a contribution to this integral from the singlet η^{(0)} pseudoscalar, which in the chiral limit acquires a mass because of the axial U (1) anomaly. This contribution, which very likely plays an important rôle in the low–Q^2 regime of the integral in Eq. (3.17), can easily be calculated with the result

⟨(s̄_Ls_R)(d̄_Rd_L)⟩_η(0) = −

M^2_{η(0)} 16π^2F^2_0 ⟨ψ̄ψ⟩^2 6 ( log μ^2 M^2_{η(0)} + 1 ) , (3.18)

in agreement with results reported in ref. [21], indicating the existence of O(N^0_c ) terms which could be potentially important. In this respect we wish to point out that the failure to properly incorporate O(N^0_c ) Zweig–suppressed contributions is also a problem which may seriously affect the quenched lattice calculations of matrix elements of Q_8.

To allow for the possibility of large deviations from the naive factorization in Eq. (3.14), it has become conventional to assume an ansatz of the type [22]

⟨O_2⟩(μ) = ρ(μ) 4 ⟨ψ̄ψ⟩^2(μ) , (3.19)

3There are several phenomenological examples of this: the η0 mass, the possible existence of a broad σ meson, large final state interactions in states with J = 0 and I = 0, etc... [19] In order to study this issue in a systematic way we are considering at present the possibility that the appropriate expansion for these exceptional Green’s functions could be a 1/Nc expansion in which nf /Nc is held fixed, where nf denotes the number of light flavours. This kind of expansion was originally advocated by G. Veneziano [20].

where ρ(μ) parametrizes possible deviations from the leading O(N^2_c ) factorization where ρ → 1. The crucial observation [4] is that, on the one hand, the same vev ⟨O_2⟩ also appears in the OPE which governs the high–Q^2 behaviour of the Π_{LR}(Q^2) function (at D = 4 and to lowest order in the perturbative evaluation of the Wilson coefficient [18]), lim Q^2 →∞ ( −Q^2Π_{LR}(Q^2) ) Q^4 = 4π^2 α_s π ( 4⟨O_2⟩ + 2 N_c ⟨O_1⟩ ) + O ( α_s π )_2 . (3.20)

On the other hand, we know that large–N_c QCD gives a reliable description for the Π_{LR}(Q^2) function since it involves the vector and axial–vector channels only. In fact, we can use the renormalization group to resum this lowest–order result into [3] lim Q^2→∞ ( −Q^6Π_{LR}(Q^2) ) = 4π^2 −β_1 ρ(Q) ^⟨ψ̄ψ⟩^2 ( −β_1α_s(Q) π )^{2γ}1^{+β}1_{β1}

, (3.21)

where we have neglected the term proportional to ⟨O_1⟩, an approximation which we shall justify a posteriori. Here, ^⟨ψ̄ψ⟩ = ⟨ψ̄ψ⟩(μ)(log μ/Λ_{MS})^{−9/22} denotes the scale invariant quark condensate and ρ(Q) also includes the effect of next–to–leading perturbative corrections. Inserting the large–N_c expression which follows from Eq. (3.10) in the l.h.s. of Eq. (3.21) results (at large Q^2) in ∑ V f^2_V M^6_V − ∑ A f^2_AM^6_A ≃

4π^2 β_1 ρ(Q) ^⟨ψ̄ψ⟩^2 ( −β_1α_s(Q) π )^{2γ}1^{+β}1_{β1}

; (3.22)

and therefore ⟨O_2⟩(μ) ≃ 1 16πα_s(μ) ( ∑ A f^2_AM^6_A − ∑ V f^2_V M^6_V ) . (3.23)

It is worth noticing the remarkable Q^2 independence of the r.h.s. of Eq. (3.22) due to the near cancellation of the exponent^{2γ1+β1}_{β1} = 2/11 and the fact that ρ(Q) → 1 as Q^2 → ∞. Since the l.h.s. is clearly Q independent, this is obviously a welcome result.

We would like to pause here and comment on the O(α^2_s) term in Eq. (3.20). It is our understanding that the only existing calculation in the literature of this term [23] was done in a different scheme of evanescent operators from the one of ref. [16]. Since this O(α^2_s) term is sensitive to the precise definition of evanescent operators [24]^4 and since matrix elements of Q_{7,8} eventually will have to be used in conjunction with Wilson coefficients to obtain a physical result, it is of the utmost importance that the extraction of ⟨O_2⟩ in Eq. (3.20) be done within the same convention for evanescent operators as that employed in the calculation of Wilson coefficients. This is why we think, unlike the authors of refs. [4, 5], that it is misleading to use the existing calculation of the O(α^2_s) term in Eq. (3.20) and, consequently, we refrain from including it to obtain ⟨O_2⟩ in Eq. (3.23). This fact immediately introduces a major difference with respect to refs. [4, 5] as the contribution of O(α^2_s) they take turns out to be large, namely ∼ 50%.

Numerical estimates for ⟨O_1⟩ in Eq. (3.12) and ⟨O_2⟩ in Eq. (3.23) will be made in the last section using the minimal hadronic ansatz approximation to large–N_c QCD (MHA). This approximation consists in limiting the large–N_c spectrum of narrow states to the minimal number required to satisfy the OPE constraints relevant to the process that one is considering. In our case, this requires the consideration of one vector state and one axial–vector state, besides the pion pole^5. The MHA approximation has recently been shown [26] to successfully reproduce sum rules which use the LEP experimental data of the ALEPH collaboration on hadronic τ decay. This leads to a contribution of ⟨O_1⟩ to the r.h.s. of Eq. (3.20) which is indeed much smaller than the one obtained from ⟨O_2⟩ in either scheme NDR or HV, justifying a posteriori the initial approximation which was made to obtain Eq. (3.23).

4The analysis of ref. [24] shows that this term of O(α2 s) can actually be reduced in half by a redefinition of the operator basis in the 4 � D extra dimensions.

5 Sometimes we have referred to this particular case as the lowest meson dominance approximation (LMD) [25].

4 The dispersive approach and the rôle of “higher dimension operators”

When computing ⟨O_1⟩ through Eq. (3.1), the authors of ref. [4] have chosen to split the integral in the regions 0 ≤ Q^2 ≤ μ^2 and μ^2 ≤ Q^2 ≤ ∞ where μ plays the role of a sharp momentum cutoff, i.e. not to be confused with the scale appearing in dimensional regularization. The low–Q^2 part is amenable to the use of the experimental data through a dispersion relation. The high–Q^2 part, on the other hand, is divergent and must be renormalized, e.g., in dimensional regularization in D = 4 − ϵ dimensions with minimal subtraction (M S). In this way one obtains

⟨O_1⟩^{MS} (μ) = ⟨O_1⟩^{cutoff} (μ) +

(1 − D) 32π^2

(4πμ^2)^{ϵ/2} Γ(2 − ϵ/2) ∫_∞ μ^2

dQ^2(Q^2)^{1−ϵ/2} ( −Q^2Π_{LR}(Q^2) ) , (4.1)

where ⟨O_1⟩^{cutoff} (μ) corresponds to the low–Q^2 part, i.e.

⟨O_1⟩^{cutoff} (μ) = 3 32π^2 ∫_∞ 0 dt t^2 log t + μ^2 t 1 π ImΠ_{LR}(t) . (4.2)

Notice that, when writing Eq. (4.2), one is using the first and second Weinberg sum rules.

We are now in the position to discuss the issue of “higher dimension operators” in the calculation of weak matrix elements which has been recently raised in refs. [10, 11]. On the one hand, these authors have stressed the fact that the long–distance evaluation of weak matrix elements should be done in the same renormalization scheme as the short–distance evaluation of the Wilson coefficients. Although this is a well known fact, they observe, quite rightly, that most of the available long–distance calculations of weak matrix elements are done in a cut–off scheme while using the MS results of the Wilson coefficients. Exceptions to that are the lattice QCD simulations and the large–N_c analytic results in refs. [1, 2]. On the other hand, a more subtle issue also raised in refs. [10, 11] is the fact that in doing integrals of Green’s functions which govern the long–distance evaluation of weak matrix elements, in the same MS renormalization as used for the Wilson coefficients, one is still confronted with the fact that, in principle, the full string of terms in the OPE contribute to these integrals because the integration over the euclidean momentum goes all the way to infinity. We entirely agree with this observation but we want to show how the large–N_c approach we have been advocating avoids this criticism while the dispersive approach, as used in ref. [4], fails to incorporate the effect of higher dimension operators.

We consider first the evaluation of the vev ⟨O_1⟩^{MS} in Eq. (4.1) to illustrate the point. Depending on the input for Π_{LR} in the integral over the high–Q^2 region in this equation, one may obtain a unsatisfactory determination of ⟨O_1⟩^{MS} even if ⟨O_1⟩^{cutoff} is derived reliably from the experimental data. The authors of ref. [4] input for Π_{LR} its leading asymptotic behaviour coming from dimension six operators in the OPE, i.e. the equivalent to our large–N_c Eq. (3.6). While for μ large enough this is certainly a reasonable thing to do, for the realistic value of μ = 2 GeV the question still remains as to how large the contribution from higher dimension operators in the OPE may actually get to be [10, 11].

In this regard we would like to point out that, in the large–N_c approach, the integrand in Eq. (3.10), if expanded in powers of 1/Q^2 gives not only the leading power of the OPE, which we use as a constraint, but also the higher powers. As a matter of fact, and this is the crucial point, in ref. [26] it is shown that the MHA approximation to large–N_c discussed at the end of section (3) does a remarkably good job in predicting these higher vev’s as compared to the ALEPH data. Therefore one can use the MHA approximation to confidently evaluate the size of the contribution from higher dimension operators to the high–Q^2 region in the integral of Eq. (4.1). One then obtains

⟨O_1⟩^{MS} (μ) = ⟨O_1⟩^{cutoff} (μ) − 3 2π α_s⟨O_2⟩ ( 1 3 + κ ) (4.3) − 3 32π^2 ( ∑ V f^2_V M^6_V log μ^2 + M^2_V μ^2 − ∑ A f^2_AM^6_A log μ^2 + M^2_A μ^2 ) , (4.4) where the expression (4.4) reads in the MHA approximation (g_A = M^2_V /M^2_A) ≃ − 3 32π^2

F^2_0 M^4_V 1 − g_A log μ^2 + M^{2V} μ^2 − 1 g_A log μ^2 +^{M 2V}_{gA} μ^2

. (4.5)

Equation (4.3) is the result of ref. [4] (in our notation), with only the contribution from dimension–six operators. The expression in Eq. (4.5), which represents the contribution from operators of dimension 8 and higher, indeed goes to zero as an inverse power for large values of μ, as expected. However it amounts to a ∼ 50% reduction at μ = 2 GeV in NDR (see next section). We emphasize that in ref. [26] the MHA approximation was shown to yield correct predictions in the OPE up to operators of dimension 10, so we consider Eq. (4.5) to be reliable at least up to this order.

The corresponding discussion in the case of ⟨O_2⟩ starts at Eq. (3.20) with the contribution from ⟨O_1⟩ neglected, as already explained. Therefore ⟨O_2⟩ is the operator modulating the 1/Q^6 fall-off in the OPE of the function Π_{LR}. At large N_c one obtains ⟨O_2⟩ ≈ C(Q^2) 16πα_s(μ) [ −Q^6Π_{LR}(Q^2) ] , (4.6)

where

C(Q^2) = 1 − ∑ A f^2_AM^8_A Q^2 +M^2_A − ∑ V f^2_V M^8_V Q^2+M^2_V ∑ A f^2_AM^6_A − ∑ V f^2_V M^6_V −1

≃ [ 1 − M^2_V Q^2 + M^2_V

Q^2(g_A + 1) + M^2_V g_AQ^2 + M^2_V ]_{−1} , (4.7)

where the last expression is a consequence of the MHA approximation. Again C(Q^2) − 1 vanishes as an inverse power at high Q^2. Since in refs. [4, 5] the contribution from higher dimension operators is neglected, these authors effectively take C(Q^2) = 1. However a typical value for C(Q^2) is ∼ 40% above unity for Q = 2 GeV (see next section for details).

5 Numerical Estimates and Comparisons

Using Eqs. (3.12), (3.13), (3.7) and (3.23) one obtains in the MHA approximation to large–N_c QCD the simple expressions

⟨O_1⟩(μ) = − 3 32π^2

F^2_0 M^4_V 1 − g_A log [ g_A ( g_AΛ^2 M^2_V ) 1_{gA −1}] (5.1)

⟨O_2⟩(μ) = 1 16πα_s(μ) F^2_0 M^4_V g_A . (5.2)

For their numerical evaluation we shall take [26]

M_V = (750 ± 25) MeV , F_0 = (87 ± 3) MeV , g_A = 0.50 ± 0.06 , (5.3)

and α_s(μ = 2 GeV) = 0.33 ± 0.04 . Then the previous expressions lead to

⟨O_1⟩_{(μ=2 GeV)} =

(−1.9 ± 0.2) × 10^{−5} GeV^6 in NDR (−1.1 ± 0.2) × 10^{−4} GeV^6 in HV } (5.4)

⟨O_2⟩_{(μ=2 GeV)} = (2.9 ± 0.6) × 10^{−4} GeV^6 both in NDR and HV , (5.5) which in turn imply, through Eqs. (2.5), (2.6), (2.10) and (2.11),

⟨(ππ)_{I=2}|Q_7|K^0⟩_{(μ=2 GeV)} =

(0.11 ± 0.01) GeV^3 in NDR (0.67 ± 0.09) GeV^3 in HV } , (5.6) and ⟨(ππ)_{I=2}|Q_8|K^0⟩_{(μ=2 GeV)} = (3.5 ± 0.8) GeV^3 . (5.7)

In order to facilitate the direct comparison with the lattice results we also give the equivalent result for the matrix elements

⟨π^+|Q^{(3/2)}_7 |K^+⟩_{(μ=2 GeV)} =

(−9.8 ± 0.6) × 10^{−3} GeV^4 in NDR (−5.8 ± 0.8) × 10^{−2} GeV^4 in HV } , (5.8) and ⟨π^+|Q^{(3/2)}_8 |K^+⟩_{(μ=2 GeV)} = (−0.30 ± 0.07) GeV^4 . (5.9)

These are our predictions for the O_{1,2} condensates and for the Q_{7,8} matrix elements. The errors quoted come only from the propagation from the input values for M_V , F_0, g_A and α_s(2 GeV). We remark that, unlike the case of Q_7, matrix elements of Q_8 do not show any dependence on the renormalization scheme (NDR vs. HV) at this level.

In Table 1 we give a joint comparison of our results with the existing different evaluations of matrix elements with which we can compare scheme dependences explicitly^6.

Table 1: Summary of matrix elements M_{7,8} ≡ ⟨(ππ)_{I=2}|Q_{7,8}|K^0⟩_{(2 GeV)} using naive dimensional regularization (NDR) and the ’t Hooft-Veltman scheme (HV), in units of GeV^3. Matrix Elements M_7(NDR) M_7(HV) M_8(NDR) M_8(HV) refs. [4, 5] 0.22 ± 0.05 1.3 ± 0.3 ref. [6] 0.11 ± 0.04 0.18 ± 0.06 0.51 ± 0.10 0.62 ± 0.12 This work (see also ref. [3]) 0.11 ± 0.03 0.67 ± 0.20 3.5 ± 1.1 3.5 ± 1.1

In the table we have rounded off the errors of our predictions to an overall 30%, which we believe to be a generous estimate of the systematic errors in our approach [30]. For the case of M_8 this has the caveat that it of course assumes that the O(α^2_s) corrections to Eq. (3.20), once computed in the right operator basis [16], will be of a reasonable size.

We find that, within the combined errors, our results for M_7 are in agreement with the lattice results in the NDR scheme, but not in the HV scheme^7, while they disagree by a factor of two with the dispersive results. The origin of this disagreement can in fact be traced back to the effect of higher terms in the OPE found in Eq. (4.5) which, as discussed in the previous section, have been ignored in the dispersive approach. As to the results of M_8, we are in disagreement with both the lattice and the dispersive results. The discrepancy with the former may originate in the fact that most of the contribution comes from an OZI–violating Green’s function which is something inaccessible in the quenched approximation. As a matter of fact, lattice results are compatible with a value ρ ∼ 1 in Eq. (3.19) whereas we are finding that ρ ∼ 6 for ⟨ψ̄ψ⟩(2 GeV) ∼ (−0.240 GeV)^3, which is also the phenomenological result found in ref. [27]. On the other hand, we do agree with the lattice results on the independence of scheme (NDR vs. HV) in M_8. As to the discrepancy on M_8 with the dispersive results, it can be traced back to the ∼ 50% O(α^2_s) correction they use for the Wilson coefficient in

6This explains why, in this table, we only quote the lattice results of ref. [6]. Model dependent calculations of

the so called B factors associated with the Q7,8 operators can also be found, in order of increasing sophistication, in refs. [28], [21] and [29].

7Although there is a difference bewteen what the Rome and Munich groups call the ”HV” scheme [15], we have

checked that the values for M7(HV ) quoted in the table are indeed consistent with the ones obtained from M7(NDR) and M8(NDR) and the mixing of Q7 and Q8 under the appropriate change of scheme; therefore, the disagreement with the lattice result for M7(HV ) is correlated to the strong discrepancy we have with the lattice result for M8(NDR).

Eq. (3.20) plus the ∼ 40% effect coming from the contribution from higher dimension operators in Eq. (4.7).

Acknowledgments

We thank Kostja Chetyrkin for informative communications on the work of refs. [23, 24], Vicente Gimenez on the work of ref. [6], Thomas Hambye on ref. [21] and Laurent Lellouch on ref. [9]. We also thank Hans Bijnens and Ximo Prades for discussions. This work has been supported in part by TMR, EC-Contract No. ERBFMRX-CT980169 (EURODAϕNE). The work of S. Peris has also been partially supported by the research project CICYT-AEN99-0766.

References

[1] M. Knecht, S. Peris and E. de Rafael, Nucl. Phys. (Proc. Suppl.) B86 (2000) 279. [2] S. Peris and E. de Rafael, Phys. Lett. B490 (2000) 213; S. Peris, hep-ph/0010162, to be published in the proceedings of the International Euroconference in Quantum Chromodynamics: 15 Years of the QCD - Montpellier Conference (QCD00), Montpellier, France, Jul. 2000.

[3] M. Knecht, S. Peris and E. de Rafael, Phys. Lett. B457 (1999) 227. We warn the reader that we are following in the present paper different conventions from this reference.

[4] J.F. Donoghue and E. Golowich, Phys. Lett. B478 (2000) 172.

[5] S. Narison, Nucl.Phys. B593 (2001) 3; hep-ph/0012019, to be published in the proceedings of the International Euroconference in Quantum Chromodynamics: 15 Years of the QCD - Montpellier Conference (QCD00), Montpellier, France, Jul. 2000.

[6] A. Donini et al, Phys. Lett. B470 (1999) 233. [7] L. Conti et al., Phys. Lett. B421 (1998) 273. [8] C.R. Allton et al., hep-lat/9806016.

[9] L. Lellouch and C.-J. David Lin, Nucl. Phys. Proc. Suppl. 73 (1999) 312. [10] V. Cirigliano, J.F. Donoghue and E. Golowich, JHEP 10 (2000) 048.

[11] J.F. Donoghue, hep-ph/0010111, to be published in the proceedings of the International Euroconference in Quantum Chromodynamics: 15 Years of the QCD - Montpellier Conference (QCD00), Montpellier, France, Jul. 2000.

[12] J. Bijnens and M. Wise, Phys. Lett., B137 (1984) 245. [13] G. ’t Hooft, Nucl. Phys. B72 (1974) 461; ibid. B75 (1974) 461. [14] E. Witten, Nucl. Phys. B160 (1979) 57.

[15] A.J. Buras, hep-ph/9806471, published in “Probing the Standard Model of Particle Interactions”, F. David, R. Gupta, A. Morel and E. de Rafael, eds., 1998 Elsevier Science B.V.

[16] A.J. Buras and P.H. Weisz, Nucl. Phys. B333 (1990) 66; A.J. Buras et al., Nucl. Phys. B400 (1993) 37, ibid. Nucl. Phys. B400 (1993) 75; M. Ciuchini et al. Nucl. Phys. B415 (1994) 403. See also ref. [15].

[17] M. Knecht, S. Peris and E. de Rafael, Phys. Lett. B443 (1998) 255. [18] M.A. Shifman, A.I. Vainshtein and V.I. Zakharov, Nucl. Phys. B147 (1979) 385, 447.

[19] See also, for instance, B. Moussallam, Eur. Phys. J. C14 (2000) 111; S. Descotes, L. Girlanda and J. Stern, JHEP01 (2000) 041; S. Descotes, hep-ph/0012221.

[20] G. Veneziano, Nucl. Phys. B117 (1976) 519.

[21] T. Hambye, G.O. Köhler, E.A. Paschos, P.H. Soldan and W.A. Bardeen, Phys. Rev. D58 (1998) 014017.

[22] See for instance, E. Braaten, S. Narison and A. Pich, Nucl. Phys. B373 (1992) 581 and references therein.

[23] L.V. Lanin, V.P. Spiridonov and K.G. Chetyrkin, Sov. J. Nucl. Phys. 44 (1986) 892;

K.G. Chetyrkin, private communication.

[24] L.-E. Adam and K.G. Chetyrkin, Phys. Lett. B329 (1994) 129. [25] S. Peris, M. Perrottet and E. de Rafael, JHEP 05 (1998) 011.

[26] S. Peris, B. Phily and E. de Rafael, Phys. Rev. Lett. 86 (2001) 14; E. de Rafael, hep-ph/0010209, to be published in the proceedings of the International Euroconference in Quantum Chromodynamics: 15 Years of the QCD - Montpellier Conference (QCD00), Montpellier, France, Jul. 2000.

[27] M. Davier, A. Höcker, L. Girlanda and J. Stern, Phys. Rev. D58 (1998) 096014. [28] S. Bertolini, J.O. Eeg and M. Fabbrichesi, hep-ph/0002234; Revs. Mod. Phys. 72 (2000) 65. [29] J. Bijnens and J. Prades, JHEP 06 (2000) 035, and references therein. [30] See, for instance, M. Golterman and S. Peris, JHEP 01 (2001) 028.