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Abstract
A combination of three LHCb measurements of the CKM angle +y is presented.
The decays B* — DK®* and BT — Dz* are used, where D denotes an admixture
of DY and D° mesons, decaying into KTK~, ntnr~, K*rT, K*n¥TrtrT Kintn—,
or KKK~ final states. All measurements use a dataset corresponding to 1.0 fh~!
of integrated luminosity. Combining results from B* — DK™* decays alone a best-fit
value of v = 72.0° is found, and confidence intervals are set
v € [56.4,86.7]° at 68% CL,
v € [42.6,99.6]° at 95% CL.

The best-fit value of + found from a combination of results from B¥ — Dr* decays
alone, is v = 18.9°, and the confidence intervals

v €[7.4,99.2]° U [167.9,176.4]° at 68% CL

are set, without constraint at 95% CL. The combination of results from B* — DK+
and B* — Dr*t decays gives a best-fit value of v = 72.6° and the confidence intervals

~v € [55.4,82.3]° at 68% CL,
v € [40.2,92.7]° at 95% CL

are set. All values are expressed modulo 180°, and are obtained taking into account
the effect of D%-DY mixing.
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1 Introduction

The angle v is defined as v = arg [V, V., /(V.,V:)], where V;; are the elements of the
Cabibbo-Kobayashi-Maskawa (CKM) matrix [1]. It is one of the angles of the unitarity
triangle and is to date the least well known angle of this triangle. At the same time it is the
only angle that can be measured entirely with decays that only involve tree diagrams, so
its measurement is largely unaffected by the theoretical uncertainty, which is O(107¢) [2].
Both Belle and BaBar have recently published averages of their measurements, each

following a frequentist treatment. Belle measures v = (6871%)° [3], and BaBar measures
v = (69710)° [4]. In this work a combination of LHCb measurements is presented.

World averages have been computed by the CKMfitter and UTfit groups, who obtain
v = (66 £ 12)° [5], and v = (70.8 £ 7.8)° [6], using a frequentist and Bayesian treatment,
respectively. These averages are dominated by measurements performed at the B factories,
and part of all LHCb measurements combined in this work are already included.

When measuring v in tree decays, an important channel is the B* — DK* mode, where
the symbol D denotes an admixture of D° and D mesons. The D meson is reconstructed
in a final state accessible to both flavour states, thus exploiting interference between the
b — ucs and b — cus amplitudes. Throughout this Letter, charge conjugation applies,
unless stated otherwise. The measurements are categorised by the D meson final state:
CP eigenstates (GLW [7,8]), quasi-flavour-specific states (ADS [9,10]), and self-conjugate
three-body final states (GGSZ [11]). The small theoretical uncertainty in the measurement
of v is obtained in these decays because all hadronic parameters are determined from data.
The amplitude ratio 7% = |[A(B~— D°K~)/A(B~— D°K™)|, plays a crucial role as the
uncertainty on v scales roughly as 1/r5. Tt is measured to be rf ~ 0.1 [3,/4].

Besides the B* — DK® channel, the B* — Dn*t decay also exhibits some sensitivity
to . The theoretical framework is fully analogous to the B* — DK® case. However, the
respective amplitude ratio 77 is expected to be an order of magnitude smaller than 7%
limiting the sensitivity. In this Letter, information from B* — Dz* decays is included in
the combined measurement of « for the first time. The hadronic parameters describing the
D decays are determined from data. To better constrain these parameters, measurements
by CLEO are included [12], that themselves contain inputs from the Heavy Flavour
Averaging Group (HFAG).

It has been shown that the determination of v from B* — Dh* decays, where h = 7, K,
is affected by D°-D° mixing [10,/13-16]. It enters in two parts of the analysis: in the
description of the B decays (e.g. through the amplitude B* — DK+ — DK+ — fK*,
where f denotes the D final state), and in the determination of the hadronic parameters
that describe the D decay. Since D mixing is now well established, its effect is included in
this combination; the CLEO measurement [12] also takes it into account explicitly. The
effect of D mixing on the GLW, ADS, and GGSZ analyses is reviewed in Ref. [16]: it mostly
affects the ADS analysis of B* — Dr* decays, due to the small expected value of 7. The
ADS analysis of B*— DK* decays receives a shift of |Avy| < 1° [16]. The Dalitz-model
independent GGSZ analysis of BX¥— DK® is affected to a negligible extent [15]16], and
the GLW analyses of B*— Dh* are affected at most at order of O(r&+/z2 + y%) [16],



where the mixing parameters xp and yp are at the level of 1072. Here, a D mixing
measurement by LHCb [17] is included, to further constrain zp and yp.

The effect of possible CP violation in D decays to the 777~ and K™K~ final states |18,
19] has been discussed in Refs. [20-22]. This changes the interpretation of the observables
of the GLW method, which is included as described in Sect.

In this combination, the strategy is to maximise a total likelihood built from the
product of the probability density functions (PDFs) f; of experimental observables A

£@ = [T A1), ()

where the /bes are the measured values of the observables, and @ is the set of parameters.
The subscript ¢ denotes the contributing inputs, summarised in Sects. 2.4, For most of
the input measurements it is assumed that the observables follow a Gaussian distribution

frocexp (=500 (@) — AV () - A7) )

where V; is the experimental covariance matrix. In this combined measurement the
statistical uncertainties dominate the resulting confidence intervals. Therefore it is assumed
that the systematic fluctuations are also Gaussian, so that V; = V% + V¥ Since not
all off-diagonal entries of Visyst have been published, they are assumed to be zero in the
nominal result. An overall systematic uncertainty is estimated due to this assumption. Any
other correlations across the statistically independent input measurements are neglected.
For one pair of variables (Kx3x, Ox3r, described in Sect. [2]) that shows highly non-Gaussian
behaviour, the experimental likelihood is taken into account. Table (1| defines all free
parameters in the global fit. The amplitude ratios are defined as those of the suppressed
processes divided by the favoured ones. Confidence intervals on + and the most important
hadronic parameters are set using a frequentist procedure. The statistical coverage of this
procedure is evaluated.

2 Input measurements

The LHCb collaboration has published three analyses relevant to this paper based on the
data corresponding to an integrated luminosity of 1.0fb™" using pp collisions at a centre-
of-mass energy of 7 TeV, recorded in 2011. They are a GGSZ measurement of B* — DK=
decays, where the D meson is reconstructed in the D — K{7t7~ and D — KK+ K~ final
states [23]; a GLW/ADS measurement of B*— DK* and B*— Dn* decays, where the
D meson is reconstructed in charged two-body final states [24]; and an ADS measurement
of B¥ = DK* and B* — Dr¥ decays, where the D meson is reconstructed in charged
four-body final states [25]. In addition, inputs from a combination of experimental data
performed by the HFAG, to constrain the effect of direct CP violation in D decays [26],
and measurements from the LHCD collaboration [17] and the CLEO collaboration [12], to
constrain the hadronic parameters of the D system, are included. Ref. [12] includes itself
inputs by the HFAG.



Table 1: Free parameters used in the combined fit. The phase differences dx, and dx3, are
defined in accordance with Refs. [3,4L|12], they are shifted by 180° with respect to the HFAG.
Also, v gains a sign for the conjugated modes, A(B* — D°h+)/A(BT — Dht) = r%ei(5g+7),
with h = K, 7.

Decay Description Parameter
B*— Dh* CP-violating weak phase ol
I'(B~— D°K~)/T(B~— D) Reap
B*— Drn* A(B~— D7) JA(B™ — D) = rel0B—) g, 0%
B* - DK* A(B~— D°K~)/A(B~— DYK~) = rKei05—) rK, oK
D° — K*n¥ ADY = 7= K1) JA(D® — K~7t) = rgpe”kn Tk Okn
Cabibbo-favoured rate "D — Kn)
D — K*rFrtr~ amplitude ratio and effective strong phase diff. TK3rs OK3n
coherence factor KK3n
Cabibbo-favoured rate ['(D — Krrm)
D — KTK~ direct CP asymmetry Adr(KK)
D® — gty direct CP asymmetry Ay ()
DY-D° mixing parameters Tp, Yp

2.1 Measurements from B¥ — D[— K°hth~]K¥ decays

The GGSZ method [11] proposes the use of self-conjugate three-body D decays in the
measurement of v from B — DK™ processes. The variables x4 and g, defined as

g =1 cos(op £ 7)., (3)
ys =1 sin(dy £7), (4)

are obtained from a fit to the Dalitz plane of D — K77~ and D — K?KTK~ decays,
separately for BT and B~ decays. The measurement, performed by LHCb, is reported in
Ref. [23]. The study makes no model-dependent assumption on the variation of the strong
phase of the D — Kh™h~ amplitudes, but instead uses measurements of this quantity
from CLEO [27], as input. The reported results are

r_=( 00+43+15+06)x1072, (5)
y.=( 274+524+08423)x 1072, (6)
vy =(—103+£45+1.8+1.4)x 1072, (7)
y, =( —0.9£374+0.8+3.0) x 1072, (8)

where the first uncertainty is statistical, the second is systematic, and the third is due to the
external CLEO measurement. The non-vanishing statistical correlations are p(z_,y_) =
—0.11, p(x4,y+) = +0.17, and the relevant systematic correlations are p(z_,y_) = —0.05,
and p(z4,y+) = +0.36.



The GGSZ method can also be applied to B* — Dz final states. In Ref. [23] this
was not performed, since these final states were needed to control the efficiency variation
across the Dalitz plot. The effect of D~ D° mixing in the measurement of the x4 and vy
in Eqns. is suppressed, leading to a negligible effect in the extraction of ~ [15.|16].

2.2 Measurements from B¥ — D[— hth~]h* decays

The D decay modes considered in the analysis of two-body D final states [24] are D —
K*K~, D — w7, the favoured decay D — K 7", where the kaon charge matches
that of the h* track from the B* — Dh* decay (called K in the following), and the
suppressed decay D — 7~ KT, where the kaon charge is opposite that of the h* track
(called 7K in the following). Building on the initial GLW/ADS ideas [7H10], a set of
13 observables was defined by forming ratios of decay rates, defined below, such that
many systematic uncertainties cancel. The charge-averaged ratios of B* — DK™ and
B* — Dn* decays are

F (B~ — D[— fIK")+ (BT — D[— f]K™)

Ry/r = Srgo . = (9)
(B~ — D[ flr=) + I'(B* — D[~ f]r+)

where f is the relevant final state. The ratios R}; /o are related to v and the hadronic
parameters through

1+ (rire)® + 2rirprcos(08 — df) cosy + ME + ME
L+ (rgry)? + 2rgrircos(0g — d) cosy + M™ + MT

Ry = Rean (10)

for the favoured final state f = K=, where the coherence factor « in Eq. (and in all

following equations in this Section) is unity for two-body decays, and through

1+ (r&)? + 2rk cos 0% cosvy
1+ (r§)? + 2rfcosdg cosy '

Rf{/ﬂ, = Rcab <11)

for f = KK, 7m. The D mixing correction terms M} are, at leading order in zp and yp,
and neglecting CP violation in D mixing, given by [13]

Mj; = (/@'77((7“%)2 —1)sindy + r%(l — rfc) sin(ég + ’y)) ap Tp
— (HTf((T%)Q +1)cosds + r%(l + ch) Cos(dg + ’y)) apyp . (12)

The D mixing corrections depend on the D decay time acceptance and resolution in the
reconstruction of B — Dh* decays [16]. The coefficient ap parameterises their effect. It
takes the value of ap = 1 in case of an ideal, flat acceptance and negligible time resolution.
For a realistic acceptance and resolution model present in the GLW/ADS analysis of
Ref. [24], it is estimated to be ap = 1.20 & 0.04, where the uncertainty can be safely
neglected in this combination. For CP even final states of the D meson, the mixing



corrections cancel exactly in Eq. (and , as in this case k = 1, 7y = 1, 6 = 0. The
charge asymmetries are

Al — I'(B~ — D[— f]h™) —=T(B* — D[— f]h") (13)
" I(B- — D[— f]h-) + T(B* — D|— f]ht)’
which are related to v and the hadronic parameters through
Al 2rhrpksin(0f — dy) siny + M" — M (14)

Nt (rre)? + 2rir ek cos(0% — &f) cosy + M+ Mh
for the favoured final state f = K, and through
2rh sin 67 sin

, 15
1+ (r%)2 + 2’ cos 6% cos vy (15)

Al =

for f = KK, wm, where r%% denotes r& and r%. Finally, the non charge-averaged ratios of
suppressed and favoured D final states are

F(Bi — D[_> fsup]hi)

['(B* — D|— f]h*)
_ 7“]2‘ + (rl)? + 2rfr ki cos(8% 4+ 65 £ 4) — [M P gup
L+ (rhrg)? + 2rhr sk cos(0% — 6p £ ) + ML

Ry =

, (16)

where fq,p, = TK is the suppressed final state, and f = K= the allowed one. The suppressed
D mixing correction terms are given, at leading order in zp and yp, by

[Mi]sup = (RTf((T%)Z —1)sindy + r]’;(l — r?) sin(d% + ’y)) ap Tp
+ (Iﬁ?’f((?“%)Q +1)cosédy+ r%(l + 7’?) cos(é% + ”y)) apyp . (17)

The combination makes use of all y-sensitive observables determined in the GLW/ADS
analysis. The full set, taken from the two-body analysis [24], is

REj, = 0.0774 £0.0012 40.0018,
Rif = 0.0773 £0.0030 =+ 0.0018,
K= 0.0803 £0.0056 4 0.0017,
AK™ — —0.0001 40.0036 = 0.0095,
AK™ = 0.0044 40.0144 £ 0.0174,
AKK 0.148 40.037 +0.010,
AT = 0.135 +0.066 =£0.010,
AEK = 0020 4+0.009 +0.012,
A™ = —0.001 40.017 £0.010,
Ry = 0.0073 40.0023 =+ 0.0004,
R = 0.0232 4+0.0034 +0.0007,
R- = 0.00469 % 0.00038 £ 0.00008,
R = 0.00352 + 0.00033 + 0.00007,

™



where the first uncertainty is statistical and the second systematic. Their statistical
correlations, not previously published, are given in Table

Direct CP asymmetries in D° — KTK~ and D° — 777~ decays have been mea-
sured |18/19]. While the effect on the charge averaged ratios R[Igfr and R}, is negligi-
ble [21], the observables AKX and AT™ are modified by adding the respective direct CP
asymmetry AZ to the right-hand side of Eq. . This is valid up to neglecting a small
weak phase in the D decay [21]. The HFAG results on A%S [26] are included in this
combination

AS(KK) = (—0.314£0.24) x 1072,
Al () = (+0.36 £ 0.25) x 1072,

These quantities are correlated, p(A%L(KK), AML (7)) = 40.80, and therefore they are
constrained to their observed values by means of a two-dimensional correlated Gaussian
PDF. The inclusion of the result on AML(KK) — A%L(7m) [18], which is statistically
independent from the HFAG average, is found to have no effect on the combination.

2.3 Measurements from B* — D[— K*nTntn~|h* decays

The D four-body decay modes considered in the analysis of Ref. [25] are the favoured
D — K ntn~ 7", and the suppressed D — 7~ K+t7~ 7" final states. In a similar manner
to the two-body GLW /ADS analysis, seven observables are defined as ratios of decay
rates. Their relations to v and the hadronic parameters are fully analogous and given
by Egs. [10} [14] and with f = Knnm and fo, = mnK7nnw. The CP-violating effects
are diluted due to the D decay proceeding through a range of resonances that can only
interfere in limited regions of the four-body phase space. This dilution is accounted for by
multiplying each interference term by a coherence factor K = kg3,. The D decay time

Table 2: Statistical correlations of the B¥ — Dh*, D — hh analysis [24].

ARK  ARK S pgmm ATt ARm AKm prm o REEK S REr R Ry R} R
AKK 1 -0.029 0 0 0 0 -0.002 -0.034 -0.010 -0.001 0 0 0
AKK 1 0 0 0 0 0 -0.003 0 0 0 0 0
AR 1 -0.032 0 0 -0.032  -0.002 -0.004 -0.001 0 0 0
AT 1 0 0 -0.004 0 0 0 0 0 0
AKr 1 -0.045 0 0 0.003  0.004 0 -0.004 -0.001
AL 1 0 0 -0.001  0.004 0.002 -0.004 -0.002
R, 1 0.013  0.029 0.003 0.003 0.001  0.003
RIS 1 0.053  0.005  0.005  0.002  0.004
RET 1 -0.038  0.016 -0.093 0.014

™
Ry 1 -0.023  0.012  0.006
Ry 1 0.005  0.008
+

RE 1 0.036
RY 1




acceptance and resolution model is identical to that present in the two-body GLW/ADS
analysis of Ref. [24]. The seven observables, taken from the four-body analysis reported in

Ref. [25], are

RK37T

K/m —
AT = —0.006 +£0.005 =+0.010,

AT = 0.026 +0.020 =+0.018,
RK37r —

K3m __
RK+ -

K3m __
RK3

K3m __
RE3

0.0765 £ 0.0017 = 0.0026,

0.0071 £0.0034 = 0.0008,
0.0155 +0.0042 =+ 0.0010,
0.00400 £ 0.00052 % 0.00011,
0.00316 4= 0.00046 = 0.00011,

where the first uncertainty is statistical and the second systematic. The statistical
correlations between these variables, not previously published, are presented in Table [3

Table 3: Statistical correlations of the B¥ — Dh*, D — Krrr analysis [25)].

K3m
RK ™

K3m K3m K3m K3m K3m K3m
AKST 4R RE3™ RE3  RE3T RED

K3
Ry m

A§37r
A7Ir(37r
RE3™
RISy
RS

K3m
R:P

1

0.003 0.001  -0.060 -0.024  0.017 0.021

1

-0.035 -0.007 0.006 -0.002  0.002

1 -0.006  0.008 -0.002  0.005
1 0.043 0.006 0.029

1 0.022 0.025

1 0.032

1

2.4 Measurement of the hadronic parameters of the D system
from D° —» K*nF, K*¥nTntn~ decays by CLEO

The two- and four-body ADS measurements both reach their best sensitivity when
combined with knowledge of the hadronic parameters of the D decay. These are, for
the D° — K*77F decays, the amplitude ratio rx, and the strong phase difference g .
The hadronic parameters of the D° — K*7T7T7~ decays are the ratio 7x3,, the phase
Ok3r- and the coherence factorE] Kis3x. All of these parameters are constrained by a CLEO
measurement [12], where a combined fit is performed, which includes information on the D
mixing parameters and the Cabibbo-favoured branching fractions of the D decay through
the following relationship

L'(D° = foup)
F(DO — ffav)

T hH + y3
:r]% 1—y—D/{COS(Sf+_D/{SiH5f+D—2yD ) (18)
s s 2ry

!Note that Ref. [12] uses the symbol Ry3, to denote the coherence factor.
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where 7y = Ty (Tran), 0p = Ok (Okar), and £ = 1 (Kgs,), for D — K*r¥ (KEnFrtr)
decays. All of these parameters are included in the combination, although the dependence
of v on the D mixing parameters and the Cabibbo-favoured branching fractions is small
compared to the current statistical precision. The central values and the uncertainties given
in Table [4| are reproduced from the analysis by the CLEO collaboration reported in Ref. [12].
The covariance matrix (see Table VI in Ref. [12]) is also used, though it is not reproduced
here. The parameters (Oxsr, Ki3r) exhibit a non-Gaussian two-dimensional likelihood (see
Fig. 2b in Ref. [12]), and this likelihood is used in the combination [28]. Their central
values and profile-likelihood uncertainties are kg3, = 0.33t8;§§ and dxs3, = (11432)0.
Correlations of 03, and K3, to other parameters are neglected.

Table 4: Results of the CLEO measurement [12].

Observable Central value and uncertainty
Oxn (—151.5+99)°

Tp (0.96 £ 0.25) x 1072

YD (0.81 4+ 0.16) x 102
B(D° — K—77) (3.89 + 0.05) x 102
B(D" — 7= K+) (1.47 £ 0.07) x 10~
B(D° - K-rtn—7T) (7.96 +0.19) x 1072
B(D° — n~Ktn—nt) (2.65+0.19) x 1074

2.5 Measurement from D° — K*#xF decays by LHCb

The D mixing parameters xp and yp are constrained in addition by an LHCb measurement
of D — K*7F decays [17]. Three observables are defined, Rp, 9}, and 2’3, that are
related to the D system parameters through the following relationships

RD = T‘%(ﬂ, s (19)
yb :xDsinéKw—yDcoséKw, (2())
22 = (zp cos bk + yp sin 5K7r)2 ) (21)

where a phase shift of 180° was introduced to dx, to be in accordance with the phase
convention adopted in this Letter. In Ref. [17], the measured central values of the
observables are Rp = (3.52 £0.15) x 1072, y}, = (7.2 £2.4) x 1073, and 23 = (—0.09 £+
0.13) x 1073, where the error includes both statistical and systematic uncertainties.
These observables are strongly correlated, p(Rp,yp) = —0.95, p(yp, 23) = —0.97, and
p(z3, Rp) = +0.88. They are included by means of a three-dimensional correlated
Gaussian PDF.



3 Statistical interpretation

The evaluation of this combination follows a frequentist approach. A y2-function is defined
as (@) = —21In £(&), where £(d) is defined in Eq. [I] The best-fit point is given by the
global minimum of the y?-function, x?(@ui). To evaluate the confidence level for a given
value of a certain parameter, say v = -, in the following, the value of the y2-function at the
new minimum is considered, x*(a ;. (70)). This also defines the profile likelihood function
L(70) = exp(—x2(@.;,)/2). Then a test statistic is defined as Ax? = x2(@...) — X*(Frnin)-
The p-value, or 1 — CL, is calculated by means of a Monte Carlo procedure, described in
Ref. [29] and briefly recapitulated here. For each value of ~o:

1. Ax? is calculated:;

2. a set of pseudoexperiments /Yj is generated using Eq. [1| with parameters @ set to
a’ . as the PDF;

3. Ax?¥ of the pseudoexperiment is calculated by replacing Aops — /Tj and minimising
with respect to @, once with v as a free parameter, and once with v fixed to 7p;

4. 1 — CL is calculated as the fraction of pseudoexperiments which perform worse
(Ax? < Ax¥) than the measured data.

This method is sometimes known as the “4i”, or the “plug-in” method. Its coverage cannot
be guaranteed [29] for the full parameter space, but is verified for the best-fit point. The
reason is, that at each point 7y, the nuisance parameters, i.e. the components of & other
than the parameter of interest, are set to their best-fit values for this point, as opposed to
computing an n-dimensional confidence belt, which is computationally very demanding.

In case of the CLEO likelihood for kg3, and dgs,, it is assumed that the true PDF,
for any assumed true value of kg3, and dgs,, can be described by a shifted version of
the likelihood profile. In the non-physical range, kg3, ¢ [0, 1], the likelihood profile
is not available. It is extrapolated into the non-physical range using Gaussian tails
that correspond to the published uncertainties of the central value. If H(z,y) denotes
the provided likelihood profile, with a maximum at position (Z,7), it is transformed
as fi(Tobs, Yobs|T,y) <X Hi(x — Tobs + &, Y — Yobs + ¥), with the abbreviation (z,y) =
(HK37r7 5K37r)-

4 Results

Three different combinations are presented. First, only the parts corresponding to B* —
DK#* decays of the two- and four-body GLW /ADS measurements [24,25] are combined
with the GGSZ [23] measurement. Then, only the B* — Dz® parts of the two- and four-
body GLW /ADS measurements are combined. Finally, the full B* — Dh* combination is
computed. It is difficult to disentangle the B* —+ DK* and B* — D7n* measurements,
because the observed ratios of Eq. [Q|necessarily contain information on both systems. These



ratios are therefore included in the B* — DK™* combination, but not in the B* — Dz*
combination. To include them in the B* — DK* combination, the denominator in the
second term of Eq. is assumed to equal unity, neglecting a correction smaller than
0.04, such that effects of hadronic parameters in the B* — D7t system are avoided. The
separate DK* (D7*) combination contains 29 (22) observables, and the full combination
contains 38 observables, as 13 observables from CLEO, HFAG, and Ref. [17] are common
to both separate combinations. The results are summarised in Tables fH7], and illustrated
in Figs. The equations of Sect. [2 are invariant under the simultaneous transformation
v — v+ 180°, 6 — § + 180°, where § = 65,6%. All results on v, §5, and 6% are
expressed modulo 180°, and only the solution most consistent with the average computed
by CKMfitter and UTfit is shown. Figure [4] shows two-dimensional profile likelihood
contours of the full combination, where the discrete symmetry is apparent in subfigures (b)
and (d). The DK combination results in confidence intervals for v that are symmetric
and almost Gaussian up to 95% CL. Beyond that a secondary, local minimum of x?(a’ ;)
causes a much enlarged interval at 99% CL. The Dn* combination results in unexpectedly
small confidence intervals at 68% CL. This can be explained by an upward fluctuation of
r%, since again the uncertainty of v scales roughly like 1/r%. The ratio r} is expected to be
g~ |[(VEV,)/(VaV. )| x |Cl/|T + C| = 0.006, where C' and T' describe the magnitudes
of the colour-suppressed and tree amplitudes governing B* — Dzt decays, with their
numerical values estimated from Ref. [30]. Within the 95% CL interval, r7, is well consistent
with this expectation, and no constraints on vy are set. The high value of r7} also affects
the full combination.

Table 5: Confidence intervals and best-fit values of the DK * combination for 7, (5§ , and rg .

Quantity DK?T combination

v 72.0°
68% CL [56.4, 86.7]°
95% CL [42.6,99.6]°
o8 112°
68% CL (96, 126]°
95% CL 80, 136]°
rk 0.089
68% CL [0.080, 0.098]
95% CL [0.071,0.107]
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Table 6: Confidence intervals and best-fit values for the Dn* combination for v, 0%, and .
The corrections to the v intervals for undercoverage and neglected systematic correlations, as
described in Sect. |5 are not yet applied.

Quantity Dm* combination

vy 18.9°

68% CL  [8.9,80.2]° U [169.1,175.7]°
95% CL no constraint

o, 261°

63% CL  [213,220]° U [249,331]°
95% CL no constraint

" 0.015

68% CL [0.006,0.056]

95% CL [0.001,0.073]

Table 7: Confidence intervals and best-fit values for the DK * and Dn* combination for 7, rg ,

6§ , 75, and 0%. The corrections to the v intervals for undercoverage and neglected systematic
correlations, as described in Sect. [b] are not yet applied.

Quantity DK=* and D™ combination

v 72.6°
68% CL [56.7,81.7)°
95% CL [41.2,92.3]°
K 0.089
68% CL [0.080, 0.097]
95% CL [0.071,0.105]
oK 112°
68% CL (96, 125]°
95% CL [79,136]°
e 0.015
68% CL [0.006, 0.027]
95% CL [0.002, 0.036]
5% 315°
68% CL 269, 332]
95% CL no constraint
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Figure 1: Graphs showing 1 — CL for (a) 65, (b) r&, and (c) v, for the DK* combination of
the two- and four-body GLW /ADS and the DK* GGSZ measurements. The reported numbers
correspond to the best-fit values and the uncertainties are computed using the respective 68.3%
CL confidence interval shown in Table
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Figure 2: Graphs showing 1 — CL for (a) 6%, (b) 7%, and (c) 7, for the D™ combination of the
two- and four-body GLW/ADS measurements. The reported numbers correspond to the best-fit
values and the uncertainties are computed using appropriate 68.3% CL confidence intervals
shown in Table
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Figure 3: Graphs showing 1 — CL for (a) 65, (b) 6%, (c) rK, (d) r%, and (e) v, for the full
DK* and Dn* combination. The reported numbers correspond to the best-fit values and the
uncertainties are computed using appropriate 68.3% CL confidence intervals shown in Table m
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Figure 4: Profile likelihood contours of (a) v vs. 75, (b) v vs. 05, (c) v vs. r%, and (d) 7 vs. 67,

for the full DK* and Dn* combination. The contours are the no profile likelihood contours,
where Ax? = n? with n = 1,2. The markers denote the best-fit values. Subfigures (b) and (d)
show the full angular range to visualize the symmetry, while subfigures (a) and (c) are expressed
modulo 180°.
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5 Validation of results and systematic uncertainties

To assess the agreement between the various input measurements, the probability P,
that the observed dataset agrees better with the best-fit model than a dataset generated
assuming that model, is considered. It is computed in two different ways. A first estimation
of P is obtained as the p-value of a x? test on the value x?(@wi,), assuming it follows
the x? distribution with a number of degrees of freedom given by the difference of the
the number of observables ng,s and the number of fit parameters ng;. A more accurate
approach is to generate pseudodatasets j at the best-fit value, and fit these datasets
with all parameters free. Then P is given as the fraction of pseudoexperiments that
satisfy (X7 > X3ua)- For this test, the pseudoexperiments used for the plug-in method are
re-evaluated. The fit probability based on the y? distribution is well consistent with that
based on the pseudoexperiments, as shown in Table [§]

The statistical coverage of the plug-in method is not guaranteed. Therefore the coverage
is computed at the best-fit point for each of the three combinations. This is done by
generating pseudodatasets at the best-fit point, and then, for each dataset, computing the
p-value of the best-fit point using the plug-in method. The coverage is then defined as the
fraction « in which the best-fit value of v has a larger p-value than n = 68.27%, n = 95.45%),
and n = 99.73%, for 1-, 2-, 30, respectively. The plug-in method slightly undercovers in the
D7* and full combinations, as shown in Table [)} The DK combination has exact coverage.
The same table also contains the coverage of the simpler interval setting approach, in
which the confidence intervals are defined by Ax? = n?, where n = 1,2,3. The profile
likelihood approach was found to significantly undercover. The DK* combination has
exact coverage. For the Dn* and full combinations, the final plug-in confidence intervals
(Tabs. [0} [7) are scaled up by factors n/a, taken from Table [

In addition the confidence intervals were cross-checked using a method inspired by
Berger and Boos [31]. Instead of setting the nuisance parameters 0 to their best-fit values
when computing the p-value, p(vo, 8), ngg = 50 alternative points are chosen, drawn from
an (ng — 1)-dimensional uniform distribution over a restricted region Cj. Then, the p-value
Is given as ppp = maXge (Y0, 5) + 8. Here, 8 is the probability that 6 lies outside Cs,
and Cj is chosen large enough such that 3 < 107*. This method is more conservative
than the nominal plug-in method, but is guaranteed to not undercover for ngg — oco. The
resulting intervals are only slightly larger than the nominal ones.

Table 8: Numbers of observables np,s, numbers of free parameters in the fit ng;, the minimum
x? at the best-fit point, and fit probabilities of the best-fit point for the three combinations. The
quoted uncertainties are due to the limited number of pseudoexperiments.

Combination neps nae Xa,  Pl%] (X distribution) P[%)] (pseudoexperiments)

DK* 29 15 1048 72.6 73.9+£0.2
Dn* 22 14 6.28 61.6 61.2+0.3
full 38 17 13.06 90.6 909 £ 0.1
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Table 9: Coverage fraction fi, = Ni,/N for v at its best measured value for 1-, 2-, and 3¢
intervals, for the plug-in method and the simpler approach based on the profile likelihood. The
quoted uncertainties are due to the limited number of pseudoexperiments.

Combination 7 a (plug-in) a (profile likelihood)

DK* 0.6827 (1) 0.6874 + 0.0050 0.6508 = 0.0051
0.9545 (20) 0.9543 £ 0.0023 0.9414 £+ 0.0025

0.9973 (30) 0.9952 £ 0.0007 0.9947 + 0.0008

Dn* 0.6827 (1o) 0.5945 £ 0.0053 0.5105 £ 0.0054
0.9545 (20) 0.9391 £ 0.0026 0.9238 £+ 0.0029

0.9973 (30) 0.9960 £ 0.0007 0.9919 + 0.0010

DK#* and Dr*  0.6827 (1o) 0.6394 £ 0.0050 0.5839 + 0.0051
0.9545 (20) 0.9374 £ 0.0025 0.9112 % 0.0030

0.9973 (30) 0.9929 + 0.0009 0.9912 == 0.0010

For the two-body and four-body GLW /ADS analyses no information on systematic
correlations is available. Consequently, they are assumed to be zero in the nominal
combinations. Their possible influence is assessed by computing the effect of a large
number of random correlation matrices on the expected confidence intervals. A maximum
correlation of 75% is considered in the random matrices. The expected intervals are
computed by generating pseudodatasets at the best-fit points of the three combinations,
and then, for each pseudodataset, by computing its profile Ax? curve, and taking the
average of these curves. The DK combination is unaffected. The D7t combination,
however, is affected to a large extent, as the values of several observables are limited by
systematic uncertainties. Conservatively, the maximum of the p-values observed for all
random correlation matrices is considered. The nominal 1o intervals are asymmetrically
enlarged by 12% to match the maximum. The full combination is only slightly affected.
The systematic uncertainty is fully concentrated in the lower side of the interval. Therefore,
a systematic uncertainty of 2.5° (5.0°) is added in quadrature to the lower 1o (20) errors.

The linearity of the combination procedure was checked by computing values for all
observables using the best-fit point of the full combination and the relations from Section
Assuming the experimental covariances, the best-fit point was perfectly reproduced, and
the procedure was found to be unbiased.

In summary, the DK* combination does not require corrections. In case of the Dr*
and full combinations, the intervals are enlarged to account for both neglected systematic
correlations and undercoverage.

6 Conclusion

A combination of recent LHCD results [23-25] is used to measure the CKM angle . The
decays B* — DK®* and B* — Dr* are used, where the D meson decays into K*K__,
atr, K&rT, Kdntn—, KIKTK~, or K¥nTrnT final states. The effect of DDV
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mixing is taken into account in the ADS analysis of both B* —+ DK* and B* — Dn*
decays. Using only B*— DK¥ results, a best-fit value in [0, 180]° of 7 = 72.0° is found
and confidence intervals are set using a frequentist procedure

~ € [56.4,86.7]° at 68%CL,
~ € [42.6,99.6]° at 95% CL .

Taking the best-fit value as central value, the first interval is translated to
v = (72.01157)° at 68% CL .

At 99% CL a second (local) minimum contributes to the interval. When combining results
from B* — Dn* decays alone, a best-fit value of v = 18.9° is found and the following
confidence intervals are set

v E[74,99.2° U [167.9,176.4]° at 68% CL,

and no constraint is set at 95% CL. For the first time, information from B* — D7t decays
is included in a combination. When these results are included, the best-fit value becomes
~v = 72.6° and the following confidence intervals are set

~ € [55.4,82.3° at 68% CL,
v € 40.2,92.7]° at 95%CL .

All quoted values are modulo 180°. The coverage of our frequentist method was evaluated
and found to be exact when combining B* — DK ¥ results alone, and accurate within 4%
(2%) at 1o (20) when combining B* — DK¥* and B* — Dr* results. The final intervals
have been scaled up to account for this undercoverage, and to account for neglected
systematic correlations.

Acknowledgements

We express our gratitude to our colleagues in the CERN accelerator departments for
the excellent performance of the LHC. We thank the technical and administrative staff
at the LHCb institutes. We acknowledge support from CERN and from the national
agencies: CAPES, CNPq, FAPERJ and FINEP (Brazil); NSFC (China); CNRS/IN2P3
and Region Auvergne (France); BMBF, DFG, HGF and MPG (Germany); SFI (Ireland);
INFN (Italy); FOM and NWO (The Netherlands); SCSR (Poland); ANCS/IFA (Romania);
MinES, Rosatom, RFBR and NRC “Kurchatov Institute” (Russia); MinECo, XuntaGal
and GENCAT (Spain); SNSF and SER (Switzerland); NAS Ukraine (Ukraine); STFC
(United Kingdom); NSF (USA). We also acknowledge the support received from the ERC
under FP7. The Tierl computing centres are supported by IN2P3 (France), KIT and
BMBF (Germany), INFN (Italy), NWO and SURF (The Netherlands), PIC (Spain),
GridPP (United Kingdom). We are thankful for the computing resources put at our
disposal by Yandex LLC (Russia), as well as to the communities behind the multiple open
source software packages that we depend on.

18



References

1]

8]

[9]

[10]

[11]

[12]

N. Cabibbo, Unitary symmetry and leptonic decays, Phys. Rev. Lett. 10 (1963) 531;
M. Kobayashi and T. Maskawa, CP violation in the renormalizable theory of weak
interaction, Prog. Theor. Phys. 49 (1973) 652.

J. Zupan, The case for measuring v precisely, arXiv:1101.0134, presented at
CKM2010, Warwick, UK, 6-10 Sep. 2010.

K. Trabelsi, Study of direct CP in charmed B decays and measurement of the CKM
angle v at Belle, arXiv:1301.2033| presented at CKM2012, Cincinnati, USA, 28. Sep.—
2. Oct. 2012.

Babar collaboration, J. P. Lees et al., Observation of direct CP wviolation in the
measurement of the Cabibbo-Kobayashi-Maskawa angle v with B* — D) K+
decays, Phys. Rev. D (2013) 052015, arXiv:1301.1029.

CKMfitter group, J. Charles et al., CP wiolation and the CKM matriz:
assessing the impact of the asymmetric B factories, Fur. Phys. J. C41
(2005) 1, |arXiv:hep-ph/0406184, updated results and plots available at:
http://ckmfitter.in2p3.fr, “ICHEP2012” result.

UTfit collaboration, M. Bona et al., The 2004 UTfit collaboration report
on the status of the wnitarity triangle in the standard model, JHEP 07
(2005) 028, arXiv:hep-ph/0501199, updated results and plots available at:
http://www.utfit.org/UTfit/, “Winter 2013 (pre-Moriond 13)” result.

M. Gronau and D. Wyler, On determining a weak phase from CP asymmetries in
charged B decays, Phys. Lett. B265 (1991) 172.

M. Gronau and D. London, How to determine all the angles of the unitarity triangle
from BY — DKg and B? — D¢, Phys. Lett. B253 (1991) 483,

D. Atwood, I. Dunietz, and A. Soni, Enhanced CP violation with B — KDO(EO)
modes and extraction of the CKM angle ~y, Phys. Rev. Lett. 78 (1997) 3257,
arXiv:hep-ph/9612433.

D. Atwood, I. Dunietz, and A. Soni, Improved methods for observing CP violation
in B¥ — KD and measuring the CKM phase ~, Phys. Rev. D63 (2001) 036005,
arXiv:hep-ph/0008090.

A. Giri, Y. Grossman, A. Soffer, and J. Zupan, Determining v using B* — DK*
with multibody D decays, Phys. Rev. D68 (2003) 054018, arXiv:hep-ph/0303187.

CLEO collaboration, N. Lowrey et al., Determination of the D° — K- nn° and
D — K-ntntn™ coherence factors and average strong-phase differences using
quantum-correlated measurements, Phys. Rev. D80 (2009) 031105, arXiv:0903.4853,
“mixing constrained” result.

19


http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.10.531
http://dx.doi.org/10.1143/PTP.49.652
http://arxiv.org/abs/1101.0134
http://arxiv.org/abs/1301.2033
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.87.052015
http://arxiv.org/abs/1301.1029
http://dx.doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s2005-02169-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s2005-02169-1
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0406184
http://ckmfitter.in2p3.fr
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1126-6708/2005/07/028
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1126-6708/2005/07/028
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0501199
http://www.utfit.org/UTfit/
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0370-2693(91)90034-N
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0370-2693(91)91756-L
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.78.3257
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9612433
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.63.036005
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0008090
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.68.054018
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0303187
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.80.031105
http://arxiv.org/abs/0903.4853

[13]

[14]

[15]

[16]

[17]

[18]

[19]

[20]

[21]

[22]

[23]

[24]

[25]

[26]

J. P. Silva and A. Soffer, Impact of p°- D’ mixing on the experimental determination
of v, [Phys. Rev. D61 (2000) 112001, arXiv:hep-ph/9912242.

Y. Grossman, A. Soffer, and J. Zupan, The effect of D-D mizing on the measurement
of v in B— DK decays, Phys. Rev. D72 (2005) 031501, arXiv:hep-ph/0505270.

A. Bondar, A. Poluektov, and V. Vorobiev, Charm mizing in the model-independent
analysis of correlated D°D° decays, Phys. Rev. D82 (2010) 034033, larXiv: 1004 .2350.

M. Rama, Effect of D-D mizing in the extraction of v with B~ — DK~ and
B~ — D%~ decays, arXiv:1307.4384.

LHCb collaboration, R. Aaij et al., Observation of D°-D’ oscillations, Phys. Rev.
Lett. 110 (2012) 101802, |arXiv:1211.1230.

LHCD collaboration, R. Aaij et al., Search for direct CP wviolation in D° — h~h™*
modes using semileptonic B decays, arXiv:1303.2614.

LHCD collaboration, A search for time-integrated CP violation in D° — K~ K* and
D% — m=7" decays, LHCb-CONF-2013-003.

M. Martone and J. Zupan, B* — DK* with direct CP violation in charm, Phys. Rev!
D87 (2013) 034005, arXiv:1212.0165.

B. Bhattacharya, D. London, M. Gronau, and J. L. Rosner, Shift in weak phase
due to CP asymmetries in D decays to two pseudoscalar mesons, Phys. Rev. D87
(2013) 074002, arXiv:1301.5631.

W. Wang, CP wviolation effects on the measurement of v from B — DK, Phys. Rev.
Lett. 110 (2013) 061802, [arXiv:1211.4539.

LHCDb collaboration, R. Aaij et al., A model-independent Dalitz plot analysis of
B* — DK#* with D — K3hth™ (h = 7, K) decays and constraints on the CKM
angle v, Phys. Lett. B718 (2012) 43, arXiv:1209.5869.

LHCb collaboration, R. Aaij et al., Observation of CP wviolation in B* — DK*
decays, Phys. Lett. B712 (2012) 203, arXiv:1203.3662.

LHCDb collaboration, R. Aaij et al., Observation of the suppressed ADS modes
B* — [#*K¥rtn7|pK* and B* — [r*KTrtn~|pr*, Physics Letters B (2013)
44 larXiv:1303.4646.

Heavy Flavor Averaging Group, Y. Ambhis et al., Averages of b-hadron, c-hadron, and
T-lepton properties as of early 2012, arXiv:1207.1158, updates available online at
http://www.slac.stanford.edu/xorg/hfag, “allowing all CP violation” result.

20


http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.61.112001
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9912242
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.72.031501
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0505270
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.82.034033
http://arxiv.org/abs/1004.2350
http://arxiv.org/abs/1307.4384
http://arxiv.org/abs/1211.1230
http://arxiv.org/abs/1303.2614
http://cdsweb.cern.ch/search?p=LHCb-CONF-2013-003&f=reportnumber&action_search=Search&c=LHCb+Reports&c=LHCb+Conference+Proceedings&c=LHCb+Conference+Contributions&c=LHCb+Notes&c=LHCb+Theses&c=LHCb+Papers
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.87.034005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.87.034005
http://arxiv.org/abs/1212.0165
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.87.074002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.87.074002
http://arxiv.org/abs/1301.5631
http://arxiv.org/abs/1211.4539
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2012.10.020
http://arxiv.org/abs/1209.5869
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2012.04.060
http://arxiv.org/abs/1203.3662
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2013.05.009
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2013.05.009
http://arxiv.org/abs/1303.4646
http://arxiv.org/abs/1207.1158
http://www.slac.stanford.edu/xorg/hfag

[27] CLEO collaboration, R. A. Briere et al., First model-independent determination of

the relative strong phase between D° and D’ = K2rTn~ and its impact on the CKM
angle v /$(3) measurement, Phys. Rev. D80 (2009) 032002, arXiv:0903.1681.

[28] Likelihood profile provided by J. Libby.

[29] B. Sen, M. Walker, and M. Woodroofe, On the unified method with nuisance parameters,
Statistica Sinica 19 (2009) 301.

[30] R. Fleischer, N. Serra, and N. Tuning, Tests of factorization and SU(3) relations in B
decays into heavy-light final states, Phys. Rev. D83 (2011) 014017, arXiv:1012.2784.

[31] R. L. Berger and D. D. Boos, P-values mazimized over a confidence set for the
nuisance parameter, J. Amer. Statist. Assoc. 89 (1994) 1012.

21


http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.80.032002
http://arxiv.org/abs/0903.1681
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.83.014017
http://arxiv.org/abs/1012.2784
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The following material is to be made publicly available, but is not to be included in the
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Figure 5: Graphs showing 1 — CL for 65, r& and ~, separately for the GLW/ADS (light green)
and GGSZ (dark purple) parts of the DK *-only combination.
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