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We present a measurement of the differential shapes of exclusive B → D
∗
`ν̄` (B = B

−
, B̄

0

and ` = e, µ) decays with hadronic tag-side reconstruction for the full Belle data set of 711 fb
−1

integrated luminosity. We extract the Caprini-Lellouch-Neubert (CLN) and Boyd-Grinstein-Lebed
(BGL) form factor parameters and use an external input for the absolute branching fractions to

determine the Cabibbo-Kobayashi-Maskawa matrix element and find |Vcb|CLN = (40.1± 0.9)× 10
−3

and |Vcb|BGL = (40.6 ± 0.9) × 10
−3

with the zero-recoil lattice QCD point F(1) = 0.906 ± 0.013.
We also perform a study of the impact of preliminary beyond zero-recoil lattice QCD calcula-
tions on the |Vcb| determinations. Additionally, we present the lepton flavor universality ratio
Reµ = B(B → D

∗
eν̄e)/B(B → D

∗
µν̄µ) = 0.990 ± 0.021 ± 0.023, the electron and muon forward-

backward asymmetry and their difference ∆AFB = 0.022 ± 0.026 ± 0.007, and the electron and

muon D
∗

longitudinal polarization fraction and their difference ∆F
D

∗

L = 0.034±0.024±0.007. The
uncertainties quoted correspond to the statistical and systematic uncertainties, respectively.

I. INTRODUCTION

The precise determination of the absolute value of the
Cabibbo-Kobayashi-Maskawa (CKM) matrix element Vcb
is important to test the validity of the Standard Model
of particle physics [1, 2]: its value constrains the amount
of charge-parity (CP )-violating effects in the quark sec-
tor [3] and is needed to predict branching fractions of rare
decay processes [4, 5]. Semileptonic decays into charmed
hadrons offer a clean avenue to determine |Vcb|: the decay
rate of such processes is theoretically better understood

than purely hadronic decays, and measurements of fully
leptonic Bc decays will only be possible at future exper-
imental facilities [6]. Indirect determinations with rea-
sonable precision via loop processes are also possible [7].
Existing determinations of |Vcb| with semileptonic decays
focus either on inclusive decays [8, 9] or on exclusive final
states, with B → D∗`ν̄` being the exclusive channel with
the most precise results [10]. The obtained values of |Vcb|
are, however, only marginally compatible between inclu-
sive and exclusive determinations, exhibiting a tension of
about 3σ [11].

In this paper, measurements of normalized differen-
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tial distributions of B0 → D∗+`ν` and B− → D∗0`ν` are
presented.1 These distributions provide the necessary ex-
perimental input to determine the non-perturbative form
factors governing the strong decay dynamics of the pro-
cess. Knowledge of the functional form of the form fac-
tors in combination with information from Lattice QCD
or other non-perturbative methods on their absolute nor-
malization, allow the determination of |Vcb| using

|Vcb| =

√
B(B → D∗`ν̄`)

τB Γ(B → D∗`ν̄`)
. (1)

Here B denotes an externally measured branching frac-
tion of the process, Γ is the predicted decay rate omitting
the CKM factor |Vcb|

2
, and τB is the B meson lifetime.

To retain a high resolution in the kinematic quantities
of interest and a high signal purity, we make use of the
improved hadronic tagging algorithm of Ref. [12]. This
algorithm hierarchically reconstructs the accompanying
Btag meson in the Υ(4S)→ BsigBtag decay in O(10000)
exclusive hadronic decay channels and selects candidates
based on a multivariate method. With this the signalBsig

kinematic properties are accessible, allowing for the di-
rect calculation of the four-momentum transfer squared,
q2 = (pB − pD∗)2, with the B (D∗) meson momentum
pB (pD∗), and the three angular relations necessary to
describe the full B → D∗`ν̄` decay cascade (illustrated
in Fig. 1). Due to the challenges of understanding ab-
solute efficiencies when using algorithms such as that of
Ref. [12], we only focus on measuring normalized differ-
ential shapes. To determine |Vcb| we make use of external
inputs for the branching fraction. We report 1D projec-
tions of the decay angles and hadronic recoil parameter
w, which are fully corrected for detector effects and ef-
ficiencies, and we provide the correlations to allow for a
simultaneous analysis of the decay angles and w in all
considered decay modes.

This paper is organized as follows: Section II provides
a brief overview on the theory of B → D∗ ` ν̄` decays,
including definitions for the measured angular relations
and the hadronic recoil parameter. Sections III and IV
summarize the analyzed data set, event reconstruction,
and selection. Section V describes the background sub-
traction fit and Section VI the unfolding of detector res-
olution effects. In Section VII an overview of the eval-
uated systematic uncertainties is given. Section VIII
presents our results and our conclusions are presented
in Section IX.

II. THEORY OF B → D
∗
`ν̄` DECAYS

In the SM, semileptonic B → D∗`ν̄` decays are medi-
ated by a weak charged current interaction. The dom-
inant theory uncertainty in predicting the semileptonic

1
Charge conjugation is implied and ` = e, µ.

FIG. 1. Visualization of the decay angles in B → D
∗
` ν̄`. For

definitions see text.

decay rate arises in the description of the hadronic ma-
trix elements. These matrix elements can be represented
in terms of four independent form factors hA1−3,V

in the

heavy quark symmetry basis [13]:

〈D∗|c̄ γµb|B〉
√
mBmD

∗
= i hV ε

µναβ ε∗ν v
′
α vβ (2)

〈D∗|c̄ γµ γ5b|B〉
√
mBmD

∗
= hA1

(w + 1) ε∗µ − hA2
(ε∗ · v) vµ

− hA3
(ε∗ · v) v′µ . (3)

Here w = v · v′ = (m2
B + m2

D
∗ − q2)/(2mBmD

∗) is the
hadronic recoil parameter, which can be expressed as the
product of the two four-velocities v = pB/mB and v′ =
pD∗/mD

∗ . Further, ε∗ denotes the D∗ polarization vector

and εµναβ is the Levi-Civita tensor. The form factors
are functions of q2, or equivalently w. For ` = e, µ the
B → D∗ transition can be fully described by the form
factor hA1 and the two form factor ratios,

R1(w) =
hV
hA1

, R2(w) =
hA3

+ r∗hA2

hA1

, (4)

with r∗ = mD
∗/mB .

An alternative common choice to describe the B →
D∗ decay transition is to represent the decay with form
factors g, f, F1 [14, 15], which are related to the form
factors of the heavy quark symmetry basis as

hA1
=

f

mB

√
r∗(w + 1)

, hV = gmB

√
r∗ , (5)

hA1
(w − r∗ − (w − 1)R2) =

F1

m2
B

√
r∗(w + 1)

. (6)

The functional forms of the form factors have to be
obtained using fits to differential distributions and/or
to input from non-perturbative methods such as Lattice
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QCD [16, 17]. There are various theoretical approaches
used to parameterize the B → D∗ form factors.

The BGL parameterization [14, 15] makes use of dis-
persive bounds and applies a conformal transformation
to approximate the form factors as a series expansion.
The conformal transformation maximizes the statistical
power of the data by ensuring a fast convergence of the
expansion. Following Ref. [18] we introduce the confor-
mal variable

z =

√
w + 1−

√
2

√
w + 1 +

√
2
, (7)

and parameterize the form factors in terms of {an, bn, cn}
expansion coefficients

g(z) =
1

Pg(z)φg(z)

na∑
n=0

an z
n , (8)

f(z) =
1

Pf (z)φf (z)

nb∑
n=0

bn z
n , (9)

F1(z) =
1

PF1
(z)φF1

(z)

nc∑
n=0

cn z
n . (10)

(11)

Here na/b/c denotes the truncation order of the expan-
sion. Note that c0 and b0 are not independent, but are
related via

c0 =

(
(mB −mD

∗)φF1
(0)

φf (0)

)
b0 . (12)

Further, Pj(z) (j = g, f, F1) are Blaschke factors, which

remove poles for the region q2/c2 < (m2
B + m2

D
∗), and

φj(z) are the outer functions [18].
The CLN parameterization [19] applies dispersive

bounds and incorporates quark model inputs from QCD
sum rules to obtain a prediction for a z expansion of
hA1

, with coefficients depending only on a slope parame-

ter ρ2, and normalizations R1/2(1). The parametrization
incorporates corrections to R1/2(w) up to second order
in (w − 1):

hA1
(z) = hA1

(w = 1)

(
1− 8ρ2 z + (53 ρ2 − 15) z2

− (231ρ2 − 91) z3

)
, (13)

R1(w) = R1(1)− 0.12 (w − 1) + 0.05 (w − 1)2 , (14)

R2(w) = R2(1) + 0.11 (w − 1) − 0.06 (w − 1)2 . (15)

In the following both of these parameterization are
used to determine |Vcb| from our measurements of the
one-dimensional hadronic recoil and decay angle projec-
tions of the B → D∗`ν̄` decay rate. The decay rate is
fully parameterized in terms of w and the three angles
introduced in Fig. 1:

• cos θ`: The angle between the lepton and the direc-
tion opposite the B meson in the virtual W -boson
rest frame.

• cos θV : The angle between the D meson and the di-
rection opposite the B meson in the D∗ rest frame.

• χ: The azimuthal angle between the two decay
planes spanned by the W − ` and D∗ −D systems
in the B meson rest frame.

III. THE BELLE DETECTOR AND DATA SET

We analyze the full Belle data set of (772± 10)× 106

B meson pairs, produced at the KEKB accelerator com-
plex [20] with a center-of-mass energy of

√
s = 10.58 GeV

at the Υ(4S) resonance. In addition, we use 79 fb−1 of
collision data recorded 60 MeV below the Υ(4S) reso-
nance peak to derive corrections and carry out cross-
checks.

The Belle detector is a large-solid-angle magnetic spec-
trometer that consists of a silicon vertex detector (SVD),
a 50-layer central drift chamber (CDC), an array of aero-
gel threshold Čerenkov counters (ACC), a barrel-like ar-
rangement of time-of-flight scintillation counters (TOF),
and an electromagnetic calorimeter comprised of CsI(Tl)
crystals (ECL) located inside a superconducting solenoid
coil that provides a 1.5 T magnetic field. An iron flux
return located outside of the coil is instrumented to de-
tect K0

L mesons and to identify muons (KLM). A more
detailed description of the detector, its layout and perfor-
mance can be found in Ref. [21] and in references therein.

Charged tracks are identified as electron or muon can-
didates by combining information from multiple subde-
tectors into a lepton identification likelihood ratio, LLID.
For electrons the identifying features are the ratio of the
energy deposition in the ECL with respect to the recon-
structed track momentum, the energy loss in the CDC,
the shower shape in the ECL, the quality of the geo-
metrical matching of the track to the shower position in
the ECL, and the photon yield in the ACC [22]. Muon
candidates are identified from charged track trajectories
extrapolated to the outer detector. The identifying fea-
tures are the difference between expected and measured
penetration depth as well as the transverse deviation of
KLM hits from the extrapolated trajectory [23]. Charged
tracks are identified as pions or kaons using a likelihood
classifier, which combines information from the CDC,
ACC, and TOF subdetectors. In order to avoid the dif-
ficulties understanding the efficiencies of reconstructing
K0
L mesons, they are not explicitly reconstructed in what

follows. Photons are identified as energy depositions in
the ECL without an associated track.

We carry out the entire analysis in the Belle II anal-
ysis software framework [24]. The recorded Belle colli-
sion data and simulated Monte Carlo (MC) samples are
converted using the software described in Ref. [25]. MC
samples of B meson decays and non-resonant processes
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are simulated using the EvtGen generator [26]. The MC
sample sizes correspond to approximately ten and six
times the Belle collision data for B meson and contin-
uum decays, respectively. The interactions of particles
traversing the detector are simulated using Geant3 [27].
Electromagnetic final-state radiation (FSR) is simulated
using the PHOTOS [28] package. The efficiencies from the
MC simulation are corrected using data-driven methods.
In particular, the slow pion efficiency, which impacts
the slope of the form factor and the determination of
|Vcb| has been determined in differential bins of the slow
pion momentum, using B → D∗π data. We update the

branching fractions for the B → D(∗,∗∗)`ν̄` decay modes

and the consecutive D(∗) decays to the latest values in
Ref. [3]. The branching fraction gap between the inclu-
sive B → Xc`ν̄` decays and the sum-of-exclusive decays

is filled with B → D(∗)η`ν̄` and B → D(∗)ππ`ν̄` decays.
The differential distributions of the B → D`ν̄` decays are
updated by reweighting the simulated data to the BGL
form factor parametrization obtained from fits provided
in Ref. [29], and for the B → D∗`ν̄` decays to the form
factor parameters given in Ref. [30]. The decay model
for the B → D∗∗`ν̄` decays is updated to Ref. [31].

IV. EVENT RECONSTRUCTION AND
SELECTION

We select a sample of B → D∗ ` ν̄` events with which
we determine the distributions of the kinematic variables
w, cos θ`, cos θV , and χ. In the following, B → D∗ ` ν̄`
refers to all the decay channels considered. When we

refer to any specific decay, the charge of the B or D(∗)

meson is explicitly stated. We consider both charged and
neutral B mesons with the decay chains B0 → D∗+`ν`,
D∗+ → D0π+ and D∗+ → D+π0, and B− → D∗0`ν`
with D∗0 → D0π0 respectively. The decay D∗0 → D0γ
has a different Lorentz structure resulting in different an-
gular distributions, requiring a dedicated analysis, and is
therefore omitted. We reconstruct the following decays
of the D mesons: D+ → K−π+π+, D+ → K−π+π+π0,
D+ → K−π+π+π+π−, D+ → K0

Sπ
+, D+ → K0

Sπ
+π0,

D+ → K0
Sπ

+π+π−, D+ → K0
SK

+, D+ → K+K−π+,
D0 → K−π+, D0 → K−π+π0, D0 → K−π+π+π−,
D0 → K−π+π+π−π0, D0 → K0

Sπ
0, D0 → K0

Sπ
+π−,

D0 → K0
Sπ

+π−π0, and D0 → K−K+.
Primary charged tracks are required to have impact

parameters dr < 2 cm and |dz| < 4 cm, which are defined
perpendicular to, and along the beam-axis, respectively.
In addition to selecting the primary charged tracks to
be consistent with the interaction point (IP), a trans-
verse momentum of pT > 0.1 GeV/c is required for these
tracks. Muons, electrons, charged pions, kaons and pro-
tons are identified using information from the particle
identification subsystems. Electron (Muon) tracks are
further required to have a momentum in the lab frame

of pLab > 0.3 GeV/c (pLab > 0.6 GeV/c). The mo-

menta of particles identified as electrons are corrected
for bremsstrahlung by adding photons within a 2° cone
defined around the electron track at the point of closest
approach to the IP.

Photons are selected with an energy of Eγ > 100 MeV,
150 MeV, and 50 MeV in the forward endcap (cover-
ing the polar angle (12◦ < θ < 31◦), backward end-
cap (132◦ < θ < 157◦) and barrel (32◦ < θ < 129◦)

part of the calorimeter, respectively. The π0 candi-
dates are reconstructed from photon pairs and selected if
their reconstructed invariant mass is within 104 MeV/c2

and 165 MeV/c2. Additionally, the difference of the re-

constructed π0 mass from the nominal mass of m
π
0 =

135 MeV/c2 has to be smaller than 3σ of the estimated
mass resolution.
K0

S mesons are reconstructed from two oppositely
charged tracks and selected with a multivariate method
and within a reconstructed invariant mass window of
398 MeV/c2 and 598 MeV/c2. The difference of the re-

constructed K0
S mass from the nominal value of m

K
0
S

=

498 MeV/c2 has to be smaller than 3σ of the esti-
mated mass resolution. A description of the multivariate
method can be found in Ref. [32].
D meson candidates are reconstructed in the sixteen

decays listed above, with mass window selection criteria
depending on the final state particles involved. The π0

daughter particles from these D meson candidates must

have a center-of-mass momentum pCMS
π
0 > 0.2 GeV/c, ex-

cept for the final state D0 → K−π+π+π−π0, where this
selection is not applied. To reduce the combinatorial
background, we rank the reconstructed D mesons by the
absolute difference of the reconstructed mass to the nomi-
nal mass (m

D
+ = 1.87 GeV/c2, m

D
0 = 1.86 GeV/c2) and

select up to ten candidates with the lowest mass differ-
ence.
D∗ mesons are reconstructed in three different decay

channels: D∗0 → D0π0
slow, D∗+ → D+π0

slow, and D∗+ →
D0π+

slow. We require charged slow pions to have a center-
of-mass momentum smaller than 0.4 GeV/c, and a mass
difference ∆M(D,D∗) = MD

∗ −MD to be smaller than

0.155 GeV/c2 (0.160 GeV/c2) for D∗+ (D∗0) mesons.
We reconstruct Bsig candidates with the selected D∗

candidates and lepton candidate and only impose a loose
selection at this stage by requiring that the reconstructed
invariant mass lies in the interval [1.0, 6.0] GeV/c2 to re-
duce combinatorial background. We perform a global
decay chain vertex fix using the TreeFitter [33] imple-
mentation, to retrieve a quality indicator for our candi-
date particles in the form of the p-value of the vertex fit,
which is used at a later stage. Events that cannot be
fitted successfully are rejected.
Btag mesons candidates are reconstructed using the

Full Event Interpretation (FEI) [12]. We select candi-
dates with a beam-constrained mass

M tag
bc =

√
s/2− ~p 2

tag > 5.27 GeV/c2 , (16)
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and energy difference ∆Etag = Etag −
√
s/2 within the

interval

−0.15 GeV < ∆Etag < 0.10 GeV , (17)

with ptag = (Etag, ~ptag) denoting the 4-momentum of the
Btag in the center-of-mass frame. Exploiting the clean

environment provided by the e+e− collisions, we impose
a completeness constraint on the event by recombining
the Υ(4S) candidate from a tag- and signal B meson and
require that no additional charged particles are present
in the event. The Υ(4S) candidates are reconstructed in

combinations of B+
sigB

−
tag, B0

sigB̄
0
tag, B±sigB

0
tag, B0

sigB
±
tag,

B0
sigB

0
tag, and their charge conjugates. The reconstructed

invariant mass of the Υ(4S) candidate must be in the

range MΥ(4S) ∈ [7.0, 13.0] GeV/c2.
Continuum events are suppressed using event shape

variables, such as the magnitude of the thrust of final-
state particles from both B mesons, the reduced Fox-
Wolfram moment R2, the modified FoxWolfram mo-
ments [34], and CLEO Cones [35]. These variables
are combined using a multivariate classifier with an
optimized implementation of gradient boosted decision
trees [36].

We apply a final best candidate selection on all can-
didates, to reduce the number of candidates per event
to a single one. We select the candidate with the lowest
EECL, which is the sum of unassigned photon clusters
in the full event reconstruction. Subsequently, if there
is more than one such candidate, we select the candi-
date with the smallest |∆Etag|. If this selection remains
inconclusive, we select a random candidate.

V. RECONSTRUCTION OF KINEMATIC
QUANTITIES AND SIGNAL EXTRACTION

After our selection is applied, the distributions of the
kinematic variables describing the decay are shown in
Fig. 2.

We perform background subtraction with binned likeli-
hood fits to the squared missing mass distribution defined
as

M2
miss = p2

miss =
(
p
e
+
e
− − ptag − pD∗ − p`

)2
, (18)

where the momenta of the colliding e+e−-pair, the re-
constructed tag side B, the reconstructed signal side D∗,
and the signal lepton are denoted as p

e
+
e
− , ptag, pD∗ ,

and p`, respectively.
The resolution of the signal events is underestimated in

the MC and corrected for by smearing the M2
miss distri-

bution in the vicinity of the peak close to zero GeV2/c2.

This is achieved by convolving the MC M2
miss distribu-

tion with an asymmetric Laplace distribution, whose pa-
rameters are optimized to minimize data and MC dis-
agreements. This procedure increases the root-mean-
square of the MC distribution in the vicinity of the peak

(−0.5 GeV2/c4 < M2
miss < 0.5 GeV2/c4) by approxi-

mately 2.8% from 0.197 GeV2/c4 to 0.203 GeV2/c4 and

behaves similarly for B̄0 and B− decays. The inclusive
distribution after the correction for the B̄0 andB− modes
is shown in Fig. 3.

Likelihood fits are carried out separately for B̄0 and
B− candidates, and e and µ modes, in bins of w and the
decay angles in order to determine the B → D∗ ` ν̄` signal
yields in the chosen bins by subtracting the background
yields. We choose ten equidistant bins with a width of
0.05 for w ∈ [1, 1.5] and widen the last bin to recover all
events outside of the physical region due to resolution ef-
fects and to be insensitive to lepton mass effects. The ten
bins in each of the three angular variables cos θ`, cos θV ,
and χ are also chosen with equidistant binning. In total
4× 40 = 160 separate fits are carried out.

The likelihood function for a given fit is constructed
from the product of individual Poisson distributions P
and nuisance-parameter (NP) constraints Gk,

L =

bins∏
i

P (ni; νi)×
systematics∏

j

Gj , (19)

with ni denoting the number of observed data events and
νi the total number of expected events in a given bin i.
We divide the M2

miss spectrum into 5 bins with the bin
edges at [−1.0,−0.25, 0.25, 0.75, 1.25, 2.0] GeV2/c4. This
coarse binning is chosen to reduce the sensitivity to res-
olution effects in the peak region to negligible level. The
number of expected events in a given bin, νi, is estimated
using MC simulation,

νi =

processes∑
k

fik ηk , (20)

with ηk the total number of events from a given process
k with the fraction fik of such events being reconstructed
in the bin i. The likelihood Eq. 19 is numerically max-
imized using iminuit [37, 38] to fit the values of two
different categories, ηk (k : Signal, Background), using
the observed events. We split the simulated data into
two categories to define the templates used in the fit:

- Signal is defined to be a MC truth matched lepton
originating from a semileptonic B → D∗`ν̄` , ` =
e, µ decay. The D∗ meson does not have to be
correctly reconstructed for the B to be considered
a signal candidate.

- Background, concretely: B → Dlν̄l with l = e, µ, τ
decays, B → D∗τ ν̄τ decays, B → D∗∗`ν̄` decays,
hadronic background where the reconstructed lep-
ton is a misidentified kaon or pion, other processes
from B decays, and continuum.

An example fit is shown in Fig. 4 for the 1 < w < 1.05
bin. The goodness-of-fit of likelihoods can be calculated
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FIG. 2. The differential distributions of the kinematic variables describing the differential decay rate of B → D
∗
` ν̄` are shown

in our four considered decay modes. The MC expectation was normalized to the number of observed events in data.

in the large sample limit [39] with

χ2
P = 2

N∑
i=0

(
ni log

ni
ν̂i

+ ν̂i − ni
)
, (21)

where ν̂i is the estimated number of events in bin i. The
p-value is calculated as∫ ∞

χ
2
P

f
χ
2(x|k = 3)dx , (22)

with k = 3 degrees of freedom and f
χ
2 denoting the χ2

distribution. The corresponding p-value distribution for
all 160 fits is shown in Fig. 5 and is compatible with the
expected uniform behavior.

We determine the statistical correlation between the
marginalized distributions of the full four-dimensional
rate by considering:

1. The statistical correlation of the data.

2. The sample overlap in the MC distributions and
the systematic uncertainties on the signal and back-
ground shapes on M2

miss. This is used to correlate
the fit shape uncertainties between measured bins
associated with the finite sample size of the MC
simulation.

3. The other systematic shape uncertainties, discussed
further in Sec. VII, are negligibly small and we treat
them as fully correlated between individually mea-
sured bins.

The statistical correlation of the data between different
bins of different observables is determined by sampling
with replacement from the selected recorded data and
repeated fits to resolve Pearson correlation coefficients
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FIG. 3. The reconstructed M
2
miss distribution after our final

selection for the B̄
0 → D

∗+
`ν̄` (top) channel and the B

− →
D

∗0
`ν̄` (bottom) channel. In this plot we average over the

electron and muon mode. The grey dotted lines indicate the
binning used for the signal extraction described in the text.

as small as rdata ≈ 0.01. For cases without statistical
overlap, e.g. neighbouring bins in the same marginal dis-
tribution, we set the correlation to zero.

We further determine the expected correlation in the
MC distributions by using the sample overlap

rMC =
nxy√
nx
√
ny

(23)

in the peak region −0.25 GeV2/c4 < M2
miss <

0.25 GeV2/c4. Here, nx/y refers to the number of events
in a given bin of an observable x, y = w, cos θ`, cos θV , χ
and nxy refers to the events that are in both bins of both
observables under consideration.
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FIG. 4. The post-fit M
2
miss distribution in the B̄

0 → D
∗
eν̄e

mode, in the 1 < w < 1.05 bin.
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FIG. 5. The p-value distribution for the 160 fits performed in
different decay channels and kinematic regions. The distribu-
tion is compatible with the expected uniform behavior.

VI. UNFOLDING OF DIFFERENTIAL YIELDS

The resolution caused by detector effects and mis-
reconstructed D∗ mesons causes migrations of events into
neighbouring bins in the kinematic distributions. These
effects must be corrected for in order to compare the mea-
sured distribution with a theoretical distribution. We
proceed by unfolding our measured spectrum, but also
provide all components necessary to forward fold a theo-
retical distribution.

The migrations can be quantified by determining a de-
tector response matrix R, which encodes the probability
P of an event within a true bin to migrate into a recon-
structed bin:

Rij = P (reco bin i | true bin j) . (24)
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These matrices are determined for each of the four de-
cay modes individually using simulated events, and illus-
trated for the B̄0 → D∗eν̄e decay mode in Fig. 6. The
response matrices are dominated by diagonal entries and
exhibit a similar structure in each of the four modes.

We unfold the signal yields determined in Sec. V using
matrix inversion. This produces the best linear unbiased
maximum likelihood estimator given by

~̂µ = R−1~̂n , (25)

with ~̂n being our estimated background subtracted yields.
We correct for acceptance effects, and reverse the im-

pact of FSR photons from PHOTOS on the measured dis-
tributions. The acceptance functions for all modes are
shown in Fig. 7.

We find the shapes in the kinematic quantities, shown
in Fig. 8 and tabulated in Table I, after correcting our
background subtracted yields for the migration and ac-
ceptance.

The self-consistency of the measurement is checked
by comparing pairs of distributions, and by comparing
all four distributions, taking their covariance matrices
into account. We ignore the effects of different masses
between B̄0 and B−, which are significantly smaller
than the measured uncertainties on our shapes. Details
(χ2 / ndf and p-values) are listed in Table II.

VII. SYSTEMATIC UNCERTAINTIES

For the M2
miss fits we studied uncertainties originating

from the branching fractions and form factor parameter-
izations of the B → D∗ ` ν̄` and B → D ` ν̄` decays in
our simulated events, the uncertainty from the overall
limited MC statistics, the lepton identification efficiency,
the efficiencies for reconstruction of tracks, neutral pions,
slow pions, and K0

S mesons, and the uncertainties of the
parameters describing the resolution smearing function.

The effect of systematic uncertainties is directly in-
corporated into the likelihood function in Eq. 19. For
this we introduce a vector of nuisance parameters, θk,
for each fit template k. Each vector element represents
one bin. The nuisance parameters are constrained in
the likelihood using multivariate Gaussian distributions
Gk = Gk(0;θk,Σk), with Σk denoting the systematic co-
variance matrix for a given template k. The systematic
covariance is constructed from the sum over all possible
uncertainty sources affecting a template k, i.e.

Σk =

error sources∑
s

Σks , (26)

with Σks the covariance matrix of error source s.
The impact of nuisance parameters is included in

Eq. 20 as follows. The fractions fik for all templates
are rewritten as

fik =
ηMC
ik∑
j η

MC
jk

→ ηMC
ik (1 + θik)∑
j η

MC
jk

(
1 + θjk

) , (27)

1.0
0

1.0
5

1.1
0

1.1
5

1.2
0

1.2
5

1.3
0

1.3
5

1.4
0

1.4
5

2.0
0

w Reconstruced

1.00

1.05

1.10

1.15

1.20

1.25

1.30

1.35

1.40

1.45

2.00

w
 G

en
er

at
ed

0.887 0.095 0.015 0.005 0.002 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

0.105 0.802 0.089 0.026 0.004 0.002 0.001 0.000 0.000 0.000

0.007 0.098 0.780 0.112 0.024 0.009 0.002 0.002 0.000 0.000

0.002 0.005 0.106 0.744 0.107 0.026 0.011 0.003 0.001 0.001

0.000 0.001 0.007 0.109 0.752 0.118 0.021 0.011 0.004 0.001

0.000 0.000 0.002 0.003 0.104 0.718 0.126 0.025 0.009 0.003

0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.006 0.118 0.718 0.124 0.017 0.006

0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.009 0.113 0.713 0.125 0.019

0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.006 0.115 0.708 0.125

0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.006 0.136 0.846

Belle B0 D* + e e

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

-1.
00

-0.
80

-0.
60

-0.
40

-0.
20 0.0

0
0.2

0
0.4

0
0.6

0
0.8

0
1.0

0

cos  Reconstruced

-1.00

-0.80

-0.60

-0.40

-0.20

0.00

0.20

0.40

0.60

0.80

1.00

co
s

 G
en

er
at

ed

0.897 0.058 0.016 0.006 0.002 0.002 0.002 0.001 0.000 0.000

0.094 0.791 0.095 0.020 0.010 0.003 0.002 0.001 0.001 0.000

0.007 0.105 0.693 0.122 0.028 0.008 0.002 0.003 0.001 0.000

0.002 0.017 0.137 0.641 0.135 0.024 0.011 0.005 0.002 0.000

0.000 0.006 0.024 0.141 0.607 0.150 0.026 0.007 0.004 0.001

0.000 0.003 0.008 0.033 0.147 0.599 0.149 0.027 0.009 0.001

0.000 0.002 0.006 0.010 0.030 0.140 0.604 0.144 0.017 0.003

0.000 0.001 0.002 0.005 0.012 0.032 0.141 0.617 0.131 0.015

0.000 0.001 0.002 0.003 0.003 0.012 0.032 0.149 0.694 0.121

0.000 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.004 0.005 0.010 0.027 0.126 0.849

Belle B0 D* + e e

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

-1.
00

-0.
80

-0.
60

-0.
40

-0.
20 0.0

0
0.2

0
0.4

0
0.6

0
0.8

0
1.0

0

cos V Reconstruced

-1.00

-0.80

-0.60

-0.40

-0.20

0.00

0.20

0.40

0.60

0.80

1.00

co
s

V
 G

en
er

at
ed

0.832 0.098 0.025 0.022 0.020 0.018 0.018 0.015 0.015 0.015

0.085 0.711 0.111 0.027 0.028 0.022 0.020 0.017 0.012 0.014

0.017 0.103 0.663 0.100 0.025 0.032 0.014 0.020 0.016 0.017

0.011 0.017 0.114 0.641 0.117 0.028 0.024 0.017 0.020 0.026

0.009 0.015 0.019 0.123 0.610 0.110 0.040 0.033 0.026 0.025

0.009 0.013 0.013 0.020 0.123 0.605 0.112 0.036 0.032 0.027

0.008 0.011 0.015 0.017 0.026 0.117 0.587 0.104 0.057 0.031

0.009 0.010 0.011 0.017 0.017 0.027 0.135 0.619 0.116 0.049

0.009 0.011 0.015 0.020 0.018 0.024 0.030 0.107 0.589 0.123

0.010 0.012 0.014 0.014 0.015 0.017 0.019 0.032 0.116 0.674

Belle B0 D* + e e

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

0.0
0

0.6
3

1.2
6

1.8
8

2.5
1

3.1
4

3.7
7

4.4
0

5.0
3

5.6
5

6.2
8

 Reconstruced

0.00

0.63

1.26

1.88

2.51

3.14

3.77

4.40

5.03

5.65

6.28

 G
en

er
at

ed

0.621 0.095 0.021 0.012 0.016 0.011 0.016 0.017 0.024 0.128

0.115 0.659 0.108 0.025 0.010 0.016 0.016 0.014 0.018 0.031

0.027 0.117 0.657 0.121 0.024 0.019 0.015 0.009 0.015 0.015

0.024 0.026 0.098 0.657 0.110 0.027 0.017 0.020 0.013 0.012

0.017 0.021 0.025 0.095 0.653 0.115 0.027 0.019 0.015 0.020

0.019 0.014 0.020 0.028 0.106 0.630 0.098 0.024 0.021 0.018

0.017 0.018 0.015 0.018 0.030 0.130 0.650 0.106 0.027 0.022

0.011 0.010 0.016 0.019 0.019 0.024 0.116 0.658 0.111 0.023

0.028 0.015 0.021 0.013 0.015 0.015 0.025 0.105 0.653 0.098

0.120 0.025 0.021 0.012 0.017 0.013 0.020 0.027 0.101 0.633

Belle B0 D* + e e

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

FIG. 6. Migration matrices for the B̄
0 → D

∗
eν̄e mode, for the
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ces transform the reconstructed to the generated quantity.
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TABLE I. Normalized partial branching ratios ∆Γ in the observed bin ∆x and the corresponding uncertainties for all channels
and projections.

B̄
0 → D

∗+
eν̄e B̄

0 → D
∗+
µν̄µ B

− → D
∗0
eν̄e B

− → D
∗0
µν̄µ

∆Γ/∆x σ ∆Γ/∆x σ ∆Γ/∆x σ ∆Γ/∆x σ

Projection Bin

w [1.00, 1.05) 0.059 0.010 0.052 0.009 0.063 0.005 0.058 0.004

[1.05, 1.10) 0.092 0.015 0.109 0.014 0.094 0.007 0.090 0.006

[1.10, 1.15) 0.109 0.014 0.084 0.013 0.112 0.008 0.139 0.008

[1.15, 1.20) 0.125 0.013 0.122 0.012 0.131 0.009 0.131 0.009

[1.20, 1.25) 0.120 0.012 0.124 0.012 0.101 0.009 0.116 0.009

[1.25, 1.30) 0.127 0.012 0.109 0.011 0.125 0.010 0.113 0.009

[1.30, 1.35) 0.104 0.010 0.117 0.010 0.100 0.009 0.099 0.010

[1.35, 1.40) 0.093 0.010 0.089 0.009 0.088 0.010 0.084 0.009

[1.40, 1.45) 0.097 0.009 0.092 0.010 0.107 0.011 0.094 0.010

[1.45, 1.51) 0.073 0.008 0.101 0.010 0.080 0.008 0.075 0.011

cos θ` [-1.00, -0.80) 0.034 0.008 0.038 0.009 0.038 0.005 0.036 0.006

[-0.80, -0.60) 0.061 0.009 0.042 0.011 0.061 0.007 0.061 0.008

[-0.60, -0.40) 0.073 0.012 0.070 0.013 0.088 0.009 0.088 0.010

[-0.40, -0.20) 0.108 0.014 0.097 0.014 0.077 0.010 0.110 0.011

[-0.20, 0.00) 0.116 0.015 0.114 0.015 0.116 0.011 0.086 0.011

[0.00, 0.20) 0.088 0.015 0.112 0.015 0.114 0.012 0.131 0.011

[0.20, 0.40) 0.141 0.015 0.126 0.015 0.128 0.012 0.138 0.011

[0.40, 0.60) 0.128 0.015 0.142 0.014 0.134 0.011 0.110 0.010

[0.60, 0.80) 0.123 0.013 0.126 0.012 0.127 0.010 0.119 0.009

[0.80, 1.00) 0.129 0.010 0.134 0.010 0.117 0.007 0.119 0.007

cos θV [-1.00, -0.80) 0.128 0.008 0.132 0.009 0.142 0.011 0.149 0.011

[-0.80, -0.60) 0.122 0.010 0.102 0.009 0.115 0.012 0.108 0.013

[-0.60, -0.40) 0.090 0.010 0.105 0.011 0.095 0.013 0.092 0.013

[-0.40, -0.20) 0.092 0.012 0.065 0.011 0.078 0.014 0.092 0.013

[-0.20, 0.00) 0.090 0.013 0.094 0.013 0.082 0.015 0.076 0.013

[0.00, 0.20) 0.064 0.014 0.061 0.013 0.076 0.015 0.058 0.013

[0.20, 0.40) 0.093 0.016 0.077 0.016 0.081 0.016 0.086 0.014

[0.40, 0.60) 0.098 0.017 0.097 0.018 0.086 0.015 0.088 0.015

[0.60, 0.80) 0.074 0.019 0.123 0.020 0.119 0.015 0.112 0.014

[0.80, 1.00) 0.149 0.020 0.144 0.020 0.126 0.012 0.139 0.013

χ [0.00, 0.63) 0.093 0.014 0.079 0.012 0.101 0.013 0.064 0.012

[0.63, 1.26) 0.083 0.013 0.081 0.012 0.086 0.013 0.094 0.013

[1.26, 1.88) 0.104 0.013 0.123 0.013 0.129 0.014 0.119 0.013

[1.88, 2.51) 0.119 0.012 0.095 0.012 0.086 0.013 0.108 0.013

[2.51, 3.14) 0.065 0.011 0.081 0.011 0.098 0.014 0.094 0.013

[3.14, 3.77) 0.106 0.012 0.096 0.011 0.086 0.014 0.100 0.013

[3.77, 4.40) 0.114 0.013 0.109 0.013 0.086 0.014 0.098 0.013

[4.40, 5.03) 0.113 0.013 0.131 0.014 0.148 0.014 0.125 0.013

[5.03, 5.65) 0.103 0.013 0.112 0.014 0.092 0.013 0.102 0.013

[5.65, 6.28) 0.099 0.014 0.094 0.014 0.089 0.014 0.097 0.013

to take into account shape uncertainties. Here θik repre-
sents the nuisance parameter vector element of bin i and

ηMC
ik the expected number of events in the same bin for

event type k as estimated from the simulation. The sys-

tematic effects on the shape of M2
miss have a small impact

on the yields in M2
miss with the largest uncertainty from

the finite sample size of the simulated MC templates.
For the unfolding and acceptance correction procedure



10

[1
.0

0,
 1

.0
5]

[1
.0

5,
 1

.1
0]

[1
.1

0,
 1

.1
5]

[1
.1

5,
 1

.2
0]

[1
.2

0,
 1

.2
5]

[1
.2

5,
 1

.3
0]

[1
.3

0,
 1

.3
5]

[1
.3

5,
 1

.4
0]

[1
.4

0,
 1

.4
5]

[1
.4

5,
 2

.0
0]

[-1
.0

0,
 -0

.8
0]

[-0
.8

0,
 -0

.6
0]

[-0
.6

0,
 -0

.4
0]

[-0
.4

0,
 -0

.2
0]

[-0
.2

0,
 0

.0
0]

[0
.0

0,
 0

.2
0]

[0
.2

0,
 0

.4
0]

[0
.4

0,
 0

.6
0]

[0
.6

0,
 0

.8
0]

[0
.8

0,
 1

.0
0]

[-1
.0

0,
 -0

.8
0]

[-0
.8

0,
 -0

.6
0]

[-0
.6

0,
 -0

.4
0]

[-0
.4

0,
 -0

.2
0]

[-0
.2

0,
 0

.0
0]

[0
.0

0,
 0

.2
0]

[0
.2

0,
 0

.4
0]

[0
.4

0,
 0

.6
0]

[0
.6

0,
 0

.8
0]

[0
.8

0,
 1

.0
0]

[0
.0

0,
 0

.6
3]

[0
.6

3,
 1

.2
6]

[1
.2

6,
 1

.8
8]

[1
.8

8,
 2

.5
1]

[2
.5

1,
 3

.1
4]

[3
.1

4,
 3

.7
7]

[3
.7

7,
 4

.4
0]

[4
.4

0,
 5

.0
3]

[5
.0

3,
 5

.6
5]

[5
.6

5,
 6

.2
8]

0

25

50

75

100

125

150

175

200
Ac

ce
pt

an
ce

 ×
10

6
Normal
Approximation
Intervals

w cos cos V

B0 D* + e e

B0 D* +

B D*0e e

B D*0

FIG. 7. Acceptance functions for the four decay modes con-
sidered. As expected they behave differently for charged and
neutral B mesons, due to the charged and neutral slow pion
reconstruction. The uncertainty on the acceptance is statisti-
cal only and calculated using normal approximation intervals.
Additional systematic uncertainties are considered, for details
see the text.
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FIG. 8. Our determined shapes for the four decay modes using
matrix inversion to correct for the migrations and applying
the acceptance correction.

TABLE II. The compatibility of the measurements from the
different decay modes determined with the statistical and sys-
tematic covariance matrix and the statistical covariance ma-
trix only. All modes agree well with each other.

χ
2

/ dof p χ
2
stat / ndf pstat

B → D
∗
`ν̄` 94.7 / 108 0.82 102.0 / 108 0.65

B̄
0 → D

∗+
`ν̄` 26.3 / 36 0.88 27.7 / 36 0.84

B
− → D

∗0
`ν̄` 31.6 / 36 0.68 33.8 / 36 0.57

B
(0,−) → D

∗(+,0)
eν̄e 27.4 / 36 0.85 29.2 / 36 0.78

B
(0,−) → D

∗(+,0)
µν̄µ 42.5 / 36 0.21 45.7 / 36 0.13

we consider uncertainties originating from the D decay
branching fractions, the B → D∗ ` ν̄` form factors, the
limited MC statistics, the lepton identification efficiency,
and the efficiencies for reconstruction of tracks, neutral
pions, slow pions, and K0

S mesons. The impact of these
systematic effects on the unfolding and acceptance cor-
rection is determined by varying the MC sample used to
determine the migration matrices and acceptance func-
tion within the uncertainty of the given systematic effect,
and repeating the unfolding and acceptance correction
procedure.

The calibration factors for the FEI are determined
from a study of hadronically tagged inclusive B → Xc`ν̄`
decays. The study is performed in bins of the FEI signal
probability and the tag-side channels. The calibration
factors are defined as the ratio of expected and measured
number of events in each bin. The absolute efficiency of
the FEI cancels in the measurement of the shapes. The
impact of the FEI on the measured shapes is determined
by weighting the events after removing FEI calibration
factors and determining the difference after applying un-
folding and acceptance correction. We treat this uncer-
tainty as fully correlated.

The individual contributions of the uncertainties to the
normalized shapes are listed in Appendix A.

VIII. DETERMINATION OF THE FORM
FACTORS AND IMPLICATIONS ON |Vcb|

We use the averaged B → D∗`ν̄` shapes to fit the BGL
and CLN form factor parameterizations to the data. We
minimize the χ2 defined by

χ2 =

(
∆~Γm

Γm − ∆ ~Γp(~x)

Γp(~x)

)
C−1

exp

(
∆~Γm

Γm − ∆~Γp(~x)

Γp(~x)

)T
+ (Γext − Γp(~x))2/σ(Γext)2

+ (hX − h
LQCD
X )C−1

LQCD(hX − h
LQCD
X ) , (28)

with the measured (predicted) differential rate

∆~Γm(p)/Γm(p), where the predicted rate is a func-
tion of the form factor coefficients ~x and |Vcb|. The
rate is calculated assuming the meson masses of
mB = 5.28 GeV and mD

∗ = 2.01 GeV, and the lepton as
massless. Cexp (CLQCD) is the covariance matrix of the
experimental (lattice) data.

We rely on external branching fractions provided by
HFLAV [11] to determine |Vcb| :

B(B− → D∗0`ν̄`) = (5.58± 0.22)% , (29)

B(B̄0 → D∗+`ν̄`) = (4.97± 0.12)% . (30)

We combine these branching fractions assuming isospin

and by using the B+/0 lifetimes τ
B̄

0 = 1.520 ps and
τ
B

− = 1.638 ps from Ref. [3]. Expressing this average

as a B̄0 branching fraction we find:

B(B̄0 → D∗+`ν̄`) = (5.03± 0.10)% . (31)
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The form factor normalization is constrained at zero-
recoil with hX = hA1

(1) = 0.906 ± 0.013 from Ref. [17]
for our nominal fit scenario. For the BGL form factor
fit, we truncate the series based on the result of a nested
hypothesis test (NHT) [40] with the additional constraint
that the inclusion of additional coefficients do not result
in correlations of larger than r = 0.95. This leads to the
choice of na = 1, nb = 2, nc = 1 free parameters, with the
constraint for c0 defined in Eq. (12). More details about
the NHT can be found in Appendix B. For the CLN type
parameterization we determine three coefficients: ρ2 ,
R1(1), and R2(1).

Both form factor parameterizations are able to describe
the data with p-values of 7% and 6% for BGL and CLN,
respectively, and the extracted |Vcb| values of both deter-
minations are compatible. The fitted shapes are shown
in Fig. 9 (red and blue bands) and the numerical values
for the coefficients and |Vcb| are listed in Table III and
Table IV for BGL and CLN, respectively. In the figure
we also show the recent beyond zero-recoil prediction of
Ref. [16] as a green band. Its agreement with the mea-
sured spectra has a p-value of 11%. We also perform fits
to our measured B̄0 and B− shapes separately, with the
corresponding external branching fraction input. The re-
sults are compatible with each other, and the individual
extracted |Vcb| values are listed in Table V. We observe a
discrepancy between the |Vcb| values from the charged-
and neutral-only fits (p = 5%). Correcting for the exist-
ing disagreement between the charged and neutral input
branching fractions from HFLAV [11] and comparing the
full set of BGL coefficients and |Vcb| we recover a p-value
of 20%.

Additionally, we tested explicitly the impact of the
d’Agostini bias [41] on the reported results. The impact
of this bias on our quoted values of |Vcb| and the form
factor parameters is approximately a factor of 30 smaller
than the quoted uncertainties and we thus do not apply
an additional correction.

We also test the impact of the preliminary lattice re-
sults that constrain the B → D∗ form factors beyond
zero recoil of Ref. [16] using two scenarios:

1. Inclusion of hA1
beyond zero recoil:

hX ≡ hA1
(w) ,

2. Inclusion of the full lattice information:
hX ≡ hX(w) = {hA1

(w), R1(w), R2(w)},

where we consider the points at w = {1.03, 1.10, 1.17}
and use the provided correlations between the lattice
data points. We translate the lattice data points and
propagate their uncertainty and correlation into pre-
dictions of R1(w) = (w + 1)mBmD

∗g(w)/f(w) and
R2(w) = (w−r)/(w−1)−F1(w)/(mB(w−1)f(w)) with
r = mD

∗/mB .
Including lattice points for hA1

beyond zero-recoil re-
sults in a good fit (pBGL = 11%, pCLN = 9%) compatible
with our nominal scenario. Including the full lattice in-
formation results in a poor fit (pBGL = 2%, pCLN = 2%),
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FIG. 9. The fitted shapes for both BGL (blue) and CLN (or-
ange) parametrization. Both parametrizations are able to ex-
plain the data, and are compatible with each other. Note that
the BGL (blue) band almost completely overlays the CLN
(orange) band. The green band is the prediction using BGL
coefficients from lattice QCD calculations in [16].

TABLE III. Fitted BGL121 coefficients and correlations.

Value Correlation

a0 × 10
3

25.98± 1.40 1.00 0.26 −0.23 0.28 −0.31

b0 × 10
3

13.11± 0.18 0.26 1.00 −0.01 −0.01 −0.62

b1 × 10
3 −7.86± 12.51 −0.23 −0.01 1.00 0.26 −0.47

c1 × 10
3 −0.92± 0.97 0.28 −0.01 0.26 1.00 −0.49

|Vcb| × 10
3

40.55± 0.91 −0.31 −0.62 −0.47 −0.49 1.00

where the disagreement is predominantly generated in
R2(w). The extracted |Vcb| values in the different lat-
tice scenarios are compatible with each other, as shown
in Table VI. We also investigate the beyond zero-recoil
lattice data for an equivalent number of BGL coefficients
Na = 3, Nb = 3, Nc = 2 as used in Ref. [16]. We find a

much higher value of |Vcb| = (42.67 ± 0.98) × 10−3 with
a p-value of 5%. The full details of the fit can be found
in Appendix C.

Using on our measured cos θ` shapes we determine
the forward-backward asymmetry over the full w phase-
space,

AFB =

∫ 1

0
d cos` dΓ/d cos`−

∫ 0

−1
d cos` dΓ/d cos`∫ 1

0
d cos` dΓ/d cos` +

∫ 0

−1
d cos` dΓ/d cos`

, (32)

TABLE IV. Fitted CLN coefficients and correlations.

Value Correlation

ρ
2

1.22± 0.09 1.00 0.58 −0.88 0.37

R1(1) 1.37± 0.08 0.58 1.00 −0.66 −0.03

R2(1) 0.88± 0.07 −0.88 −0.66 1.00 −0.14

|Vcb| × 10
3

40.11± 0.85 0.37 −0.03 −0.14 1.00
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TABLE V. Extracted |Vcb| × 10
3

values with our fitted form

factor coefficients to the averaged B
− → D

∗
`ν, B̄

0 → D
∗
`ν,

and B → D
∗
` ν̄` shapes, with the external input for the abso-

lute branching fractions described in the text, and our nom-
inal scenario for the lattice input: hA1

(1) = 0.906 ± 0.013
from [17].

BGL121 CLN

B
+ → D

∗0
`ν̄` 42.0± 1.2 41.4± 1.2

B̄
0 → D

∗+
`ν̄` 38.5± 1.3 38.3± 1.1

B → D
∗
`ν̄` 40.6± 0.9 40.1± 0.9

TABLE VI. Extracted |Vcb| × 10
3

values with our fitted form
factor coefficients to the averaged B → D

∗
` ν̄` shape, with the

external input for the absolute branching fractions described
in the text, and different scenarios for the lattice input.

BGL121 CLN

hA1
(1) 40.6± 0.9 40.1± 0.9

hA1
(w) 40.2± 0.9 40.0± 0.9

hA1
(w), R1(w), R2(w) 39.3± 0.8 39.4± 0.9

by summing the last five and first five bins in the mea-
sured shape of cos θ` considering the correlations of the
uncertainties. We also determine the differences

∆AFB = AµFB −A
e
FB . (33)

The numerical values are tabulated in Table VII and Ta-
ble VIII for AFB and ∆AFB respectively.

Using our measured cos θV shapes we determine the

longitudinal polarization fraction FD
∗

L by fitting the re-
lation [42]:

1

Γ

dΓ

d cos θV
=

3

2

(
FL cos2 θV +

1− FL
2

sin2 θV

)
. (34)

The fit to the fully averaged spectrum, together with the
expectation from LQCD (green band) using Ref. [16], is
shown in Fig. 10. We also determine the differences

∆FL = FµL − F
e
L . (35)

TABLE VII. The forward-backward asymmetries for the four
decay modes and B̄

0
B

−
averages. The first uncertainty is

statistical and the second uncertainty is systematic.

AFB

B̄
0 → D

∗+
eν̄e 0.218± 0.030± 0.008

B̄
0 → D

∗+
µν̄µ 0.280± 0.032± 0.009

B
− → D

∗0
eν̄e 0.239± 0.023± 0.007

B
− → D

∗0
µν̄µ 0.236± 0.023± 0.006

B
(0,−) → D

∗(+,0)
eν̄e 0.230± 0.018± 0.005

B
(0,−) → D

∗(+,0)
µν̄µ 0.252± 0.019± 0.005

TABLE VIII. The difference of the forward-backward asym-
metries for the B̄

0
and B

−
modes, and for the B̄

0
B

−
averages.

The first uncertainty is statistical and the second uncertainty
is systematic.

∆AFB

B̄
0 → D

∗+
`ν̄` 0.062± 0.044± 0.011

B
− → D

∗0
`ν̄` −0.003± 0.033± 0.009

B → D
∗
`ν̄` 0.022± 0.026± 0.007
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[-0.80, -0.60]

[-0.60, -0.40]

[-0.40, -0.20]

[-0.20, 0.00]

[0.00, 0.20]

[0.20, 0.40]

[0.40, 0.60]

[0.60, 0.80]

[0.80, 1.00]

cos V

0.3

0.4

0.5

0.6

0.7

0.8

0.9

1.0

1/
×

/
co

s
V

Fit
2 / ndf = 4.7 / 8

p = 0.79

FD *
L  = 0.469+/-0.024 Lattice [2105.14019]

FD *
L  = 0.501+/-0.012 Fit

B D*

FIG. 10. A representative fit of the longitudinal polarization
fraction to the cos θV shape of the average spectrum B →
D

∗
` ν̄`. The green band is the prediction using the BGL

coefficients from lattice QCD calculations from [16]. The blue
band is our fit result.

TABLE IX. The longitudinal polarization fractions for the
four decay modes and various averages. The first uncertainty
is statistical and the second uncertainty is systematic.

F
D

∗

L

B̄
0 → D

∗+
eν̄e 0.471± 0.024± 0.007

B̄
0 → D

∗+
µν̄µ 0.503± 0.023± 0.007

B
− → D

∗0
eν̄e 0.501± 0.025± 0.007

B
− → D

∗0
µν̄µ 0.526± 0.024± 0.007

B
(0,−) → D

∗(+,0)
eν̄e 0.485± 0.017± 0.005

B
(0,−) → D

∗(+,0)
µν̄µ 0.518± 0.017± 0.005

B̄
0 → D

∗+
`ν̄` 0.487± 0.017± 0.005

B
− → D

∗0
`ν̄` 0.514± 0.017± 0.005

B → D
∗
`ν̄` 0.501± 0.012± 0.003

TABLE X. The difference of the longitudinal polarization
fractions for the B̄

0
and B

−
modes, and for the B̄

0
B

−
av-

erages. The first uncertainty is statistical and the second
uncertainty is systematics.

∆F
D

∗

L

B̄
0 → D

∗+
`ν̄` 0.032± 0.033± 0.010

B
− → D

∗0
`ν̄` 0.025± 0.035± 0.010

B → D
∗
`ν̄` 0.034± 0.024± 0.007
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TABLE XI. The lepton flavor universality ratios for the B̄
0

and B
−

modes, and for the B̄
0
B

−
average. The first uncer-

tainty is statistical and the second uncertainty is systematic.

Reµ

B̄
0 → D

∗+
`ν̄` 1.010± 0.034± 0.025

B
− → D

∗0
`ν̄` 0.971± 0.025± 0.023

B → D
∗
`ν̄` 0.990± 0.021± 0.023

The numerical values are tabulated in Table IX and Ta-
ble X for FL and ∆FL respectively.

Finally, we determine the lepton flavor universality ra-
tios

Reµ =
B(B → D∗eν̄e)

B(B → D∗µν̄µ)
, (36)

where we assume that the efficiency from the tag side
reconstruction fully cancels in the ratio. The numerical
values are tabulated in Table XI.

IX. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

We presented measurements of differential distribu-
tions of B → D∗ ` ν̄` probing both B̄0 and B− modes.
In total, we measure the signal yield in 160 differential
bins, characterizing the 1D projections of the hadronic
recoil parameter w, and the angles cos θ`, cos θV , and χ.
In addition, the full experimental correlations between
the projections were determined, allowing for a simulta-
neous analysis of all bins. The lattice QCD calculation of
Ref. [17] at zero recoil was used for the |Vcb| extraction.
The value of the CKM matrix element |Vcb| was deter-
mined using external input for the branching fraction and
we find for our fit with the BGL parameterization, with
the number of floating BGL parameters determined using
a nested-hypothesis test,

|Vcb| = (40.6± 0.9)× 10−3 , (37)

in agreement with |Vcb| from inclusive determinations [8,
9]. A study of the recent lattice QCD calculations from
Ref. [16] was performed, and the impact on |Vcb| is shown
in Fig. 11, together with other determinations of |Vcb| .

The measured differential distribution of cos θ` is used
to determine the forward-backward asymmetry AFB for
electron and muon final states, as well as their difference.
We find values which are compatible with the predic-
tion from lattice QCD from Ref. [16], the predictions of
Refs. [44, 45], and the experimental value from Ref. [46]
determined in Ref. [45]. Similarly the longitudinal D∗

polarization fraction can be determined from the mea-
sured distribution of cos θV and we find good agreement
with Refs. [16, 44, 45]. Lastly, we obtain the lepton-flavor
universality ratio

Reµ =
B(B → D∗eν̄e)

B(B → D∗µν̄µ)
= 0.990± 0.021± 0.023 , (38)

37 38 39 40 41 42 43 44 45
|Vcb| × 103

Excl. BGL121 w/ hA1(1)
Excl. CLN     w/ hA1(1)

Excl. BGL121 w/ hA1(w)
Excl. CLN     w/ hA1(w)

Excl. BGL121 w/ hA1(w), R1(w), R2(w)
Excl. CLN     w/ hA1(w), R1(w), R2(w)

Excl. CLN HFLAV Summer 2021

Incl. E , mX Moments
Incl. q2 Moments

CKM Unitarity

FIG. 11. Our extracted |Vcb| values using the lattice input
from Ref. [17] (black) and Ref. [16] (blue), together with the
latest exclusive HFLAV average [43] (purple), determinations
from inclusive approaches [8, 9] (orange), and from CKM uni-
tarity (grey).

which is in good agreement with Refs. [44, 45].
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TABLE XII. Uncertainties in % for the B̄
0 → D

∗
eν̄e channel.

total M
2
miss fit FF(B → D

∗
`ν̄`) B(D → X) MC stat. ε(πslow) ε(LID) ε(π

0
) ε(Tracking) ε(K

0
S) FEI Shape

Projection Bin

w [1.00, 1.05) 16.99 16.12 1.48 1.02 4.90 0.83 0.32 0.19 0.08 0.02 0.83

[1.05, 1.10) 15.84 15.26 0.63 1.00 4.01 0.65 0.20 0.13 0.07 0.01 0.48

[1.10, 1.15) 13.07 12.61 0.47 0.39 3.33 0.20 0.15 0.10 0.04 0.01 0.23

[1.15, 1.20) 10.36 10.02 0.52 0.16 2.57 0.12 0.09 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.24

[1.20, 1.25) 9.95 9.59 0.52 0.17 2.56 0.17 0.04 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.28

[1.25, 1.30) 9.32 9.00 0.59 0.22 2.33 0.17 0.05 0.04 0.03 0.01 0.22

[1.30, 1.35) 9.79 9.43 0.41 0.39 2.49 0.24 0.10 0.07 0.02 0.01 0.43

[1.35, 1.40) 10.31 10.01 0.23 0.44 2.37 0.26 0.18 0.08 0.04 0.01 0.43

[1.40, 1.45) 9.55 9.27 0.61 0.39 2.16 0.29 0.21 0.10 0.03 0.01 0.09

[1.45, 1.50) 10.87 10.56 1.43 0.60 1.99 0.34 0.25 0.08 0.04 0.02 0.04

cos θ` [-1.00, -0.80) 23.89 23.34 2.19 0.24 4.43 0.16 0.89 0.04 0.01 0.01 0.68

[-0.80, -0.60) 15.03 14.57 0.58 0.15 3.55 0.10 0.81 0.05 0.01 0.00 0.26

[-0.60, -0.40) 16.55 16.11 0.40 0.11 3.65 0.08 0.80 0.02 0.00 0.01 0.49

[-0.40, -0.20) 13.00 12.56 0.30 0.09 3.30 0.05 0.47 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.12

[-0.20, 0.00) 12.95 12.52 0.35 0.13 3.13 0.10 0.16 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.95

[0.00, 0.20) 17.23 16.63 0.45 0.13 4.32 0.08 0.34 0.01 0.02 0.01 1.13

[0.20, 0.40) 10.94 10.53 0.41 0.13 2.92 0.03 0.32 0.05 0.01 0.00 0.36

[0.40, 0.60) 11.67 11.19 0.32 0.06 3.26 0.07 0.37 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.32

[0.60, 0.80) 10.30 10.01 0.38 0.10 2.35 0.05 0.33 0.06 0.00 0.01 0.30

[0.80, 1.00) 7.85 7.56 1.01 0.06 1.82 0.05 0.34 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.03

cos θV [-1.00, -0.80) 6.63 6.40 0.41 0.50 1.54 0.34 0.12 0.09 0.04 0.00 0.03

[-0.80, -0.60) 8.17 7.84 0.74 0.39 2.09 0.28 0.06 0.05 0.04 0.00 0.29

[-0.60, -0.40) 11.32 10.91 0.69 0.48 2.86 0.28 0.04 0.08 0.03 0.00 0.08

[-0.40, -0.20) 12.96 12.50 0.47 0.31 3.40 0.25 0.02 0.03 0.03 0.02 0.04

[-0.20, 0.00) 14.86 14.38 1.14 0.25 3.54 0.16 0.17 0.09 0.02 0.00 0.23

[0.00, 0.20) 21.80 21.10 1.15 0.18 5.34 0.21 0.08 0.04 0.02 0.01 0.19

[0.20, 0.40) 17.12 16.69 0.51 0.28 3.74 0.17 0.15 0.05 0.00 0.02 0.35

[0.40, 0.60) 16.98 16.51 0.80 0.17 3.84 0.24 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.01 0.20

[0.60, 0.80) 26.00 25.54 0.38 0.57 4.75 0.45 0.06 0.08 0.05 0.01 0.26

[0.80, 1.00) 13.61 13.22 0.32 0.93 3.04 0.60 0.13 0.20 0.06 0.01 0.07

χ [0.00, 0.63) 15.32 14.90 0.34 0.22 3.50 0.11 0.08 0.02 0.00 0.01 0.19

[0.63, 1.26) 15.17 14.76 0.27 0.22 3.43 0.09 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.43

[1.26, 1.88) 12.56 12.24 0.40 0.15 2.79 0.05 0.04 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.22

[1.88, 2.51) 10.47 10.17 0.18 0.10 2.41 0.06 0.01 0.02 0.00 0.01 0.61

[2.51, 3.14) 16.26 15.74 0.55 0.21 3.99 0.06 0.05 0.06 0.01 0.01 0.59

[3.14, 3.77) 11.39 11.01 0.58 0.15 2.83 0.06 0.09 0.01 0.03 0.01 0.19

[3.77, 4.40) 11.70 11.26 0.17 0.04 3.18 0.09 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.03

[4.40, 5.03) 11.66 11.26 0.34 0.09 3.00 0.07 0.01 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.33

[5.03, 5.65) 12.24 11.83 0.29 0.10 3.11 0.06 0.04 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.03

[5.65, 6.28) 13.85 13.45 0.31 0.09 3.30 0.09 0.05 0.01 0.02 0.00 0.21

Appendix A: Systematic Tables

Tables XII, XIII, XIV, and XV, provide the individual contributions of each uncertainty to the normalized shape
of B̄0 → D∗eν̄e, B̄

0 → D∗µν̄µ, B− → D∗eν̄e, and B− → D∗µν̄µ. The columns in the tables are the total uncertainty,

the uncertainty from the M2
miss fits, from the B → D∗ ` ν̄` form factors, from the D branching fractions, from the

limited MC statistics, from the slow pion efficiency, from the lepton identification, on the π0 efficiency, from the
tracking efficiency, and from the K0

S efficiency.
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TABLE XIII. Uncertainties in % for the B̄
0 → D

∗
µν̄µ channel.

total M
2
miss fit FF(B → D

∗
`ν̄`) B(D → X) MC stat. ε(πslow) ε(LID) ε(π

0
) ε(Tracking) ε(K

0
S) FEI Shape

Projection Bin

w [1.00, 1.05) 17.71 16.97 1.52 0.95 4.67 0.64 0.19 0.22 0.08 0.02 0.38

[1.05, 1.10) 13.31 12.68 0.61 0.99 3.82 0.64 0.09 0.21 0.08 0.01 0.33

[1.10, 1.15) 15.02 14.64 0.52 0.49 3.18 0.32 0.18 0.09 0.05 0.01 0.70

[1.15, 1.20) 10.25 9.88 0.56 0.10 2.68 0.14 0.05 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.19

[1.20, 1.25) 9.34 8.88 0.61 0.17 2.83 0.13 0.00 0.04 0.02 0.01 0.14

[1.25, 1.30) 9.78 9.40 0.60 0.26 2.62 0.16 0.01 0.05 0.02 0.01 0.10

[1.30, 1.35) 8.93 8.52 0.38 0.33 2.60 0.24 0.06 0.05 0.03 0.01 0.15

[1.35, 1.40) 10.55 10.19 0.28 0.38 2.66 0.26 0.13 0.07 0.02 0.01 0.32

[1.40, 1.45) 10.55 10.20 0.61 0.51 2.48 0.29 0.11 0.10 0.04 0.00 0.60

[1.45, 1.50) 10.18 9.81 1.30 0.49 2.32 0.34 0.14 0.11 0.03 0.01 0.09

cos θ` [-1.00, -0.80) 24.01 23.32 2.17 0.45 5.21 0.37 0.05 0.12 0.02 0.01 0.72

[-0.80, -0.60) 27.29 26.57 0.64 0.37 6.18 0.16 0.08 0.08 0.03 0.01 0.01

[-0.60, -0.40) 18.03 17.53 0.38 0.22 4.21 0.08 0.05 0.05 0.01 0.01 0.34

[-0.40, -0.20) 14.09 13.74 0.34 0.15 3.07 0.11 0.05 0.04 0.02 0.01 0.22

[-0.20, 0.00) 12.75 12.41 0.37 0.14 2.89 0.07 0.08 0.01 0.02 0.00 0.02

[0.00, 0.20) 13.24 12.87 0.48 0.12 3.03 0.04 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.04

[0.20, 0.40) 11.93 11.43 0.43 0.08 3.37 0.06 0.04 0.04 0.00 0.01 0.15

[0.40, 0.60) 10.07 9.63 0.29 0.20 2.92 0.04 0.03 0.08 0.01 0.01 0.04

[0.60, 0.80) 9.87 9.46 0.35 0.21 2.76 0.05 0.03 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.29

[0.80, 1.00) 7.47 7.10 1.01 0.14 2.07 0.06 0.13 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.18

cos θV [-1.00, -0.80) 6.69 6.39 0.44 0.49 1.83 0.34 0.04 0.10 0.04 0.01 0.19

[-0.80, -0.60) 9.31 8.98 0.72 0.48 2.25 0.30 0.02 0.08 0.03 0.00 0.15

[-0.60, -0.40) 10.17 9.74 0.62 0.51 2.79 0.29 0.06 0.11 0.02 0.00 0.20

[-0.40, -0.20) 16.39 15.84 0.45 0.25 4.18 0.24 0.01 0.01 0.03 0.02 0.17

[-0.20, 0.00) 13.92 13.30 1.12 0.30 3.94 0.26 0.04 0.06 0.03 0.01 0.24

[0.00, 0.20) 20.69 19.89 1.07 0.21 5.59 0.19 0.07 0.03 0.02 0.01 0.42

[0.20, 0.40) 20.55 19.91 0.47 0.17 5.02 0.20 0.05 0.07 0.02 0.02 0.47

[0.40, 0.60) 18.12 17.58 0.74 0.22 4.19 0.19 0.12 0.06 0.01 0.03 0.98

[0.60, 0.80) 16.07 15.52 0.53 0.38 4.08 0.38 0.01 0.13 0.03 0.01 0.49

[0.80, 1.00) 13.62 13.17 0.24 0.93 3.30 0.56 0.02 0.14 0.06 0.01 0.16

χ [0.00, 0.63) 15.80 15.42 0.26 0.15 3.41 0.19 0.12 0.02 0.02 0.01 0.11

[0.63, 1.26) 15.16 14.66 0.27 0.19 3.86 0.10 0.01 0.08 0.01 0.01 0.18

[1.26, 1.88) 10.69 10.44 0.35 0.14 2.29 0.06 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.01 0.23

[1.88, 2.51) 13.18 12.80 0.19 0.17 3.14 0.06 0.05 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.07

[2.51, 3.14) 14.20 13.68 0.62 0.24 3.70 0.08 0.05 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.50

[3.14, 3.77) 11.60 11.17 0.58 0.11 3.05 0.10 0.03 0.07 0.00 0.01 0.01

[3.77, 4.40) 11.97 11.61 0.16 0.10 2.88 0.08 0.06 0.08 0.01 0.01 0.24

[4.40, 5.03) 10.45 10.04 0.37 0.08 2.87 0.04 0.03 0.02 0.00 0.01 0.02

[5.03, 5.65) 12.64 12.12 0.30 0.11 3.58 0.07 0.02 0.03 0.02 0.01 0.10

[5.65, 6.28) 14.51 13.95 0.33 0.15 3.97 0.09 0.11 0.03 0.03 0.01 0.25
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TABLE XIV. Uncertainties in % for the B
− → D

∗
eν̄e channel.

total M
2
miss fit FF(B → D

∗
`ν̄`) B(D → X) MC stat. ε(πslow) ε(LID) ε(π

0
) ε(Tracking) ε(K

0
S) FEI Shape

Projection Bin

w [1.00, 1.05) 7.69 7.29 1.51 0.13 1.81 0.44 0.30 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.39

[1.05, 1.10) 7.22 6.91 0.66 0.06 1.92 0.35 0.25 0.03 0.01 0.01 0.12

[1.10, 1.15) 7.34 7.12 0.33 0.10 1.73 0.24 0.15 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.02

[1.15, 1.20) 7.07 6.78 0.56 0.08 1.89 0.11 0.12 0.02 0.00 0.01 0.05

[1.20, 1.25) 9.17 8.90 0.55 0.12 2.13 0.09 0.02 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.12

[1.25, 1.30) 7.88 7.56 0.63 0.08 2.13 0.15 0.03 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.19

[1.30, 1.35) 9.37 9.06 0.36 0.03 2.36 0.18 0.06 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.06

[1.35, 1.40) 10.94 10.67 0.23 0.07 2.39 0.23 0.11 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.11

[1.40, 1.45) 9.88 9.66 0.65 0.13 1.94 0.23 0.26 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.25

[1.45, 1.51) 10.63 10.26 1.37 0.08 2.36 0.28 0.34 0.05 0.01 0.01 0.29

cos θ` [-1.00, -0.80) 13.70 13.13 2.28 0.15 3.08 0.10 0.62 0.01 0.02 0.00 0.37

[-0.80, -0.60) 11.33 11.05 0.57 0.06 2.31 0.08 0.76 0.02 0.00 0.01 0.05

[-0.60, -0.40) 9.95 9.69 0.25 0.12 2.16 0.09 0.61 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.07

[-0.40, -0.20) 12.57 12.20 0.21 0.18 3.00 0.09 0.40 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.15

[-0.20, 0.00) 9.66 9.42 0.32 0.14 2.11 0.04 0.03 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.19

[0.00, 0.20) 10.59 10.28 0.38 0.14 2.51 0.06 0.25 0.03 0.01 0.00 0.31

[0.20, 0.40) 9.09 8.78 0.33 0.21 2.32 0.05 0.27 0.06 0.01 0.01 0.05

[0.40, 0.60) 8.54 8.22 0.36 0.13 2.26 0.04 0.25 0.04 0.01 0.01 0.00

[0.60, 0.80) 7.86 7.58 0.27 0.05 2.02 0.07 0.27 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.23

[0.80, 1.00) 6.34 6.10 0.64 0.07 1.62 0.06 0.22 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.10

cos θV [-1.00, -0.80) 7.66 7.43 0.36 0.07 1.77 0.44 0.09 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.05

[-0.80, -0.60) 10.63 10.28 0.46 0.16 2.60 0.42 0.05 0.02 0.01 0.00 0.11

[-0.60, -0.40) 14.04 13.57 0.72 0.14 3.51 0.36 0.05 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.16

[-0.40, -0.20) 18.57 17.91 0.23 0.19 4.89 0.46 0.03 0.05 0.01 0.01 0.15

[-0.20, 0.00) 17.95 17.36 0.70 0.29 4.52 0.22 0.14 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.13

[0.00, 0.20) 20.03 19.42 0.65 0.43 4.83 0.29 0.22 0.07 0.02 0.01 0.13

[0.20, 0.40) 19.40 18.76 0.19 0.50 4.87 0.24 0.02 0.09 0.02 0.01 0.33

[0.40, 0.60) 17.74 17.08 0.65 0.07 4.74 0.34 0.04 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.33

[0.60, 0.80) 12.43 12.12 0.39 0.13 2.69 0.48 0.03 0.06 0.01 0.01 0.21

[0.80, 1.00) 9.88 9.53 0.34 0.09 2.41 0.91 0.14 0.04 0.02 0.00 0.07

χ [0.00, 0.63) 13.29 12.87 0.17 0.18 3.32 0.10 0.03 0.02 0.03 0.00 0.02

[0.63, 1.26) 15.44 14.99 0.23 0.18 3.68 0.10 0.07 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.45

[1.26, 1.88) 10.95 10.63 0.12 0.08 2.63 0.07 0.06 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.35

[1.88, 2.51) 15.45 15.01 0.30 0.11 3.63 0.10 0.03 0.04 0.00 0.01 0.32

[2.51, 3.14) 14.06 13.65 0.20 0.15 3.38 0.12 0.03 0.04 0.01 0.01 0.28

[3.14, 3.77) 16.16 15.63 0.16 0.12 4.08 0.08 0.01 0.06 0.01 0.00 0.41

[3.77, 4.40) 16.04 15.55 0.26 0.16 3.93 0.09 0.03 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.15

[4.40, 5.03) 9.57 9.24 0.13 0.08 2.48 0.07 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.33

[5.03, 5.65) 14.58 14.17 0.23 0.08 3.42 0.09 0.01 0.03 0.00 0.01 0.11

[5.65, 6.28) 15.59 15.05 0.17 0.22 4.03 0.10 0.01 0.07 0.02 0.00 0.07



19

TABLE XV. Uncertainties in % for the B
− → D

∗
µν̄µ channel.

total M
2
miss fit FF(B → D

∗
`ν̄`) B(D → X) MC stat. ε(πslow) ε(LID) ε(π

0
) ε(Tracking) ε(K

0
S) FEI Shape

Projection Bin

w [1.00, 1.05) 7.54 7.04 1.52 0.05 2.13 0.40 0.07 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.43

[1.05, 1.10) 7.03 6.70 0.69 0.07 1.96 0.32 0.06 0.03 0.01 0.01 0.17

[1.10, 1.15) 5.82 5.55 0.32 0.11 1.69 0.21 0.05 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00

[1.15, 1.20) 6.56 6.24 0.59 0.10 1.92 0.09 0.04 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.13

[1.20, 1.25) 7.47 7.16 0.53 0.05 2.04 0.10 0.03 0.02 0.00 0.01 0.13

[1.25, 1.30) 8.09 7.79 0.60 0.08 2.07 0.12 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.15

[1.30, 1.35) 9.69 9.29 0.35 0.08 2.74 0.14 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.10

[1.35, 1.40) 10.62 10.25 0.23 0.07 2.75 0.21 0.05 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.18

[1.40, 1.45) 11.19 10.84 0.61 0.07 2.68 0.25 0.13 0.03 0.01 0.01 0.16

[1.45, 1.51) 14.00 13.69 1.28 0.15 2.63 0.28 0.10 0.03 0.01 0.02 0.21

cos θ` [-1.00, -0.80) 15.29 14.74 2.48 0.32 3.19 0.15 0.11 0.06 0.02 0.01 0.13

[-0.80, -0.60) 12.43 12.03 1.08 0.09 2.96 0.09 0.04 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.13

[-0.60, -0.40) 10.89 10.55 0.34 0.05 2.66 0.13 0.09 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.26

[-0.40, -0.20) 9.55 9.25 0.27 0.07 2.37 0.03 0.02 0.04 0.01 0.01 0.09

[-0.20, 0.00) 12.17 11.84 0.34 0.17 2.76 0.05 0.03 0.05 0.03 0.00 0.24

[0.00, 0.20) 8.63 8.35 0.42 0.06 2.12 0.07 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.00 0.28

[0.20, 0.40) 8.03 7.75 0.40 0.05 2.06 0.05 0.03 0.03 0.01 0.01 0.08

[0.40, 0.60) 8.86 8.50 0.42 0.08 2.47 0.05 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.12

[0.60, 0.80) 7.32 6.97 0.30 0.05 2.23 0.08 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.13

[0.80, 1.00) 5.76 5.54 0.59 0.12 1.44 0.06 0.08 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.11

cos θV [-1.00, -0.80) 7.33 6.98 0.40 0.07 2.18 0.43 0.02 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.05

[-0.80, -0.60) 11.91 11.50 0.39 0.33 3.04 0.40 0.10 0.03 0.02 0.01 0.01

[-0.60, -0.40) 13.85 13.33 0.60 0.20 3.68 0.33 0.05 0.06 0.00 0.01 0.05

[-0.40, -0.20) 14.21 13.61 0.28 0.21 4.04 0.33 0.02 0.03 0.02 0.01 0.18

[-0.20, 0.00) 17.32 16.50 0.65 0.14 5.23 0.29 0.02 0.00 0.03 0.01 0.33

[0.00, 0.20) 22.95 22.24 0.57 0.26 5.60 0.29 0.03 0.05 0.00 0.01 0.34

[0.20, 0.40) 16.51 16.03 0.18 0.13 3.90 0.32 0.06 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.51

[0.40, 0.60) 17.25 16.71 0.70 0.15 4.18 0.36 0.02 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.17

[0.60, 0.80) 12.47 12.17 0.45 0.30 2.61 0.48 0.05 0.04 0.01 0.01 0.23

[0.80, 1.00) 9.26 8.89 0.35 0.11 2.40 0.83 0.03 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00

χ [0.00, 0.63) 19.29 18.65 0.24 0.20 4.80 0.29 0.01 0.14 0.03 0.01 0.91

[0.63, 1.26) 14.22 13.78 0.24 0.07 3.52 0.13 0.03 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.08

[1.26, 1.88) 10.98 10.60 0.14 0.10 2.84 0.05 0.04 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.14

[1.88, 2.51) 12.27 11.87 0.22 0.13 3.07 0.08 0.04 0.03 0.02 0.01 0.10

[2.51, 3.14) 13.73 13.28 0.27 0.20 3.44 0.21 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01

[3.14, 3.77) 12.78 12.25 0.18 0.19 3.62 0.16 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00

[3.77, 4.40) 13.21 12.72 0.17 0.08 3.53 0.06 0.06 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.49

[4.40, 5.03) 10.68 10.32 0.11 0.15 2.72 0.06 0.04 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.38

[5.03, 5.65) 12.72 12.29 0.19 0.09 3.28 0.06 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.11

[5.65, 6.28) 13.42 13.02 0.21 0.16 3.24 0.10 0.03 0.03 0.02 0.02 0.12
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TABLE XVI. The result of the NHT without the unitarity bound on the coefficients an, bn, and cn. The ρmax columns is the
largest off-diagonal correlation coefficients and used to reject hypothesis if ρmax ≥ 0.95. Highlighted in bold is the expansion
order used in the main text.

|Vcb| χ
2

dof N ρmax

BGL111 40.3± 0.8 45.7 32 3 0.71

BGL112 40.8± 0.9 43.8 31 4 0.98

BGL121 40.6± 0.9 45.3 31 4 0.62

BGL122 41.3± 1.0 42.8 30 5 0.98

BGL131 38.6± 1.5 42.7 30 5 0.98

BGL132 39.1± 1.5 38.4 29 6 0.98

BGL211 39.8± 0.9 43.5 31 4 0.99

BGL212 40.3± 0.9 40.2 30 5 0.99

BGL221 37.3± 1.2 39.5 30 5 0.99

BGL222 38.4± 1.9 38.8 29 6 1.00

BGL231 38.2± 1.5 40.6 29 6 0.96

BGL232 39.0± 1.5 38.1 28 7 0.98

BGL311 40.0± 0.9 43.3 30 5 0.97

BGL312 39.9± 1.0 37.7 29 6 0.97

BGL321 37.4± 1.2 39.2 29 6 0.96

BGL322 39.4± 1.8 37.6 28 7 0.98

BGL331 38.0± 1.5 38.4 28 7 0.99

BGL332 38.8± 2.1 38.1 27 8 0.99

Appendix B: Nested Hypothesis Test (NHT)

We perform a NHT to determine the optimal number of coefficients in the BGL form factor expansion. Starting
point for the NHT is Na = 1, Nb = 1, and Nc = 1 to allow at least one degree of freedom to each contributing form
factor. To truncate the series, we reject hypotheses with ∆χ2 < 1 when moving from N to N + 1 free parameters in
the fit. Additionally, we reject hypotheses that introduce correlations over 95% in the free parameters to avoid blind
directions in the fit. The NHT converges to the choice of Na = 1, Nb = 1, and Nc = 1. For our nominal fit scenario
we choose the fit one order higher to estimate truncation related uncertainties. The fit with Na = 1, Nb = 2, and
Nc = 1 is the only N + 1 hypothesis that does not introduce larger than 95% correlations. The full set of NHT results
are tabulated in Table XVI.

We also perform the NHT as a cross-check by enforcing unitarity bounds of the form

N∑
n=0

|an|
2 ≤ 1,

N∑
n=0

(|bn|
2 + |cn|

2) ≤ 1,

(B1)

on the coefficients an, bn, and cn. The NHT results with the unitarity bound are tabulated in Table XVII.
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TABLE XVII. The result of the NHT when enforcing the unitarity bound given in Eq. B1 on the coefficients an, bn, and cn.
The ρmax columns is the largest off-diagonal correlation coefficients and used to reject hypothesis if ρmax ≥ 95. Highlighted in
bold is the expansion order used in the main text.

|Vcb| χ
2

dof N ρmax

BGL111 40.3± 0.8 45.7 32 3 0.71

BGL112 40.8± 0.8 42.6 31 4 0.97

BGL121 40.6± 0.9 45.3 31 4 0.62

BGL122 41.4± 1.0 41.5 30 5 0.97

BGL131 39.9± 0.9 42.4 30 5 0.61

BGL132 40.7± 1.0 39.3 29 6 0.98

BGL211 39.8± 0.9 42.1 31 4 0.99

BGL212 40.4± 0.9 37.5 30 5 0.99

BGL221 40.9± 1.0 45.1 30 5 0.93

BGL222 39.2± 1.0 36.5 29 6 0.96

BGL231 40.3± 1.0 41.8 29 6 0.94

BGL232 41.0± 1.0 39.0 28 7 0.97

BGL311 39.8± 0.9 42.1 30 5 0.99

BGL312 40.4± 0.9 37.4 29 6 0.99

BGL321 38.5± 0.9 39.4 29 6 0.65

BGL322 39.2± 1.0 36.4 28 7 0.96

BGL331 38.3± 0.9 38.1 28 7 0.86

BGL332 38.7± 1.5 36.0 27 8 0.99
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TABLE XVIII. Fitted BGL332 coefficients and correlations with the constraint on the coefficients from Ref. [16].

Value Correlation

a0 × 10
3

32.03± 1.11 1.00 −0.43 −0.08 0.22 −0.06 0.02 0.07 −0.01 −0.25

a1 × 10
3 −202.43± 46.19 −0.43 1.00 −0.48 0.04 0.23 −0.17 0.18 −0.13 −0.17

a2 × 10
3 −824.26± 952.62 −0.08 −0.48 1.00 0.06 −0.01 −0.08 0.03 −0.06 −0.02

b0 × 10
3

12.41± 0.22 0.22 0.04 0.06 1.00 −0.16 0.10 −0.05 0.01 −0.71

b1 × 10
3 −7.00± 11.21 −0.06 0.23 −0.01 −0.16 1.00 −0.77 0.74 −0.62 −0.24

b2 × 10
3

195.79± 325.00 0.02 −0.17 −0.08 0.10 −0.77 1.00 −0.61 0.54 0.07

c1 × 10
3 −5.26± 2.15 0.07 0.18 0.03 −0.05 0.74 −0.61 1.00 −0.91 −0.33

c2 × 10
3

101.53± 40.08 −0.01 −0.13 −0.06 0.01 −0.62 0.54 −0.91 1.00 0.21

|Vcb| × 10
3

42.67± 0.98 −0.25 −0.17 −0.02 −0.71 −0.24 0.07 −0.33 0.21 1.00

Appendix C: BGL332 Beyond Zero-Recoil Fits

In this fit we directly incorporate the lattice data in the form of constraints on the coefficients in the BGL332 form
factor expansion as provided by Ref. [16]. We use the values provided solely based on the lattice calculation, without

any further experimental inputs. The corresponding term in the χ2 functions is modified to

χ2
LCQD = (~xLQCD − ~x)C−1

LQCD(~xLQCD − ~x) (C1)

with ~x = (a0, a1, a2, b0, b1, b2, c1, c2) and the corresponding covariance matrix CLQCD. The fitted coefficients are listed
in Table XVIII. The fitted differential shape, together with our fits from the main text, are compared in Fig. 12. We
also compare the fitted form factors hA1

, R1, and R2 in Fig. 13, Fig. 14, and Fig. 15, respectively.
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FIG. 12. The fitted shapes for our nominal BGL121 (blue) and CLN (orange) scenarios from the main text using the zero-recoil
point only. The result of the BGL332 fit with the constraints from Ref. [16] on the BGL coefficients is shown in red.
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FIG. 13. The fitted hA1
form factor for our nominal BGL121 (blue) and CLN (orange) scenarios from the main text using the

zero-recoil point only. The result of the BGL332 fit with the constraints from Ref. [16] on the BGL coefficients is shown in red.
The black data point is the zero-recoil data point from Ref. [17], the green data points are the beyond zero-recoil data points
from Ref. [16].



25

1.0 1.1 1.2 1.3 1.4 1.5
w

1.0

1.2

1.4

1.6

1.8

2.0
R 1

(w
)

BGL121 Fit with zero-recoil
CLN Fit with zero-recoil
BGL332 Fit with beyond zero-recoil
LQCD 2105.14019

FIG. 14. The fitted R1 form factor for our nominal BGL121 (blue) and CLN (orange) scenarios from the main text using the
zero-recoil point only. The result of the BGL332 fit with the constraints from Ref. [16] on the BGL coefficients is shown in red.
The green data points are the beyond zero-recoil data points from Ref. [16].
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FIG. 15. The fitted R2 form factor for our nominal BGL121 (blue) and CLN (orange) scenarios from the main text using the
zero-recoil point only. The result of the BGL332 fit with the constraints from Ref. [16] on the BGL coefficients is shown in red.
The green data points are the beyond zero-recoil data points from Ref. [16].
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