arXiv:hep-ph/0610246v1 19 Oct 2006

CERN-PH-TH/2006-204 UAB-FT-614

|V_{us}| from Strange Hadronic Tau Data^1

Elvira Gámiz^{a)}, Matthias Jamin^{b)}, Antonio Pich^{c)}, Joaquim Prades^{d)} and Felix Schwab^{e)}

a) Department of Physics, University of Illinois, Urbana IL 61801, USA.

b) ICREA and Departament de Física Teòrica (IFAE) Universitat Autonòma de Barcelona, E-08193 Bellaterra, Barcelona, Spain.

c) Departament de Física Teòrica, IFIC, Universitat de València–CSIC Apt. de Correus 22085, E-46071 València, Spain.

d) Theory Unit, Physics Department, CERN, CH-1211 Genève 23, Switzerland.

e) Physik Department, Technische Universität München, D-85748 Garching and Max Planck Institut für Physik D-80805 München, Germany.

Abstract

We report on recent work to determine the CKM matrix element |V_{us}| using strange hadronic τ decay data. We use the recent OPAL update of the strange spectral function, while on the theory side we update the dimension-two perturbative contribution including the recently calculated α^3_s terms. Our result |V_{us}| = 0.2220±0.0033 is already competitive with the standard extraction from K_{e3} decays and other new proposals to determine |V_{us}|. The actual uncertainty on |V_{us}| from τ data is dominated largely by experiment and will eventually be much reduced by B-factories and future τ-charm factory data, providing one of the most accurate determinations of this Standard Model parameter.

October 2006

1Invited talk given by J.P. at “ICHEP’06, 26-July to 2-August 2006, Moscow, Russia”.

1 Introduction and Motivation

BaBar and Belle are just starting to produce their first results on hadronic tau decays and in particular on Cabibbo-suppressed modes.[1] These results will eventually further increase the high precision status of observables such as R_τ ≡ Γ[τ^− → hadrons ν_τ (γ)] Γ[τ^− → e^−ν_eν_τ (γ)]

, (1)

attained by ALEPH and OPAL at LEP and CLEO at CESR. This status has been already exploited in a very successful determination of a_τ ≡ α_s(M_τ )/π.[2, 3, 4, 5, 6] On the other hand, SU(3) breaking effects are sizeable in the semi-inclusive hadronic τ-decay width into Cabibbo-suppressed modes.[7, 8, 9, 10, 11] These two facts make the strange hadronic τ decay data an ideal place for determining SU(3) breaking parameters such as |V_{us}| and/or m_s. The obvious advantage of this procedure is that the experimental uncertainty will eventually be reduced at the B-factories and at future facilities like the τ-charm factory BEPCII at Beijing.

2 Theoretical Framework

Using analytic properties of two-point correlation functions for vector (J = V) and axial-vector (J = A) two quark-currents, Π^{μν}_{J ,⟩|}(q) ≡ i ∫ d^4x e^{iq·x}⟨0|T [J^{μ†}_{⟩|} (§)J^ν_{⟩|} (′)]|′⟩ ≡ [ q^μq^ν − q^2g^{μν} ] Π^T_{J ,⟩|}(q^2) + q^μq^ν Π^L_{J ,⟩|}(q^2) , (2) one can express R_τ as a contour integral running counter-clockwise around the circle |s| = M^2_τ in the complex s-plane: R_τ ≡ −iπ ∮ |s|=M^2_τ ds s [ 1 − s M^2_τ

]_3 (3) × { 3 [ 1 + s M^2_τ ] D^{L+T} (s) + 4 D^L(s) } . We have used integration by parts to rewrite R_τ in terms of the logarithmic derivatives D^{L+T} (s) ≡ −s d ds Π^{L+T} (s) ; D^L(s) ≡ s M^2_τ d ds [ sΠ^L(s) ] . (4)

Moreover, one can experimentally decompose R_τ into R_τ ≡ R_{τ,V} + R_{τ,A} + R_{τ,S} , (5) according to the quark content

Π^J (s) ≡ |V_{ud}|^2 { Π^J_{V,ud}(s) + Π^J_{A,ud}(s) } + |V_{us}|^2 { Π^J_{V,us}(s) + Π^J_{A,us}(s) } , (6)

where R_{τ,V} and R_{τ,A} correspond to the first two terms in the first line and R_{τ,S} to the second line, respectively.

Additional information can be obtained from the measured invariant-mass distribution of the final hadrons, which defines the moments R^{kl}_τ ≡ ∫_M 2_τ 0 ds ( 1 − s M^2_τ )_k ( s M^2_τ )_l dR_τ ds . (7)

At large enough Euclidean Q^2 = −s, both Π^{L+T} (Q^2) and Π^L(Q^2) can be organised in a dimensional operator series using well established QCD operator product expansion (OPE) techniques. One gets then R^{kl}_τ ≡ N_cS_{EW} { (|V_{ud}|^2 + |V_{us}|^2) [ 1 + δ^{kl(0)} ] + ∑ D≥2 [ |V_{ud}|^2δ^{kl(D)}_{ud} + |V_{us}|^2δ^{kl(D)}_{us} ] } . (8)

The electroweak radiative correction S_{EW} = 1.0201 ± 0.0003 has been pulled out[12] explicitly and δ^{kl(0)} denotes the purely perturbative dimension-zero contribution. The symbols δ^{kl(D)}_{ij} stand for higher dimensional corrections in the OPE from dimension D ≥ 2 operators, which contain implicit 1/M^D_τ suppression factors.[2, 13, 16, 17] The most important being the operators m^2_s with D = 2 and m_s⟨qq⟩ with D = 4.

In addition, the flavour SU(3)-breaking quantity δR^{kl}_τ ≡ R^{kl}_{τ,V +A} |V_{ud}|^2 − R^{kl}_{τ,S} |V_{us}|^2 = N_c S_{EW} ∑ D≥2 [ δ^{kl(D)}_{ud} − δ^{kl(D)}_{us} ] (9) enhances the sensitivity to the strange quark mass. The dimension-two correction δ^{kl(2)}_{ij} is known to order α^3_s for both correlators, J = L and J = L + T .[13, 16, 18] In Ref. [13], an extensive analysis of this D = 2 correction was done and it was shown that the perturbative J = L correlator behaves very badly. The J = L+T correlator was also analysed there to order α^2_s and showed a relatively good convergence. Here, we have included the recently calculated O(α^3_s) correction for J = L + T .[18] One can see that the J = L + T series also starts to show its asymptotic character at this order, though it is still much better behaved than the J = L component. These series show clearly an asymptotic behaviour and it does not make much sense to sum all known orders.

3 Determination of |V_{us}|

One can use the relation –and analogous relations for other moments–

|V_{us}|^2 = R^{00}_{τ,S} R^{00}_{τ,V +A} |V_{ud}|^2 − δR^{00}_{τ,th} (10)

to determine the Cabibbo–Kobayashi–Maskawa (CKM) matrix element |V_{us}|. Notice that, on the right-hand side of (10), the only theoretical input is δR^{00}_{τ,th}, which is around 0.25 and gets compared to the experimental quantity R^{00}_{τ,V +A}/|V_{ud}|^2 which is around 3.7. Therefore, with a not so precise theoretical prediction for δR^{00}_{τ,th} one can get a quite accurate value for |V_{us}|, depending on the experimental accuracy.

The very bad QCD behaviour of the J = L component in δR^{kl}_{τ,th} induces a large theoretical uncertainty, which can be reduced considerably using phenomenology for the scalar and pseudo-scalar correlators.[19, 20, 21] In particular, the pseudoscalar spectral functions are dominated by far by the well-known kaon pole, to which we add suppressed contributions from the pion pole, as well as higher excited pseudo-scalar states whose parameters have been estimated in Ref. [22]. For the strange scalar spectral function, we take the result obtained[23] from a study of S-wave Kπ scattering within resonance chiral perturbation theory,[24] which has been recently updated in Ref. [25].

The smallest theoretical uncertainty arises for the kl = 00 moment, for which we get

δR^{00}_{τ,th} = 0.1544 (37) + 9.3 (3.4) m^2_s + 0.0034 (28) = 0.240 (32) , (11)

where m_s denotes the strange quark mass, in GeV units, in the MS scheme at μ = 2 GeV. The first term contains the phenomenological scalar and pseudoscalar contributions, the second term contains the rest of the perturbative D = 2 contribution, while the last term stands for the rest of the contributions. Notice that the phenomenological contribution is more than 64% of the total, while the rest comes almost from the perturbative D = 2 contribution. Here, we update δR^{00}_{τ,th} in Refs. [19, 20, 21] in various respects. First, we use the recently updated scalar spectral function[25]; second, we include the α^3_s corrections to the J = L + T correlator calculated in Ref. [18] and finally, we use an average of contour improved[26] and fixed order perturbation results for the asymptotically summed series. A detailed analysis will be presented elsewhere.[27] For the m_s input value, we use the recent average m_s(2 GeV) = (94 ± 6) MeV,[25] which includes the most recent determinations of m_s from QCD sum rules and lattice QCD. The strange quark mass uncertainty corresponds to the most precise determination from the lattice.

Recently Maltman and Wolfe criticised the theory error we previously employed for the D = 2 OPE coefficient.[30] In our updated estimate (11), we have decided to include a more conservative estimate of unknown higher-order corrections by using an average of contour improved and fixed-order perturbation theory. Notice however, that δR^{00}_{τ,th} is dominated by the scalar and pseudo-scalar contributions which are rather well known from phenomenology, and that the larger perturbative uncertainty is compensated by the smaller m_s error, so that our final theoretical uncertainty is almost the same as in previous works.[19, 20, 21] In order to finally determine |V_{us}|, we employ the following updates of the remaining input parameters: |V_{ud}| = 0.97377 ± 0.00027,[28] the non-strange branching fraction R^{00}_{τ,V +A} = 3.471 ± 0.011,[11] as well as the strange branching fraction[11] R^{00}_{τ,S} = 0.1686 ± 0.0047 (see also Refs. [7] and [9]), which includes the theoretical prediction for the decay B[τ → Kν_τ (γ)] = 0.715 ± 0.003 which is based on the better known K → μν_μ(γ) decay rate. For |V_{us}|, we then obtain

|V_{us}| = 0.2220 ± 0.0031_{exp} ± 0.0011_{th} . (12)

The experimental uncertainty includes a small component from the error in |V_{ud}|, but it is dominated by the uncertainty in R^{00}_{τ,S}, while the theoretical error is dominated by the uncertainty in the perturbative expansion of the D = 2 contribution.

4 Results and Conclusions

High precision Cabibbo-suppressed hadronic tau data from ALEPH and OPAL at LEP and CLEO at CESR provide already a competitive result for |V_{us}|. As presented above and in Refs. [19, 20, 21], the final uncertainty in the τ determination of |V_{us}| becomes an experimental issue and will eventually be much reduced with the new B-factories data[1] and further reduced at future τ facilities. A combined fit to determine both |V_{us}| and m_s will then be possible. Hadronic τ decays have the potential to provide the most accurate measurement of |V_{us}| and a very competitive m_s determination.

Acknowledgments

This work has been supported in part by the European Commission (EC) RTN FLAVIAnet under Contract No. MRTN-CT-2006-035482, by MEC (Spain) and FEDER (EC) Grant Nos. FPA2005-02211 (M.J.), FPA2004-00996 (A.P.) and FPA2003-09298-C02-01 (J.P.), by Junta de Andalucía Grant Nos. FQM-101 (J.P.) and FQM-437 (E.G. and J.P.) and by BMBF (Germany) Contract Nos. 05HT4WOA/3 and 05HT6WOA (F.S.).

References

[1] Tau06, 19-22 September 2006, Pisa (Italy), http://tau06.sns.it [2] E. Braaten, S. Narison and A. Pich, Nucl. Phys. B373 (1992) 581. [3] CLEO Collaboration, T. Coan et al., Phys. Let. B356 (1995) 580. [4] ALEPH Collaboration, R. Barate et al., Eur. Phys. J. C4 (1998) 409. [5] OPAL Collaboration, K. Ackerstaff et al., Eur. Phys. J. C7 (1999) 571. [6] ALEPH Collaboration, S. Schael et al., Phys. Rep. 421 (2005) 191. [7] ALEPH Collaboration, R. Barate et al., Eur. Phys. J. C11 (1999) 599. [8] CLEO Collaboration, R.A. Briere et al., Phys. Rev. Lett. 90 (2003) 181802. [9] OPAL Collaboration, G. Abbiendi et al., Eur. Phys. J. C 35 (2004) 237. [10] M. Davier, Nucl. Phys. B (Proc. Suppl.) 55C (1997) 395; S. Chen, Nucl.

Phys. B (Proc. Suppl.) 64 (1998) 256; S. Chen, M. Davier and A. Höcker, Nucl. Phys. B (Proc. Suppl.) 76 (1999) 369.

[11] M. Davier, A. Höcker and Z. Zhang, Rev. Mod. Phys. 78 (2006) 1043. [12] W. Marciano and A. Sirlin, Phys. Rev. Lett. 61 (1988) 1815; E. Braaten and C.S. Li, Phys. Rev. D42 (1990) 3888; J. Erler, Rev. Mex. Fis. 50 (2004) 200.

[13] A. Pich and J. Prades, JHEP 06 (1998) 013; Nucl. Phys. B (Proc. Suppl.)

74 (1999) 309; J. Prades, Nucl. Phys. B (Proc. Suppl.) 76 (1999) 341. [14] K.G. Chetyrkin, J.H. Kühn and A.A. Pivovarov, Nucl. Phys. B533 473. [15] S. Chen et al., Eur. Phys. J. C22 (2001) 31; M. Davier et al., Nucl. Phys.

B (Proc. Suppl.) 98 (2001) 319.

[16] A. Pich and J. Prades, JHEP 10 (1999) 004; Nucl. Phys. B (Proc. Suppl.)

86 (2000) 236.

[17] C.K. Chetyrkin and A. Kwiatkowski, Z. Phys. C59 (1999) 525; Erratum hep-ph/9805232.

[18] P.A. Baikov, K.G. Chetyrkin and J.H. Kühn, Phys. Rev. Lett. 95 (2005) 012003.

[19] E. Gámiz et al., JHEP 01 (2003) 060. [20] M. Jamin, eConf C0304052 (2003) WG604.

[21] E. Gámiz et al., Phys. Rev. Lett. 94 (2005) 011803; Nucl. Phys. B (Proc.

Suppl.) 144 (2005) 59; hep-ph/0505122.

[22] K. Maltman and J. Kambor, Phys. Rev. D65 (2002) 074013; ibid. D64 (2001) 093014.

[23] M. Jamin, J.A. Oller and A. Pich, Nucl. Phys. B587 (2000) 331; Nucl. Phys.

B622 (2002) 279; Eur. Phys. J. C24 (2002) 237.

[24] G. Ecker, J. Gasser, A. Pich and E. de Rafael, Nucl. Phys. B321 (1989) 311. [25] M. Jamin, J.A. Oller and A. Pich, Phys. Rev. D74 (2006) 074009. [26] F. Le Diberder and A. Pich, Phys. Lett. B 286 (1992) 147; M. Jamin, JHEP 09 (2005) 058.

[27] E. Gámiz et al., in preparation. [28] W.-M. Yao et al, J. Phys. G33 (2006) 1.

[29] R. Decker and M. Finkemeier, Phys. Lett. B334 (1994) 199; Nucl. Phys.

B438 (1995) 199.

[30] K. Maltman and C.E. Wolfe, Phys. Lett. B639 (2006) 283; hep-ph/0607214.

∗ On leave of absence from CAFPE and Departamento de Física Teórica y del Cosmos, Universidad de Granada, Campus de Fuente Nueva, E-18002 Granada, Spain.