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Using the entire BABAR Υ(4S) data set, the first two-dimensional unbinned angular analysis of the
semileptonic decay B → Dℓ−νℓ is performed, employing hadronic reconstruction of the tag-side B
meson from Υ(4S) → BB. Here, ℓ denotes the light charged leptons e and µ. A novel data-driven
signal-background separation procedure with minimal dependence on simulation is developed. This
procedure preserves all multi-dimensional correlations present in the data. The expected sin2 θℓ
dependence of the differential decay rate in the Standard Model is demonstrated, where θℓ is the
lepton helicity angle. Including input from the latest lattice QCD calculations and previously
available experimental data, the underlying form factors are extracted using both model-independent
(BGL) and dependent (CLN) methods. Comparisons with lattice calulations show flavor SU(3)
symmetry to be a good approximation in the B(s) → D(s) sector. Using the BGL results, the CKM

matrix element |Vcb| = (41.09 ± 1.16) × 10−3 and the Standard Model prediction of the lepton-
flavor universality violation variable R(D) = 0.300 ± 0.004, are extracted. The value of |Vcb| from
B → Dℓ−νℓ tends to be higher than that extracted using B → D∗ℓ−νℓ. The Standard Model R(D)
calculation is at a 1.97σ tension with the latest HFLAV experimental average.

I. INTRODUCTION

The B → Dℓ−νℓ decay is one of the better understood
semileptonic (SL) B meson decays. The Cabibbo-favored

∗ Deceased

nature of the underlying tree-level b→ cW ∗− transition
leads to large branching fractions. The spin-0 nature of
the B and D mesons dictates that the c-quark hadroniza-
tion is described by a single form factor (FF) for the
massless lepton case [1, 2]. Due to these inherent sim-
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plifications, the B → Dℓ−νℓ decay is suitable for ex-
tracting the Cabibbo-Kobayashi-Maskawa (CKM) [3, 4]
matrix element |Vcb|. In the so-called unitarity triangle
of the Standard Model (SM), the length of the side oppo-
site to the angle β is proportional to the ratio |Vub|/|Vcb|.
Given that sin 2β is measured via loop-level processes to
better than 2% [5] relative uncertainty, precise tree-level
determinations of |Vub| and |Vcb| are important to test
the overall consistency of the SM picture of weak inter-
actions. However, there has been a persistent tension [6]
at the level of 3 standard deviations, in both |Vub| and
|Vcb|, between measurements involving inclusive and ex-
clusive final states. Following a previous study for the
B → D∗ℓ−νℓ vector meson case [7], this article deepens
our understanding of this tension and the underlying FFs
in the b→ c sector for the pseudoscalar meson case.

In the differential decay rate of the exclusive B →
Dℓ−νℓ decay

1, the overall normalization is proportional
to the square of the product of |Vcb| and the value of
a single underlying FF at the zero-recoil point, where
the daughter D meson is at rest in the parent B meson
rest frame (w = 1 in Eq. 3). However, at this zero-
recoil point, the decay rate vanishes because of vanish-
ing available phase-space, and measuring the FF shape
near the zero-recoil point becomes experimentally chal-
lenging. The statistical uncertainties in this region form
the dominant contribution to the uncertainty in extrap-
olating the FF shape to the zero-recoil point. Histor-
ically, the extrapolation has utilized theoretical expec-
tations from heavy-quark effective theory (HQET), al-
though the problem has been alleviated to some degree,
thanks to availability of lattice QCD calculations close to
the zero-recoil point in the B → D sector [8, 9].
Using the entire BABAR Υ(4S) data set, we analyze

the process e+e− → Υ(4S) → BtagBsig, where Bsig →
Dℓ−νℓ, and Btag is a fully reconstructed hadronic de-
cay. Many aspects of this analysis are analogous to the
recent BABAR angular analysis of B → D∗ℓ−νℓ [7]. The
large data set allows for a final reconstructed B → Dℓ−νℓ
data sample with sufficient statistical precision, despite
the hadronic tagging efficiency being small (O(10−3) or
less). A novel event-wise signal-background separation
technique is employed, preserving correlations among the
different kinematic variables. Furthermore, the angular
analysis employs unbinned maximum likelihood fits that
avoid information loss due to binning, present in binned
χ2 fits. Detector acceptance effects are handled using
angular analysis techniques for exclusive B meson de-
cays [2, 7].

Several previous measurements exist for the branching
fractions and the FFs in the B → Dℓ−νℓ decay [10–15].
In this article, updated measurements of the FF shapes
are provided, and the expected sin2 θℓ dependence of the
full differential decay rate is demonstrated, where θℓ is
the ℓ− polar angle in the W ∗ helicity frame. This angu-
lar dependence results from the left-handed nature of the

1The inclusion of charge-conjugate decay modes is implied and nat-
ural units with ℏ = c = 1 are used throughout this article.

charged weak current of the semileptonic W ∗− → ℓ−νℓ
decay in combination with the pseudoscalar nature of B
and D mesons [1, 2]. Note that this dependence is insu-
lated from any new-physics contribution that might en-
ter on the hadronic side b→ c transition. Demonstrating
the sin2 θℓ dependence, thus establishes the reliability of
the missing neutrino reconstruction as well as the signal-
background separation technique.

Two functional forms of the FF parameterization are
employed: first, a variant of the model-independent
Boyd-Grinstein-Lebed [16] (BGL) z-expansion method
adopted in Refs. [8, 15]; second, the more model-
dependent form due to Caprini-Lellouch-Neubert [17]
(CLN), which incorporates HQET and QCD sum rules.
In addition to data from BABAR, available data from
Belle [15] and results from lattice QCD [8, 9] calcula-
tions are incorporated. Lattice QCD results typically
cover a limited kinematic region close to the zero-recoil
point. Recently, the HPQCD Collaboration has pub-
lished lattice QCD FFs covering the entire kinematic re-
gion in the di-lepton mass squared, q2, for the related

Bs → D
(∗)
s [18, 19] modes. Under the assumption of

flavor-SU(3) relations, spectator-quark effects can be ig-

nored and the Bs → D
(∗)
s FFs can be connected to

the B → D(∗) FFs. It is important to validate flavor-
SU(3) symmetry assumptions in the simpler case for
B(s) → D(s), which can provide insight for the more com-
plicated B(s) → D∗

(s) case.

II. DIFFERENTIAL DECAY RATE AND FORM
FACTORS

Ignoring scalar and tensor interaction terms, which
would arise from new-physics contributions, the ampli-
tude for B → Dℓ−νℓ derives solely from the vector inter-
action term [2]

⟨D|c̄γµb|B⟩V = f+(q
2)

(
(pB + pD)µ − (pB + pD) · q

q2
qµ

)
+ f0(q

2)
(pB + pD) · q

q2
qµ, (1)

where pB and pD are the 4-momenta of the B and D
mesons, respectively, and q = pB−pD is the 4-momentum
of the recoiling (ℓ−νℓ) system. The vector and scalar
FFs are f+(q

2) and f0(q
2), respectively, corresponding

to specific spin states of the BD system. In HQET, the
FFs in Eq. 1 are written in the form [8]

⟨D|c̄γµb|B⟩V√
mBmD

= h+(w)(v + v′)µ + h−(w)(v − v′)µ, (2)

where v and v′ are the 4-velocities of B and D mesons,
respectively, and w = v · v′ is the relativistic γ factor
of the daughter D meson in the mother B meson’s rest
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frame,

w =
m2

B +m2
D − q2

2mBmD
. (3)

The two sets of FFs are related as

f+(q
2) =

1

2
√
r
((1 + r)h+(w)− (1− r)h−(w)) (4a)

f0(q
2) =

√
r

(
w + 1

1 + r
h+(w)−

w − 1

1− r
h−(w)

)
, (4b)

where r = mD/mB . This leads to the relation at the
maximum recoil, q2 = 0 (neglecting the lepton masses),

f0(0) = f+(0). (5)

For the light (approximately massless) leptons ℓ =
{e, µ}, ignoring tensor and higher order interactions, the
B → Dℓ−νℓ amplitude depends on a single FF f+(q

2).
The differential rate can be written as [2]

dΓ

dq2d cos θℓ
=
G2

F |Vcb|2η2EW

32π3
k3|f+(q2)|2 sin2 θℓ, (6)

where k = mD

√
w2 − 1 is the magnitude of the D me-

son 3-momentum in the B meson rest frame. Here,
ηEW = 1.0066 [20] denotes leading electroweak correc-
tions and GF is the Fermi decay constant. The FF f+(w)
is sometimes also referred to as G(w), with the connection

G(w)2 =
4r

(1 + r)2
f+(w)

2. (7)

A. The BGL form

The BGL [16] form employs an expansion in the vari-
able

z(w) = (
√
w + 1−

√
2)/(

√
w + 1 +

√
2), (8)

which is small in the physical kinematic region. The FFs
are written as

fi(z) =
1

Pi(z)ϕi(z)

N∑
n=0

ainz
n, i ∈ {+, 0}, (9)

where Pi(z) are the Blaschke factors that remove con-

tributions of bound state B
(∗)
c poles, and ϕi(z) are non-

perturbative outer functions. The coefficients ain are free
parameters and N is the order at which the series is
truncated. Following Refs. [8, 15], the parameterizations
adopted are

Pi(z) =1 (10a)

ϕ+(z) = 1.1213(1 + z)2(1− z)1/2

× [(1 + r)(1− z) + 2
√
r(1 + z)]−5, (10b)

ϕ0(z) = 0.5299(1 + z)(1− z)3/2

× [(1 + r)(1− z) + 2
√
r(1 + z)]−4. (10c)

The coefficients ain in Eq. 9 satisfy the unitarity condition∑
n |ain|2 ≤ 1.

B. The CLN form

Taking into account QCD dispersion relations and
based on HQET, the CLN [17] parameterization is

G(w) = G(1)(1− 8ρ2Dz(w)

+ (51ρ2D − 10)z(w)2 − (252ρ2D − 84)z(w)3),
(11)

where z is the same as in the BGL expansion. This is
the form that has conventionally been used in previous
B → Dℓ−νℓ analyses [12, 14, 21], convenient because
of the compact form of the parameterization in terms of
just two variables: the normalization G(1), and the slope,
ρ2D. It is to be noted that the relation between the slope
and curvature in Eq. 11 has been scrutinized in several
updated HQET analyses, such as in Ref. [22], and found
to be over-constraining.

C. Semi-tauonic observables

The differential rate given in Eq. 6 for the massless
lepton case can be generalized to include effects due to
non-zero lepton mass, mℓ. In this case, the differential
rates are [23]

dΓ+

dq2
=

G2

16π3

(
1− m2

ℓ

q2

)2

k
m2

ℓ

q2

×
(
k2f2+
3

+
(m2

B −m2
D)2

4m2
B

f20

)
, (12a)

dΓ−

dq2
=

G2

24π3

(
1− m2

ℓ

q2

)2

k3f2+, (12b)

Γ(q2,mℓ) =
dΓ+

dq2
+

dΓ−

dq2
, (12c)

where the superscripts denote the lepton helicity in the
W ∗− rest frame and G = GF |Vcb|ηEW. The ratio R(D)
is defined as

R(D) =

∫ (mB−mD)2

m2
τ

Γ(q2,mτ )dq
2
∣∣
ℓ=e/µ∫ (mB−mD)2

m2
ℓ

Γ(q2,mℓ)dq2
∣∣
ℓ=e/µ

. (13)

III. EVENT SELECTION

A. The BABAR detector and data set

The data used in this analysis were collected with the
BABAR detector at the PEP-II asymmetric-energy e+e−

B-factory at the SLAC National Accelerator Labora-
tory. It operated at a center of mass (c.m.) energy of
10.58 GeV at the peak of the Υ(4S) resonance, which
decays almost exclusively to BB pairs. The data sample
comprises 471 million Υ(4S) → BB events, correspond-
ing to an integrated luminosity of 426 fb−1 [24].
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Charged particles are reconstructed using a tracking
system, consisting of a silicon-strip detector (SVT) and
a drift chamber (DCH). Particle identification of charged
tracks is performed based on their ionization energy loss
in the tracking devices and by a ring-imaging Cerenkov
detector (DIRC). A finely segmented CsI(Tl) calorimeter
(EMC) measures the energy and position of electromag-
netic showers generated by electrons and photons. The
EMC is surrounded by a superconducting solenoid pro-
viding a 1.5 T magnetic field and by a segmented flux
return with a hexagonal barrel section and two endcaps.
The steel of the flux return is instrumented (IFR) with
resistive plate chambers and limited streamer tubes to
detect particles penetrating the magnet coil and steel. A
detailed description of the BABAR detector can be found
in Refs. [25, 26].

B. Simulation samples

To identify background components, optimize selec-
tion criteria, and correct for reconstruction and detector-
related inefficiencies, a sample of simulated BB events
approximately 10 times larger than the BABAR data set
is used. The decay of the pairs of neutral or charged B
mesons from Υ(4S) → BtagBsig is handled in a generic
fashion according to their known decay modes, using the
EvtGen [27] package. Simulated non-Υ(4S) events cor-
responding to the qq continuum are also included. The
qq fragmentation is performed by Jetset [28], and the de-
tector response by Geant4 [29]. Radiative effects such
as bremsstrahlung in the detector material and initial-
state and final-state radiation [30] are included. This
simulation sample is termed GENBB and is generated cen-
trally for all BABAR analyses. The simulated events are
reweighted to update the associated branching fractions
and FF models to more recent values. After the reweight-
ing, this sample is the same as employed in previous
BABAR analyses [7, 21].

C. The full hadronic reconstruction

Full hadronic reconstruction of the Btag in the process

e+e− → Υ(4S) → BtagBsig is a powerful technique that

produces a clean sample of Bsig mesons with undetected
neutrinos. This analysis utilizes the same tagging proce-
dure as that in several previous BABAR analyses [7, 21,
31]. The Btag candidate is reconstructed in its decay into

a charm-meson seed S ∈ {D(∗)0, D(∗)+, D
(∗)+
s , J/ψ} plus

a system, Y , of charmless light hadrons, with at most five
charged and two neutral particles. The Btag candidate
reconstruction relies on two variables that are almost un-
correlated

∆E = E∗
tag −

√
s/2, (14)

mES =
√
s/4− |p⃗∗tag|2 (15)

TABLE I. The five D meson decay modes and two leptonic
modes used in this analysis with the final signal and back-
ground yields for the amplitude analysis after all selection
requirements (see Sec. IVE).

ℓ− D decay mode mode Nsig Nbkgd

e− D0
K−π+ 0 539 63

K−π+π0 1 813 196
K−π+π−π+ 2 550 82

e− D+ K−π+π+ 3 721 41
K−π+π+π0 4 204 120

µ− D0
K−π+ 5 433 64

K−π+π0 6 798 221
K−π+π−π+ 7 608 84

µ− D+ K−π+π+ 8 665 55
K−π+π+π0 9 233 134

Total 5563 1061

where
√
s is the c.m. energy obtained from the precisely

known energies of the colliding beams, and E∗
tag and p⃗∗tag

are the reconstructed energy and 3-momentum of the
candidate Btag in the c.m. frame. To select a clean Bsig

sample, mES > 5.27 GeV and |∆E| < 72 MeV are re-
quired on the tag side.

D. Signal side reconstruction

The selection requirements for the lepton and D meson
candidates on the signal side, for the most part, follow
those in the previous BABAR analyses [7, 21]. Each Btag

candidate is combined with a D meson and a charged
lepton ℓ ∈ {e, µ} such that the overall charge is zero. No
additional charged tracks are allowed to be associated
with the event candidate, but additional photons are al-
lowed. The laboratory momentum of the charged lepton
is required to be greater than 200 MeV and 300 MeV
for electrons and muons, respectively. The D meson re-
construction modes used in this analysis are tabulated in
Table I. Only the five cleanest accessible D meson modes
are included, as listed in Table I. At this stage, the re-
constructed invariant masses of the D meson candidates
are required to be within four standard deviations of the
expected resolution around their nominal masses.
After selecting a BB candidate comprising Btag, D

and ℓ, the overall missing 4-momentum is assigned to
the undetected neutrino as

pν ≡ pmiss = pe+e− − ptag − pD − pℓ. (16)

Thus, hadronic B tagging allows for indirect detection of
all final-state particles in semileptonic B meson decays
for the light leptons ℓ = {e, µ}, with a single missing
neutrino. The discriminating variable is

U = E∗∗
miss − |p⃗ ∗∗

miss|, (17)
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where E∗∗
miss and p⃗ ∗∗

miss are respectively the neutrino en-

ergy and 3-momentum calculated in the Bsig rest frame.
The presence of a clear peak in U allows for a signal ex-
traction procedure where knowledge of the exact nature
and composition of the background is relatively unimpor-
tant, as long as there is no background component that
peaks in the signal region (see Fig. 1).

For a given event candidate, the variable Eextra is
defined as the sum of the energies of all additional
good quality (Eγ > 50 MeV) photon candidates in the
calorimeter, not associated with the reconstructed can-
didate. Candidates having Eextra > 0.8 GeV are re-
jected, the criterion being intentionally kept loose. Next,
a kinematic fit is performed on the entire event using the
TreeFitter algorithm [32]. The fit constrains masses of
the Btag, Bsig, and the D mesons to their nominal values.
In addition, the fit constrains the D and B meson decay
products to originate from the appropriate vertex, allow-
ing for the Bsig non-zero flight length. The Υ(4S) can-
didate vertex is also constrained to the primary vertex,
within uncertainties. A nominal requirement is placed
on the χ2-probability or confidence level (CL) from the
fit to be greater than 10−10, to select only convergent
fits. For events with multiple candidates after all se-
lection requirements are applied, the candidate with the
lowest value of Eextra is retained. Furthermore, this cho-
sen candidate is required to also correspond to the one
with the highest CL or else the event is rejected. For
each selected event candidate, a second version of the
kinematic fit is performed with an additional U = 0 con-
straint corresponding to zero missing mass, as expected
for a signal candidate with a single undetected neutrino.
This additional constraint improves the resolution in the
reconstructed kinematic variables, q2 and cos θℓ, for true
signal events (see Sec. VI). Therefore, after the signal-
background separation has been performed, the further
analysis uses the {q2, θℓ} variables reconstructed from the
kinematic fit including this zero missing mass constraint.

Each of the ten signal modes in Table I has its
own independent background and acceptance charac-
teristics. Therefore, for further processing, the en-
tire data set is divided into ten corresponding subsets
that undergo independent background-subtraction and
acceptance-correction procedures. The subsets are com-
bined at the last stage of the analysis for the angular fit
(see Eq. 33).

IV. SIGNAL-BACKGROUND SEPARATION

A. Introduction

Several techniques have been presented in the litera-
ture to perform background subtraction, the most com-
mon ones being sideband subtraction [33] and sWeight-
ing [34, 35]. For amplitude analyses with a relatively
large background, the effect of the sideband subtraction
procedure on the derived uncertainties in the fit param-

0.2− 0.1− 0 0.1 0.2 0.3
 (GeV)U

0

500

1000

1500

E
ve

nt
s/

12
-M

eV

Data
Signal
D* feed-down
Other bkgd

FIG. 1. Stacked histograms based on GENBB simulation show-
ing the different components of the events, after all selection
requirements and integrated over the ten modes in Table I.
The data are overlaid as well but no fits in U have been per-
formed to match the data with simulation at this stage (see
Sec. IV).

eters was highlighted in Appendix A of Ref. [33] and
Sec. XI.C of Ref. [2]. The sWeighting method leads to
similar problems with the fit parameter uncertainties, in
addition to the fact that the sWeights can be negative.
Therefore, ad hoc scale factors are sometimes added to
the minimization function to scale the statistical uncer-
tainties, for example as in Ref. [36]. In this analysis, a
novel background separation technique is adopted that
leads to positive signal weights and retains all multi-
dimensional correlations among the event variables.

Figure 1 shows the breakdown of the B → Dℓ−νℓ
data composition after all selection requirements, inte-
grated over all the ten reconstruction modes in Table I.
The black filled circles are the data, while the stacked
histograms are based on the GENBB simulation sample,
weighted to match the data luminosity. No fits in the
discriminating variable U have been performed at this
stage. The main purpose of Fig. 1 is to identify the back-
ground sources. The primary source of background for
this analysis is feed-down from B → D∗ℓ−νℓ, with the
subsequent decay D∗ → Dπ or D∗ → Dγ in the case of
the neutral D0. The D∗’s, being vector mesons, have a
characteristic forward-angle peak [1] as cos θℓ → 1. The
remaining small background in Fig. 1 mostly comprises
charmless hadronic B decay components as well as some
contribution from qq continuum. In general, both the
shape and scale of the backgrounds are dependent on the
phase space variables ϕ ∈ {q2, cos θℓ} and the reconstruc-
tion mode. It is, therefore, necessary to perform signal-
background separation in small ∆ϕ ≡ {∆(q2),∆(cos θℓ)}
bins, independently for each of the ten reconstruction
modes.
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FIG. 2. Fits for mode 0 in Table I, integrated over q2 and cos θℓ: (left) shows the fit to the signal component in GENBB simulation
using the template in Eq. 18; (middle) shows the fit to the background component in GENBB simulation using Eq. 20; (right)
shows the fit to the data. The individual two-piece Gaussian (TP Gauss) components are also shown.

B. Setup and sample global fits

The signal and background lineshapes in the U vari-
able distributions are derived from the GENBB simulation
samples employing the truth-matched and non-truth-
matched components, respectively. The lineshapes are
constructed from a two-piece Gaussian template, defined
as

fi(x;µi, σL,i, σR,i, Ni) =

Ni ×

{
e−(x−µi)

2/2σ2
L,i , for x ≤ µi

e−(x−µi)
2/2σ2

R,i , for x > µi.
(18)

The signal lineshape is a sum of four two-piece Gaussian
functions, two central peaks (i = 0, 1) and two tails (i =
2, 3) on each side of U = 0:

S ≡ Ns

 ∑
i=0,1,2,3

αie
−(x−µi)

2/2σ2
L,R,i

 , (19)

where σ2
L,R,i represent the widths of the two-piece Gaus-

sian functions defined in Eq. 18. The αi’s are the relative
fractions with α0 = 1 for the first central Gaussian. The
overall pre-factor Ns is left unconstrained in all fits.
Similarly, the background lineshape, B, is templated

using two two-piece Gaussian functions with µi shifted
away from U = 0, so that the signal and background
lineshapes have well-demarcated and disjoint shapes:

B ≡ Nb

 ∑
j=0,1

αje
−(x−µj)

2/2σ2
L,R,j

 , (20)

with α0 = 1.
For fits to the data, the normalizations of the sig-

nal and background components are always left uncon-
strained. For the signal component in Eq. 19, the shapes
of the tails, {µi, σL,R,i} for i ∈ {2, 3}, are kept fixed
to the values obtained from fits to truth-matched signal
in the GENBB simulation, since these parts of the signal
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FIG. 3. Fits to data in two cos θℓ bins for mode 3: (left)
| cos θℓ + 0.85| < 0.05 and (right) | cos θℓ − 0.85| < 0.05. The
lineshapes are taken from fits to simulation in the correspond-
ing cos θℓ bin. The background lineshapes vary strongly be-
tween the two cos θℓ bins.

lineshape are away from the central peak and they can-
not reliably be estimated from the data. For the rest of
the nine parameters, {α1,2,3, µ0,1, σL,R,0,1}, the values in
the data fits are constrained between [(1− κ), 1/(1− κ)]
times the nominal value obtained from the truth-matched
simulation fit. For the background templates, all seven
shape parameters in Eq. 20 are allowed to vary between
[(1−κ), 1/(1−κ)] times the nominal values obtained from
the non-truth-matched simulation (background) fit. Dif-
ferent choices of κ ∈ [0, 5%, 30%] are studied to account
for possible differences in the lineshapes between data
and simulation, described further in Sec. VI.

Figure 2 shows sample fits for mode 0 in Table I inte-
grated over q2 and cos θℓ. The left panel shows the fit to
the simulated signal, while the middle panel shows the fit
to simulated background events. The lineshapes follow
the templates in Eqs. 18 and 20. The individual two-piece
Gaussian components are also shown. The right panel
shows the fit to the data, validating the general proce-
dure. Similar global fit quality checks were performed for
the rest of the ten signal modes.
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FIG. 4. Fits to data in two q2 bins for mode 2: (left)
|q2 − 0.75| < 0.25 GeV2 and (right) |q2 − 9.75| < 0.25 GeV2.
The lineshapes are taken from fits to simulation in the corre-
sponding q2 bin, and vary strongly between the two q2 bins.

C. Fits in local phase space regions

For a two-dimensional angular analysis over the en-
tire {q2, cos θℓ} phase space, a single global background-
separation fit, such as employed in the sWeighting [34]
method, encounters difficulties. The signal and back-
ground lineshapes vary in phase space, particularly when
close to the phase space boundaries, q2 → q2max,min and
cos θℓ → ±1. Figure 3 shows the fits in two cos θℓ re-
gions for mode 3, with the signal and background line-
shapes derived from fits to the simulation, as discussed in
Sec. IVB. The background shape varies across the phase
space, as can be expected from the fact that the physics
backgrounds (such as D∗ feed-down) are phase-space de-
pendent. Similarly, Fig. 4 shows the fits in two q2 regions
for mode 2. Close to q2 ≈ 0 there is also a kinematic su-
pression in the high U region that shapes the templates,
since at low q2, the di-lepton breakup momentum is small
which constrains the kinematically allowed range of U .

The above features are demonstrated in Figs. 3 and
4 for pathological phase-space boundary regions in two
modes. Similar features appear for all the ten modes.
Detailed checks, as described above for the fits shown in
Fig. 2 are repeated in small phase space regions for each
of the ten modes. The checks demonstrate that within
the statistical precision of the data, the signal and back-
ground lineshapes from simulation have the flexibility to
provide good descriptions of the data

D. Execution of the procedure in a continuous
fashion

The above method of performing fits in local phase
space regions can be extended from a binned to a con-
tinuous procedure. For the ith event, an Nc number of
close-neighbor events in phase space are considered. To
refine the notion of “closeness”, the following ad hoc dis-
tance metric is defined between the ith and jth events in
phase space:

g2ij =

n∑
k=1

[
ϕik − ϕjk
rk

]2

, (21)

where ϕ⃗ represents the n independent kinematic variables
in phase space, and r⃗ describes the corresponding ranges
for normalization (rq2 = 10 GeV2, and rcos θℓ = 2 and
n = 2). The Nc + 1 events are then fitted to a signal
S(U) plus a background function B(U), of the same form
as in Sec. IVB. Once the functions Si(x) and Bi(x) have
been obtained from this fit for the ith event, the event is
assigned a signal quality factor Qi given by:

Qi =
Si(Ui)

Si(Ui) + Bi(Ui)
. (22)

The Q-factor is then used to weight the event’s contri-
bution for all subsequent calculations. For example, the
total signal yield is simply defined as

Y =
∑
i

Qi. (23)

This method has already been applied to multi-
dimensional angular analyses elsewhere with excellent
results [37–40]. In the context of heavy quark physics,
similar background subtraction schemes in small phase
space bins around the given event have also been stud-
ied in the context of semileptonic D decay processes at
FOCUS, CLEO, and BESIII [41–43]. Each of the five D
meson decay modes listed in Table I as well as the two
different lepton samples (e/µ) are processed separately
since each of the ten resulting categories have different
signal-background characteristics. The fit framework re-
mains the same as in Sec. IVB.
Making a judicious choice for Nc is based on two op-

posing constraints – a high value of Nc integrates over a
large phase space region, while a too small value results
in too few events to perform a fit. The total number
of events, including signal and background for all the 10
modes is 16 701. The nominal choice of Nc = 50 is found
to give stable fits for all events and amounts to around√
16 701/50/10 ∼ 6 effective “bins” in each of the ϕ di-

mensions.
Figure 5 shows the results using Nc = 50, integrated

over all the ten modes, and the signal and background
shapes fixed to the simulation in the individual event-
wise fits. In each panel, the black points show the to-
tal yields. The red and blue points represent the sig-
nal and background components, respectively. There are
several noteworthy facets of this signal extraction tech-
nique. Each event is processed independently. That
is, the functions S(x) and B(x) in Eq. 22 are obtained
event-by-event. Since these fits are performed in local
phase space regions independently for each reconstruc-
tion mode, variations in the signal resolution and the
background compositions are accounted for. The back-
ground levels increase as cos θℓ → +1. This is because
the D∗ feed-down is prominently forward-peaked in θℓ.
Similarly, the k3 dependence in Eq. 6 strongly suppresses
the rate for pseudoscalar mesons at larger q2, while for
vector mesons, the rate is slightly peaked towards larger
q2 [1]. Therefore, the D∗ feed-down increases with in-
creasing q2 (with a fall off at the phase space edges). It
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FIG. 5. Results from the local fits in (top) q2 and (bottom) cos θℓ bins. The red and blue points are the yields obtained using
Qi and (1−Qi) as weights for the ith event, representing the signal and background components, respectively. The q2 and
cos θℓ bin centers are marked on the panels. The bin widths are 2 GeV2 in q2 and 0.2 units in cos θℓ. The plots combine results
from all the ten modes.

is important to note that although the θℓ and q2 parts
factorize for the signal in Eq. 5 (neglecting acceptance
effects), they are strongly correlated in the background.
Therefore, even though one-dimensional projections are
shown in Fig. 5, the signal-background separation is a
two-dimensional problem.

E. Final yields after |U | ≤ 50 MeV requirement

After the Q-factors have been extracted for each event,
a final |U | ≤ 50 MeV selection requirement is placed to
truncate the sidebands where the signal-background sep-
aration is less reliable. This not only ensures that se-
lected events are around the |U | → 0 region, correspond-
ing to well-reconstructed events, but also avoids system-
atic uncertainties arising from modeling the long tail at
large U due to undetected soft photons. Henceforth,
the following additional selection criteria are applied:
| cos θℓ| < 0.97 and q2 ∈ [0.5, 10] GeV2, thereby trimming
the phase space edges. For B → D, q2max ∼ 11.6 GeV2.
However, from the k3 dependence in Eq. 6, the rate de-
creases rapidly as q2 → q2max, so that there are only
very few signal events in this region. Additionally, lat-
tice QCD results are most precise here as well, so that
the data do not add much information, comparatively.
This further motivates limiting the upper q2 range to
10 GeV2. Table I lists the final yields for each D meson
decay mode after all selection requirements and signal-
background separation. About 5500 signal events are
available for the final amplitude analysis.

V. UNBINNED ANGULAR FITS

A. The negative log-likelihood with acceptance
correction and background subtraction

1. BABAR-only “non-extended” contribution

Following the formalism described in Ref. [44], the
probability density function (pdf) for detecting an event
within the phase-space element [ϕ, ϕ+∆ϕ] is

P(x⃗, ϕ) =

dN(x⃗, ϕ)

dϕ
η(ϕ)∆ϕ∫

dN(x⃗, ϕ)

dϕ
η(ϕ)dϕ

, (24)

where dN(x⃗, ϕ)/dϕ is the rate term, η(ϕ) is the phase-
space dependent detector efficiency or acceptance, and x⃗
denotes the relevant set of fit parameters that the dif-
ferential rate depends on. The normalization integral
constraint (for pure signal) 2

N (x⃗) =

∫
dN

dϕ
η(ϕ)dϕ ≡ N̄(x⃗) = Ndata (25)

ensures that the pdf is properly normalized to unity. The
estimated yield (from the fit), N̄(x⃗), is equal to the ac-
tual measured yield 3. The “non-extended” likelihood

2In the following notation, dN/dϕ ≡ dN(x⃗, ϕ)/dϕ is implied.
3Strictly speaking, this should be equal to the average experimental
yield upon repeating the experiment many times.
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function is then defined as

L(x⃗) =
Ndata∏
i=1

P(x⃗, ϕi). (26)

The likelihood function is insensitive to the overall scale
of the rate function, since this cancels in the pdf defini-
tion. The objective of the angular fit is to maximize the
likelihood as a function of the fit parameters x⃗, equiva-
lent to minimizing the negative log likelihood (NLL). For
the likelihood function in Eq. 26, the NLL reads

− lnL(x⃗) =−
Ndata∑
i=1

lnP(x⃗, ϕi)

≃Ndata ln [N (x⃗)]−
Ndata∑
i=1

ln

[
dN

dϕ
η(ϕ)

]
i

. (27)

In Eq. 27, as noted earlier, η denotes the detector ac-
ceptance that depends on ϕ. The acceptance is incor-
porated in the fit using the GENBB simulation. The ac-
ceptance η(ϕ) is not known as an analytic function but
enters into the normalization integral in Eq. 25. Using
the approximation

N =

∫
dN

dϕ
η(ϕ)dϕ ≡

(∫
dϕ

)〈
dN

dϕ
η(ϕ)

〉
, (28)

the average efficiency-incorporated rate term can be cal-
culated using Ngen

sim simulation events (see Sec. III B) that
are generated uniformly in ϕ, as

〈
dN

dϕ
η(ϕ)

〉
=

N
gen
sim∑
i=1

dN

dϕ

η(ϕ)

Ngen
sim

=

Nacc
sim∑
i=1

dN

dϕ

1

Ngen
sim

, (29)

where, in the last step, the acceptance is incorporated
by summing only over the “accepted” simulation events
after reconstruction and detector inefficiencies. That is,
η is either 1 or 0, the event being either reconstructed or
not.

Ignoring terms that are not variable in the fit, for pure
signal,

− lnL(x⃗) = Ndata × ln

Nacc
sim∑
i=1

dN

dϕ

−
Ndata∑
i=1

ln

[
dN

dϕ

]
i

.

(30)

The background subtraction procedure is made explicit
in Eq. 30 by weighting the data terms by their corre-
sponding Q-values as

− lnL(x⃗) =

Ndata∑
i=1

Qi

× ln

Nacc
sim∑
i=1

dN

dϕ


−

Ndata∑
i=1

Qi ln

[
dN

dϕ

]
i

, (31)

where Ndata refers to the number of events after all selec-
tions. Equation 31 assumss that the simulation is gener-
ated uniformly in the kinematic variables such that the
expected rate could be directly incorporated in the NLL
by weighting each simulation event by the rate function,
as shown in Eq. 29. However, the existing GENBB sim-
ulation samples employ a generator that uses a quark-
model-based FF calculation (ISGW2 [45]) for f+(q

2) and
generates events according to Eq. 6. To convert the ex-
isting GENBB simulation samples to a uniform generator
model, the contribution from each accepted GENBB sim-
ulation event to the NLL is given an additional weight
factor

w̃ = 1/

[
dN

dϕ

]
ISGW2

. (32)

Therefore, the final expression for the NLL is

− lnL(x⃗)|BABAR =

Ndata∑
i=1

Qi

× ln

Nacc
sim∑
i=1

w̃i

(
dN

dϕ

)
i


−

Ndata∑
i=1

Qi ln

[
dN

dϕ

]
i

. (33)

This reweighting assumes that the rate predicted by the
generator model is not zero. If there are no events
in a phase-space bin, reweighting or redistribution of
events cannot work. To take this into account, as men-
tioned in Sec. IVE, fits are performed within the region
| cos θℓ| < 0.97 and q2 ∈ [0.5, 10] GeV2; that is, truncat-
ing the phase-space edges. The NLL in Eq. 33 is calcu-
lated for each mode individually and summed over the
ten modes.

2. External constraints

Two types of external constraints are imposed. The
NLL in Eq. 33 using the BABAR data is of the non-
extended type and cannot set the overall normalization.
To set the normalization of the FF’s, the w → 1 region
calculations from lattice QCD [8] are added as Gaussian
constraints. In addition, to access |Vcb|, the absolute q2-
differential rate data from Belle [15] are also incorporated
as external Gaussian constraints. The total minimization
quantity is

Ltotal(x⃗) =− 2 lnL(x⃗)|BABAR + χ2(x⃗)|Belle

+ χ2(x⃗)|FNAL/MILC, (34)

where the first term corresponds to the unbinned BABAR
NLL, while the second and third terms correspond to
the Gaussian constraints due to the external inputs. The
Belle-16 [15] data set comprises 40 dΓ/dw data points,
while the FNAL/MILC QCD [8] data set comprises 6
f0,+(w) data points. The covariance matrices for these
external data sets allow construction of the two partial
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χ2 components, χ2(x⃗)|Belle and χ2(x⃗)|FNAL/MILC, for a

given set of fit parameters. The values of the partial χ2

components from the external constraints are reported
in the fit results; however no p-values to these individual
data sets are quoted, since the fit minimizes the full NLL
in Eq. 34.

3. Fit configurations

The nominal fit results are provided using Q-factors
with Nc = 50 and fixing the signal and background
shapes U (locally in phase-space and not globally) ac-
cording to the simulation. For the lattice results, includ-
ing the synthetic data from HPQCD [9] as provided in
Ref. [15] leads to covariance matrices not being positive
definite, while the effect on the mean values of the fit re-
sults are negligible, since the HPQCD uncertainties are
much larger than those from FNAL/MILC [8]. Hence,
only the FNAL/MILC [8] lattice QCD calculations are
used.

For the CLN fits using Eq. 11, only the f+ part of the
FNAL/MILC [8] calculations are employed. For the BGL
fits, for the BABAR data part, the appropriate masses of
the B and D mesons are employed for each mode in the
conversion between the q2, w, and z variables in Eqs. 3
and IIA. For the FNAL/MILC data and in employment
of the kinematic relation in Eq. 5, the masses are taken
corresponding to the B− → D0ℓ−νℓ decay. The BGL ex-
pansion is truncated at N = 2 both for f0 and f+ (three
parameters each), so that there are five FF fit parameters

while af00 is derived from the five other parameters using
Eq. 5. Cubic forms (N = 3) of the BGL expansion are
also investigated. However, with the present statistical
precision, the highest order terms are found to have large
uncertainties, leading to violation of unitarity conditions.
Hence, only the N = 2 BGL results are reported as the
final results.

To consider systematic uncertainties, the BABAR part
of the fit includes four configurations for the background
subtraction:

• BABAR-1 (nominal), Nc = 50, signal and back-
ground shapes locally fixed from simulation;

• BABAR-2, Nc = 60, signal and background shapes
locally fixed from simulation;

• BABAR-3, Nc = 50, signal shapes allowed to vary
by 5% from the simulation;

• BABAR-4, Nc = 50, tighter selection requirements
(Eextra < 0.6 GeV, CL > 10−6).

4. BGL results

Table II reports the nominal N = 2 BGL results
including statistical uncertainties only, corresponding

to the four background separation scenarios listed in
Sec. VA3. The N = 3 results are reported in Table III.
The value of ∆(−2 lnL(x⃗)|BABAR) is found to be be zero be-
tween the N = 2 and N = 3 minimization points, signify-
ing that the fit quality shows no improvement on addition
of the cubic terms. In both cases, ∆(−2 lnL(x⃗)|BABAR) = 1
when the Belle component is included in the fit in Eq. 34.

5. CLN results

Table IV lists the CLN results including statistical
uncertainties only. The χ2 values against the binned
FNAL/MILC [8] and Belle [15] data are also reported.
The FF slope ρ2D tends to be slightly steeper than the
current HFLAV (spring-21) [46] average of 1.129±0.033.

6. Comparisons in q2 and cos θℓ

Figure 6 shows the fit results as one-dimensional pro-
jections in q2 and cos θℓ, respectively. The black circles
are the background-subtracted data, and the blue squares
are the simulated events after acceptance, weighted by
the BGL fit results. In particular, Fig. 6b shows the
cos θℓ distribution, which exhibits the sin2 θℓ dependence
expected in the SM.

VI. SYSTEMATIC UNCERTAINTIES AND
FINAL RESULTS

Since the BABAR part of the minimization function
in Eq. 34 is of the non-extended type, uncertainties in
knowledge of the BABAR luminosity and individual D me-
son decay mode branching fractions do not enter into the
fit. Uncertainties in variables uncorrelated with the ϕ
variables are also irrelevant for the angular analysis. The
selection requirements in Sec. III are especially intended
to be loose to reduce the possibilities of such correlations.
Figure 7 shows the comparisons between background-
subtracted data and the simulation. The mild differ-
ences seen are not correlated with the FF model, as ver-
ified by comparing distributions for the simulation using
phase space (PHSP), the current BGL fit, and an older
ISGW2 [45] FF models. Hence, no additional systematic
uncertainty is assigned.
For correctly reconstructed variables, the ratio of

the reconstructed-to-generated values should be close to
unity. Figure 8 shows the deviation of this ratio from
unity, corresponding to the relative resolution in the ϕ
variables. From the left panel in Fig. 8, the highly con-
strained event topology and kinematic fitting result in
excellent resolution, at the percent level. Adding the
root-mean-squared distributions from each of the two his-
tograms in the left panel of Fig. 8, the combined resolu-
tion in the kinematic variables is about 2.6%. The right
panel in Fig. 8 shows that this resolution degrades to
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TABLE II. The N = 2 BGL results including statistical uncertainties only. A version of the fit excluding the Belle [15] results
is also provided for comparison.

fit configuration a
f+
0 × 10 a

f+
1 a

f+
2 af0

1 af0
2 |Vcb| × 103 χ2

MILC χ2
Belle

BABAR-1, Belle 0.126± 0.001 −0.096± 0.003 0.352± 0.052 −0.059± 0.003 0.155± 0.049 41.09± 1.16 1.15 24.50
BABAR-2, Belle 0.126± 0.001 −0.096± 0.003 0.352± 0.052 −0.059± 0.003 0.155± 0.049 41.12± 1.16 1.17 24.54
BABAR-3, Belle 0.126± 0.001 −0.096± 0.003 0.350± 0.052 −0.059± 0.003 0.153± 0.049 41.12± 1.16 1.18 24.55
BABAR-4, Belle 0.126± 0.001 −0.096± 0.003 0.352± 0.052 −0.059± 0.003 0.156± 0.049 41.05± 1.17 1.14 24.45

BABAR-1 0.126± 0.001 −0.097± 0.003 0.334± 0.063 −0.059± 0.003 0.133± 0.062 - 1.55 -
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FIG. 6. Comparison between background-subtracted data (BABAR-1 configuration) and the simulated events after acceptance
effects and weighted by the BGL fit results as one-dimensional projections: (left) q2 and (right) cos θℓ.

TABLE III. The N = 3 BGL results with BABAR-1 and
without systematic uncertainties.

variable value

a
f+
0 × 10 0.126± 0.001

a
f+
1 −0.098± 0.004

a
f+
2 0.626± 0.241

a
f+
3 −3.939± 3.194

af0
1 −0.061± 0.003

af0
2 0.435± 0.205

af0
3 −3.977± 2.840

|Vcb| × 103 40.74± 1.18
χ2
FNAL/MILC 0.001

χ2
Belle 23.68

about 3.4% if the ϕ variables are constructed without a
kinematic fit. The resolution effect is accounted for by
evaluating the normalization integral in Eq. 29 with the
reconstructed (instead of generated) kinematic variables.
This procedure is appropriate up to second order effects
from differences in the resolutions between data and sim-
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FIG. 7. Comparisons on a logarithmic scale between the
background-subtracted data and the simulation in the selec-
tion variables: (left) CL from kinematic fit without the U = 0
constraint and (right) Eextra. The simulated events are either
phase space (PHSP) or weighted according to the BGL and
ISGW2 FF models.

ulation. To study the systematic uncertainty associated
with the reconstruction, the fits are repeated employing
the kinematic variables reconstructed without the kine-
matic fit. As a conservative estimate, the difference in
results between these two fits is assigned as a systematic
uncertainty.

The other source of systematic uncertainty considered
is the effect of the background subtraction. As described
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TABLE IV. The CLN results including statistical uncertainties only. A version of the fit excluding the Belle-16 [15] results is
also provided for comparison.

fit configuration G(1) ρ2D |Vcb| × 103 χ2
FNAL/MILC χ2

Belle

BABAR-1, Belle 1.056± 0.008 1.155± 0.023 40.90± 1.14 1.04 24.65
BABAR-2, Belle 1.056± 0.008 1.156± 0.023 40.92± 1.14 0.99 24.72
BABAR-3, Belle 1.056± 0.008 1.156± 0.023 40.92± 1.14 1.00 24.71
BABAR-4, Belle 1.056± 0.008 1.154± 0.023 40.87± 1.14 1.09 24.57

BABAR-1 1.053± 0.008 1.179± 0.027 – 0.53 –
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FIG. 8. The relative resolutions in the ϕ variables obtained
from simulation: (left) using a kinematic fitting to zero miss-
ing mass and (right) no kinematic fit performed. The kine-
matic fit distinctly improves the resolutions from around 3.4%
to 2.6%.
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FIG. 9. Comparisons between the background distributions
in the GENBB simulation sample and background-subtracted
data using (1−Q) weights.

in Secs. VA5 and VA4, several variants of the back-
ground fits are employed. The maximum deviations of
fit parameter values from the nominal outcomes are as-
signed as the systematic uncertainties. Figure 9 shows
the comparisons between the background component in
the GENBB simulation sample and the background in the
data, obtained from (1 − Q)-weighted events. The mild
differences away from the U = 0 signal region indicate the

TABLE V. The nominal N = 2 results including system-
atic uncertainties. The normalizations for |Vcb| are from the
dΓ/dq2 data in Ref. [15].

BGL N = 2 value CLN value
|Vcb| × 103 41.09± 1.16 |Vcb| × 103 40.90± 1.14

a
f+
0 × 10 0.126± 0.001 G(1) 1.056± 0.008

a
f+
1 −0.096± 0.003 ρ2D 1.155± 0.023

a
f+
2 0.352± 0.053

af0
1 −0.059± 0.003

af0
2 0.155± 0.049

imperfections in the GENBB simulation, accounted for in
the background-subtraction procedure, in a data-driven
fashion.

To check for possible extremal differences in the back-
ground lineshapes between the data and GENBB, the data
in each individual mode are binned in 0.5 GeV2-wide q2

bins. The signal yields after the final |U | < 50 MeV re-
quirement is compared between fit configurations with
the background lineshape parameters allowed to vary up
to 30% from GENBB (chosen to be large, without any loss
of generality), with the background lineshapes fixed to
GENBB. To accumulate larger sample sizes, the check is
repeated after integrating over q2. In both instances, no
significant deviations in the yields are found because of
the background lineshape variation. The variable U rep-
resents the resolution in the reconstructed missing neu-
trino energy. Therefore, the difference between data and
simulation in the signal lineshape is driven by differences
in the resolution, accounted for by the κ = 5% choice. As
a check, q2-binned fits are performed and the signal yields
are compared, allowing for a 5% difference in resolutions
between data and GENBB; no systematic bias is seen due
to this variation. As a conservative choice, the difference
in results between κ = 0% and κ = 5% is assigned as a
systematic uncertainty.

Table V lists the baseline CLN and (N = 2) BGL
results including Gaussian constraints to the Belle-16 [15]
data.
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VII. DISCUSSION

A. Alternative determination of |Vcb| using
HFLAV branching fractions

The differential rate given by Eq. 6 is integrated over
q2 and cos θℓ to obtain the total decay rate Γ. This is
written in the form Γ′ = Γ/|Vcb|2 to strip the normal-
ization off the |Vcb| component. Knowledge of the total
branching fraction, B, and the B meson lifetime, τ , al-
lows the extraction of |Vcb| as

|Vcb| =
√

B
Γ′τB

. (35)

The lifetimes are taken from HFLAV [46] as τB+ =
1.519± 0.004 ps and τB0 = 1.638± 0.004 ps.

The HFLAV [46] values of the branching fractions used
here are listed in Table VI. These numerical values are
updated relative to those in the original articles [14, 15],
incorporating the latest available D meson decay branch-
ing fractions. The resulting values of |Vcb|, extracted
from HFLAV and using Eq. 35, are listed in Table VI.

TABLE VI. Re-weighted B → Dℓ−νℓ branching fractions
as listed in HFLAV [46] and the corresponding |Vcb| values
extracted using the Γ′ (BGL) obtained from Table V.

Measurement B(B → Dℓ−νℓ)× 102 |Vcb| × 103

BABAR-10 [14] BB0 = (2.15± 0.11± 0.14) 40.02± 1.76
BABAR-10 [14] BB+ = (2.16± 0.08± 0.13) 38.67± 1.41
Belle-16 [15] BB0 = (2.33± 0.04± 0.11) 41.66± 1.22
Belle-16 [15] BB+ = (2.46± 0.04± 0.12) 41.27± 1.23

The values of |Vcb| extracted using exclusive B →
Dℓ−νℓ, shown in Tables V and VI tend to be higher
than |Vcb| = (38.36 ± 0.90) × 10−3 obtained from ex-
clusive B → D∗ℓ−νℓ [7]. The last two values in Ta-
ble VI, drawn from Belle-16 [15], are the largest. Given
the spreads (but compatible within quoted uncertain-
ties) in the |Vcb| values from B → Dℓ−νℓ between the
CLN and BGL parameterizations (Table V) and the dif-
ferent tag-side normalization methods (Table VI), it is
difficult to draw a clear conclusion. This is slightly dif-
ferent from the B → D∗ℓ−νℓ [7] case, where a more ro-
bust value of |Vcb| was generally found. It is to be noted
that a preliminary Belle II untagged result [47] reports
|Vcb| = (38.28 ± 1.16) × 10−3 from B → Dℓ−νℓ, more
consistent with |Vcb| from B → D∗ℓ−νℓ.

The |Vcb| values from B → Dℓ−νℓ in Table V are
higher than those typically obtained in B → D∗ℓ−νℓ
and are closer to the inclusive value of |Vcb| = (42.16 ±
0.51)× 10−3 [48].

B. SM prediction for R(D)

Employing the definition of R(D) from Sec. II C and
the results presented in Table V, the SM prediction from
this analysis (BGL) is

R(D)
∣∣∣BABAR

SM theory
= 0.300± 0.004. (36)

This is consistent with other theoretical calculations and
is compatible with the summer-2023 experimental mea-
surement average [46] of 0.357 ± 0.029 at 1.97 standard
deviations.

C. Comparisons with Bs → Ds FFs

Recently, the HPQCD Collaboration has published [18]
FFs for Bs → Ds over the entire q2 range using the so-
called heavy-HISQ action. Figure 10 shows the compar-
isons in the two sets of FF bases described in Eq. 4. In the
HQET limit at q2 → q2max, h+ → +1 and h− → 0. As-
suming SU(3) symmetry among the three lightest quarks,
the two sets of FFs should be equivalent. However, quark
SU(3) symmetry is not a perfect symmetry.
The extracted B → D form factors have better pre-

cision but show overall good agreement with the full-q2

Bs → Ds HPQCD Collaboration calculation, assuming
flavor SU(3) symmetry. Some slight tension is visible in
the HQET basis, at the maximum recoil point, q2 → 0,
but otherwise flavor SU(3) symmetry seems to hold in
the B(s) → D(s) sector, consistent with the HQET anal-
ysis in Ref. [49]. These observations have implications
for SU(3) flavor symmetry applicable to the B(s) → D∗

(s)

case, since a full-q2 HISQ calculation is already avail-
able [19]. One difference between the B(s) → D(s) and
B(s) → D∗

(s) cases is that for the former there are only

two form factors that are strongly correlated at q2 = 0 by
the relation in Eq. 5. While a similar kinematic relation
exists for the B(s) → D∗

(s) case between the axial form

factors, there are three axial and one vector FF; there-
fore the situation is much less constrained. The q2 → 0
relations are important in the HISQ formulation, to be
able to perform the extrapolation to the physical quark
masses [19].

The comparisons in Fig. 10 demonstrate that the role
of the spectator quark, and therefore SU(3) symmetry
breaking, cannot be very large. It has yet to be seen if
similar relations hold between the FFs for B → D∗ and
Bs → D∗

s , as expected in HQET [49].

VIII. SYNTHETIC DATA

In the fit method described in Sec. VA, the acceptance
correction that depends on the form factor model is exe-
cuted via the normalization integrals. The unfolded kine-
matic distributions are subsequently obtained from the
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FIG. 11. Comparisons between the N = 2 and N = 3 BGL
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resultant fit model after the minimization procedure. As
long as the form factor parametrization has enough free-
dom, the fit results including the covariance matrix are
fully representative of the statistical information in the
data. The BGL z-expansion can be taken as a generic ex-
pansion, ignoring the physics interpretations imposed via
the unitarity constraints. As mentioned in Sec. VA4, the
−2 lnL(x⃗)|BABAR component of the minimization function
is unchanged at the optimal points, between the N = 2
and N = 3 BGL fits. From Table V, the N = 2 results
are consistent with unitarity and are the nominal results.
The N = 3 results in Table III violate unitarity, but can
still be taken as a generic expansion. Figure 11 further
demonstrates the consistency between the N = 2 and
N = 3 fits.

The statistical uncertainties provided by the covari-
ance matrices assume parabolic uncertainties around the
minimization points. This is validated by checking that
the uncertainties provided via the MINOS routine are
symmetric, both at 1σ and 2σ. The MINOS uncer-
tainties are always found to agree with those from the
HESSE routine. The numeric data are provided in the
file BaBar Dlnu 2023 BGL results.h and the exact BGL
form to be used is provided in the file B2D BGL.h. To as-
certain the effect of the uncertainties in the FNAL/MILC
calculations, the central values of the lattice data are
smeared according to the corresponding covariance ma-
trix and the BABAR+lattice BGL fits are repeated for
106 instances. The spread in the fit results is employed
to estimate the covariance matrix for the lattice contri-
bution to total the uncertainties, Clat. The uncertainties
solely due to the BABAR data can then be estimated as
CBABAR = Ctot − Clat, where Ctot is the nominal uncer-
tainty from the fit results with the lattice data informa-
tion incorporated via Gaussian constraints. The numeric
results for Clat are provided in the aforementioned file.
As an example, the decomposition of the uncertainty for
the N = 2 BGL fit including BABAR and lattice data, is
given in Table VII.

To facilitate using the results from this article, syn-
thetic data are generated for f+,0 at 12 equidistant
q2 points from 0.5 to 11.5 GeV2, resulting in 24
synthetic data points, for each of the fit configura-
tions. The numeric data are provided in the file
BaBar Dlnu 2023 BGL synthdata.h. The 24 data points
are however not independent and a judicious subset of
5(7) data points for the N = 2(3) BGL fit configurations
should be taken, in line with the number of free fit pa-
rameters in the z-expansion, so that the corresponding
reduced covariance matrix is invertible.
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TABLE VII. Re-weighted B → Dℓ−νℓ branching fractions
as listed in HFLAV [46] and the corresponding |Vcb| values
extracted using the Γ′ (N = 2, BGL) obtained from the
BABAR-1 fits in Table II. The quoted uncertainties correspond
to BABAR (present analysis), FNAL/MILC and HFLAV, re-
spectively.

B measurement |Vcb| × 103

BABAR-10 [14] 40.36± 0.17± 0.10± 1.67
BABAR-10 [14] 38.98± 0.15± 0.09± 1.30
Belle-16 [15] 42.01± 0.18± 0.10± 1.06
Belle-16 [15] 41.60± 0.17± 0.10± 1.07

IX. SUMMARY

In summary, the first two-dimensional unbinned angu-
lar analysis in {q2, cos θℓ} for the process B → Dℓ−νℓ
is reported. A novel event-wise signal-background sepa-
ration technique is utilized that preserves multidimen-
sional correlations present in the data. The angular
fit incorporates acceptance correction in the {q2, cos θℓ}
phase space and accounts for different B → Dℓ−νℓ re-
construction modes having independent characteristics.
It is shown that within statistical precision, the lepton
helicity distribution follows a sin2 θℓ distribution, as ex-
pected in the Standard Model. This bolsters confidence
in the hadronic tagging procedure, acceptance correction,

and signal-background separation techniques. In the fu-
ture, model-independent new-physics contributions can
be probed via searches for additional cos θℓ terms in the
semileptonic sector, as has already been studied in the
electroweak penguin sector at LHCb [50].
High-precision N = {2, 3} BGL fits to the B → D

form factors are reported and found to be consistent with
Bs → Ds form factors from lattice, as expected from
quark SU(3) relations. The form factors give the SM
prediction R(D) = 0.300 ± 0.004. Combined with the
differential branching fraction data from Belle [15], the
BGL results yield the result for |Vcb| from exclusive B →
D as 41.09±1.16, closer to the inclusive value, than |Vcb|
from exclusive B → D∗.
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