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Abstract

We discuss the self-consistency imposed by the analyticity of regular parts of form factors, appear-
ing in the z-expansion for semileptonic B-meson decays, when fitted in different kinematic regions.
Relying on the uniqueness of functions defined by analytic continuation, we propose four metrics
which measure the departure from the ideal analytic self-consistency. We illustrate the process us-
ing Belle data for B — D/{v,. For this specific example, the metrics provide consistent indications
that some choices (order of truncation, BGL or BCL) made in the form of the z-expansion can be
optimized. However, other choices (z-origin, location of isolated poles and threshold constraints)
appear to have very little effect on these metrics. We briefly discuss the implication for optimization

of the z-expansion for nucleon form factors relevant for neutrino oscillation experiments.



I. INTRODUCTION

Experimental differential decay rates for exclusive semileptonic decays of B-mesons [1-9],
combined with ab-initio lattice QCD calculations of the hadronic form factors [10-22, 24]
provide reliable numerical estimations of the CKM matrix elements |V,;| and |V|. Accurate
lattice calculations are only possible for a large enough invariant square of the 4-momentum
of the leptons, denoted ¢?, or more specifically when the recoil energy of the final state meson
is significantly smaller than the inverse lattice spacing. In order to predict the shape of the
differential decay rate over the entire kinematic range from reliable lattice results in the
high ¢? region, an analytic continuation method developed in the context of Kaon decays
[25, 26] has been adapted for B-meson decays by Boyd, Grinstein and Lebed (BGL) [27]
and Bourrely, Caprini and Lellouch (BCL) [28]. The method is often called the z-expansion.
The basic idea is to map the branch cut in the complex ¢? plane onto the boundary of the
unit disk in z with the rest of the cut complex ¢? plane being mapped into the interior of the
disk. The goal is to find parameterizations of the form factors for specific processes where
the effects of thresholds and isolated poles can to some extent be separated from a smooth
behavior in the kinematic range. Ideally, after the mapping, the kinematic range becomes
a small interval near the origin and a few terms in the Taylor expansion provide reliable
results. General strategies for combining the lattice and experimental data are discussed in

Ref. [11].

The extrapolation of lattice results with computationally accessible ¢? to the full kinematic
range relevant for experimental analysis has been performed for various decay modes and
by various collaborations [10-22, 24]. Specific choices will be reviewed below. In general,
the agreement with the overall shape of the experimental differential decay rate provides
a strong guidance to select reasonable procedures. If one assumes the standard model is
correct then an ab-initio calculation in the full kinematic range should reproduce the shape
of the experimental data. Under this assumption, the only unknown quantity is V., a
Cabibbo-Kobayashi-Maskawa matrix element. The z-expansion being a compact and model-
independent method is very important to summarize the experimental results, especially as
it does not depend on the binning procedure. Recent experiments provide fits of their data

using the z-expansion. This amounts to continuous functions that allow comparisons among



experiments with different binnings. For semileptonic decays of B-mesons involving tree-
level virtual W* bosons, the form factor can be expressed in term of analytic functions
in the entire kinematic interval. An important implication is that a (perfect) knowledge
of the analytic function in any open set in the complex ¢ plane uniquely determines the
function in the whole interval provided that no singularities or cuts prevent the analytical

continuation [29].

In this article, we discuss the self-consistency imposed by analyticity on regular parts of
form factors when fitted in different kinematic regions. In Sec. II, we review the BGL and
BCL parmeterizations. In Sec. III, we consider existing goodness of fit measures (x? and
AIC) and define four dimensionless metrics which measure the departure from ideal analytic
self-consistency. These metrics are “cost functions” for which a large value indicate an incon-
sistent parameterization conflicting with the assumed analyticity as defined mathematically
in [29]. We illustrate the idea by calculating these four metrics for B — D/, using partial
decays widths provided by the Belle collaboration [6]. The numerical results are analyzed
in Sec. IV where we discuss the possibility of discriminating among a certain number of
choices (order of truncation, BGL or BCL, z-origin and threshold constraints) made in the
z-expansion. The results are summarized in the conclusions where we also comment on new
methods of determining the order of truncation of the z-expansion [23, 24]. We also briefly
possible applications for optimization of lattice nucleon form factors reviewed in [30] and

relevant for neutrino experiments such as DUNE.

II. BGL AND BCL PARAMETERIZATIONS

In the following, we focus on different parameterizations of the form factor that describe
the decays B® — D¢y, and B* — D% "y, with £ = {e,u}. In the isospin limit, these
processes can be described by a differential decay rate that depends on the hadronic recoil

variable w = (mQB + m2D - 92)/(2mBmD) [6],
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Where G is the Fermi coupling constant, mpg and mp are the masses of the B and D mesons

respectively, r = mp/mp, and ngy represents the electroweak corrections.

The two parameterizations of the vector form factor f,(w) that we investigate are the
BGL and BCL parameterizations. Both parameterizations use the z-expansion which takes
the real kinematic range and embeds it into a complex domain, where the process of analytical
continuation defines a unique regular (analytic and single-valued) function. The mapping

variable is z(q?, 1), where:

Vie — ¢ — Vi — o

A to) = : , 3)
Vi —¢"+ it —to
¢ is the momentum transfer, ¢*> = m% +m% — 2wmpmp, and t, = (mp + mp)?. This

change of coordinates maps the cut complex ¢? plane onto the unit disk. At threshold,
¢> = t, and z = —1. The cut is mapped into the boundary of the disk. The vari-
able t; determines where the z-expansion is centered about. We consider two t; values
to = topt = (mp +mp)(/mp — /mp)* and tg = t_ = (mp — mp)?. The choice of ¢, should
not appreciably affect the z-expansion fit results, but it can be used to adjust the systematic
uncertainties. Following the original authors, g = ¢, is used with BCL [28] and ¢, = t_ is

used with BGL [27]. The choice ¢y = t,, puts z in the range z € [—0.0323,0.0323], and the
choice ¢y = t_ puts z in the range z € [0.0,0.0646].

We define the BGL parameterization as fi pgr, with the explicit form used for a lattice

calculation [17] and the analysis of the Belle data [6], both for B — D/{y,.

f+Bar(z Za+ n?", (4)
with
G (2) = 1.1213(1 + 2)%(1 — 2)Y2[(1 4+ r)(1 — 2) 4+ 2v/r(1 + 2)]°. (5)

The outer function, ¢ (z), is to some extent arbitrary but must be analytic and non-zero
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for |z| < 1 in order to enforce the unitarity condition on a, , [6, 27]. We then define the
BCL parameterization as fi pcr, with the explicit form used for a lattice calculation [13]

B — mly, but with m%. replaced by mQB:.

f—f—,BCL(Z) = 11— q2(1z)/m23* z_: b+7k[zk _ (_1)k—K%zK], (6)

One difference between the BGL and BCL parameterizations is the use of the threshold
condition discussed in Appendix C. Here, BGL does not use the threshold condition while
BCL does use it. The free parameters a, ,, and by, are fitted by using least square fitting

methods [31] and must satisfy the following unitarity conditions [27]

N
Slaf <1, )
n=0
and [13, 28]
K
D Biby by < 1. (8)
5k=0

For fy par we consider N = 0, 1,2 and for f} pcr we consider K = 1,2, 3. It is important to
note that N is not the number of parameters while K is, so to avoid confusion, the number of
parameters used in the fit will be denoted n,, for both parameterizations, where n, = N 41
and n, = K. The z® term that is attached to every b, j comes from the threshold condition

which will be discussed in more detail in Appendix C.

The BGL parameterization sometimes includes a Blaschke factor P, (z) as well, which
contains the information about the pole at ¢7 = m%. = 40.02 GeV?. However, it has been
shown that the Blaschke factor does not appreciably affect the z-fit for the BGL analysis
of B — D/{y, due to the pole being very far away from the kinematical region [17]. For
this reason the Blaschke factor has been set to 1 in [6, 17] and our definition in Eq. (4)
follows this choice. While BCL replaces the commonly used outer function and Blaschke
factor with a prefactor that has a pole at the same location as the Blaschke factor. The pole
q? corresponds to z(g?,t—) = —0.308 and z(¢?,ty) = —0.337. The construction of the By
matrix can be found in [28], and we calculate the values Byg, Bo1, Bos and By for B — D/l

and display them in Table I. The remaining B,,,, values can be calculated using the following
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relations [28],

Bj(j+k) = Bok (9)

and

TABLE I. The matrix elements Bj, which are used in the BCL unitarity condition for n, = 1,2, 3.

BOO BOl BO2 BO3
0.0118 -0.0028 -0.0069 0.0038

The outer function and Blaschke factor are to some extent arbitrary so long that they are
analytic and non-zero in the z range that we are interested in. Following [17] where they set
the Blaschke factor equal to one, it is then interesting to investigate the parameterizations of
Egs. (4) and (6) with their prefactors set equal to one. To differentiate the form factors when
there are no prefactors, we denote Eq. (4) with no prefactors as f, xy and we denote Eq. (6)
with no prefactors as fi 1, where NN stands for no-prefactor and no-threshold while NT

stands for no-prefactor with-threshold. The explicit forms of f xy and f4 nT can be found

below,
N
f+,NN(Z) = Za+,n2n7 (11)
n=0
and
N-1 n
Jenr(z) = % binlz" — (1) 2"], (12)

Where NN uses ty =t and NT uses £y = top.

III. NEW METRICS AND RESULTS

We consider several tests that compare the goodness of fit and self-consistency of our

models on the Belle data to determine the best parameterization with the best choices of
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input parameters.

A. x? Test

We use the LsqFit python library [31] to perform the fits of the different models with
the Belle data, and the resulting fit parameters can be found in A. The LsqFit library also
provides the x? and reduced-x?, x2, and these values are provided for BGL, BCL, NN and
NT with 1p, 2p and 3p in Table II.

TABLE II. The x? and x? values calculated from the fits performed on the differential decay width
data with the BGL, BCL, NN and NT parameterizations with 1p, 2p and 3p.

X Xp
BCGL 1p 99 11
BGL 2p 4.56 0.57
BGL 3p 4.55 0.65
BCL Ip 33.3 3.7
BCL 2p 4.64 0.58
BCL 3p 4.55 0.65
NN ip 135 15
NN 2p 4.88 0.61
NN 3p 4.55 0.65
NT Ip 135 15
NT 2p 5.04 0.63
NT 3p 4.55 0.65

It is clear that the 2p and 3p cases provide significantly better models than the 1p case
due to the extremely high x? and x? values in the 1p case. However it is not clear that the
x? provides significant discrimination between 2p and 3p for a given model or discrimination
among the different models. Similar remarks apply to x? which increases by about 10%
when going from 2p to 3p, which could be due to the data having ten bins. This leads us to

needing another metric to be able to discriminate between the models.

B. Aikaike Information Criterion

A test that enables quantitative comparisons between models with differing numbers

of parameters that aren’t rigorously possibly without Bayesian techniques is the Aikaike
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Information Criterion (AIC). The AIC value is defined like an augmented x? value, where

the augment is adding a 2n, term [32, 33],

AIC = 2n, + \°. (13)

The inclusion of a penalty which is linear in n, is used to discourage overfitting, and the
factor 2 in front of n, is discussed in [34]. Therefore, the preferred model will be the model
that has the lowest AIC value. Changes in the AIC values AAIC when the number of degrees
of freedom v is changed by Av can be considered significant if |AAIC|/AIC| > |Av|/v [35].

These AIC values are displayed in Table III. The 2n, term for 1p will not compensate
for the drastically larger x? value compared to the 2p and 3p fits, clearly showing that 1p
is not descriptive enough. The AIC values in Table III show that all the 2p cases satisfy
the inequality regarding v, which indicates that the 2p case is preferred over the 3p case.
However, the AIC values between BGL and BCL for the same number of parameters is still
too close to determine anything significant about which of the models does a better job of
fitting the Belle data. We proceed to define our own metrics to find one that is able to

distinguish between the different parameterization options that we consider.

TABLE III. The AIC values calculated from the fits performed on the differential decay width
data with the BGL, BCL, NN and NT parameterizations with 1p, 2p and 3p.

AIC
BGL 1p 101
BGL 2p 8.56
BGL 3p 10.55
BCL 1p 35.3
BCL 2p 8.64
BCL 3p 10.55
NN 1p 137
NN 2p 8.88
NN 3p 10.55
NT 1p 137
NT 2p 9.04
NT 3p 10.55




C. Self-consistency metrics

In the form factor expressions, the polynomials in z are approximations of analytic func-
tions in the kinematic range. The absence of singularities or cuts in that range implies that
the exact knowledge of the function in an open region can uniquely determine the function in
another region. This can be achieved by analytic continuation [29]. In the current context,
if an analytic function is defined on an open segment of the real z axis corresponding to the
kinematic range and if we partition this segment in a region H corresponding to a high-z
(or equivalently high-w or low-¢?) part and the complementary region £ in the low-z region.
It is then clear that ideally the perfect knowledge of the function in H, uniquely determines

the function in £ and vice-versa.

In practice, if we use experimental data, we know the function at a finite number of points
with a limited accuracy. It is expected that if we obtain a polynomial approximation in H

using the data in H, that we call fﬁigh(z) and extend this polynomial to £, and if we obtain

low

“(2) by swapping the roles of H and L, then the discrepancy

Af(z) = 1" (=) = [(2), (14)

is nonzero and provide a measure of the inconsistency of the continuations due to imperfect

knowledge of the function in addition to the uncertainty in the data.

A rough global measure of the inconsistency of a specific method used to obtain the
polynomial approximation could be the L?norm of Af(z). This quantity depends on the

units of the form factor and the range of z in the integral. For a decent approximation, one

2

would expect that (Af(z))* would be of the order of the average experimental variance 77,

and we could expect to get a quantity of order one by dividing by the length of the z-interval
and the average experimental variance 2, = 0.00199. For these reasons we start with the

exp

dimensionless quantity

Oy = - ! T (A S (), (15)

ngp | Zmaz — Fmin ‘

Zmin

A more refined metric denoted C7, can be obtained by weighting locally with the inverse
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local variance o2,,(z) obtained from the experimental data by interpolating with LsqFit.

1 mer (Af(2))?

- ’Zmaa: - Zmz'n| ngp(z)

Zmin

Ol dz (16)

When the experimental form factors are provided as binned data with n; bins, we can
define a discrete version of C as
1 Nbin Afz
Dy = ()% (17)

Nyin 0;
=1

with Af; = Af(z), 2z being in the middle of the i-th bin. This can be calculated in a

straightforward way without the need of interpolations. If the bins are narrow enough, we
2

expect that Dy ~ ). The general form of D; is reminiscent of a y-square, however o; is

not the variance of Af;.
Given that the experimental binned data may involve significant correlations among the
bins, we can pursue the analogy and generalize D, to
1 Nbin

Dy=— > AfC;AS, (18)

n .
bin ij=1

with C;; the covariance matrix of the binned data for the form factor.

The covariance matrix C;; is calculated using sampled bootstrap form factor data points.
Using the gvar python library [36], we generated M = 10* bootstrap differential decay
width data sets generated from the Belle data using the underlying covariance matrix. Then
using Eqgs. (1) and (2), we converted the generated differential decay width data into data
describing the form factor, with f? being the set of random form factor data in the i-th bin.

Finally, we calculated C;; using,

1 S i £iN( £I £j
Cs = 37 2 = S0 = P) (19)

m=1
Where f! is the m-th data point in the i-th bin and fi is the mean of the data in the i-th
bin. And the o? from Eq. (19) is the diagonal entries of the covariance matrix, o? = C;;.
The Belle data has ny;, = 10 bins, and we split the data in half between the £ and H

regions. We then fit the free parameters a, ,, and b4 ,, to the £ region data and the H region
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FIG. 1. The results of our fits using the BGL parameterization. The red line is the mean value of
our fit and the lighter red region is the 1-o error band, the black triangles are the Belle data with
error bars, and the dashed arrow indicates whether region £ (left) or region H (right) was used in
the fit.

data separately. If we had perfect knowledge of f, in the £ region we could reconstruct it
in the H region and vice versa. An example of this is show for BGL with 2p in Fig. 1 and

for BCL with 2p in Fig. 2.

We carry out this method for BGL and BCL with 2p and 3p, and use the resulting
parameters to plot the form factor f(z) and convert the Belle data from differential decay
width data to form factor data and include it in Figs. 3 and 4. Both BGL and BCL have
more overlap between the fits for 2p than for 3p. In the 3p fits case, the error band is very
small in the H region and the error band increases in size as it moves into the £ region, but

the L fit has large error bands in both the £ and H regions.

Now using the results of the fits for every parameterization with 1p, 2p and 3p, we are
able to calculate the discrete and continuous metrics. The values of Cy and C; that we
calculate are listed in Table IV for all parameterizations with 1p, 2p and 3p, and D, and D,

are similarly shown in Table V.

Since Af(z) reflects the discrepancy between fits and extrapolations, the most self-
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FIG. 2. Same as Fig. 1 but for the BCL parameterization.
TABLE IV. The Cy and C7 values for BGL, BCL, NN and NT with 1p, 2p and 3p.
Co Ch
BGL 1p 15.76 39.44
BGL 2p 1.18 5.16
BGL 3p 17.56 91.76
BCL 1p 3.37 7.63
BCL 2p 0.63 2.72
BCL 3p 15.23 78.96
NN 1p 24.50 64.26
NN 2p 1.85 7.82
NN 3p 19.10 100.16
NT 1p 24.50 64.31
NT 2p 2.11 8.83
NT 3p 19.81 104.04

consistent model is the one with the lowest values of Cy, Ci, D, and Dy. We see that
the 2p values are all considerably lower than the corresponding 1p or 3p values and are
clearly preferred, which agrees with what we obtained with the AIC metrics. We define the
mean values of the Cy, C, Dy, and D, for only the 2p models as C_’gp = 1.443, C_’fp =6.133,
D¥ = 6.923, and D = 6.065. Comparing the Cy, C; and D, values from the 2p models
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FIG. 3. Plots of the form factor fi(z) vs z using the results of our fits from regions £ and H. The
results of our BGL fit with 2p (Left), the results of our BCL fit with 2p (Right). The red dashed
line and red band indicate the fit from region H, and the blue dashed line and blue band indicate
the fit from region L.

TABLE V. The D; and D values for BGL, BCL, NN and NT with 1p, 2p and 3p.

Dl D2
BGL 1p 41.85 10.95
BGL 2p 5.78 4.76
BGL 3p 104.64 117.68
BCL 1p 8.02 1.90
BCL 2p 3.00 1.74
BCL 3p 89.85 100.37
NN 1p 68.54 19.02
NN 2p 8.88 8.21
NN 3p 115.43 126.79
NT Ip 68.54 10.02
NT 2p 10.03 9.55
NT 3p 119.70 131.76

with these mean values, the values from the BCL parameterization lie 55 — 56% below the

mean values, the values from the BGL parameterization lie 15 — 18% below, the values from

the NN parameterization lie 27 — 28% above the mean values, and the values from the NT
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FIG. 4. Same as Fig. 3 but for 3p.

parameterization lie 43 —46% above the mean values. For the Dy values from the 2p models,
BCL lies 71% below the mean value, BGL lies 21% below the mean value, NN lies 35% above
the mean value and NT lies 57% above the mean value. For each metric with 2p compared
to the mean values with 2p, the BCL parameterization is significantly lower than the mean

and appears to be the most self-consistent from the point of view of analyticity.

We have also considered the effects of relaxing the threshold condition in BCL in C and
changing the values of ¢y, namely using ¢,,: for BGL or ¢t_ for BCL in B. The tables make
clear that these choices affect the metrics by at most a few percents and are essentially

irrelevant.

IV. ANALYSIS OF SELF-CONSISTENCY METRICS

In this section, we discuss the relations among the new metrics. First we will compare
different metrics for a given parameterization and then we will compare the same metric but

for different parameterizations.
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A. Comparing the Metrics for a Given Parameterization

The first comparison that we make is between C; and Cy. The ratios C;/Cy can be
found in Table VI. The values in the 2p row are consistent within ~ 3% of each other, and
the values in the 3p row are within < 1% of each other. In other words, the two metrics
are proportional, with a proportionality constant which depends mostly on the number of
parameters used in the fit. Note that the absolute normalization of Cy or 'y is not important.

From the standard deviations in the binned data [6], we have

(7o 22121 03)?

which partially explains that C is larger than Cy. We next look at D;/Cy. Since D; is a
discrete version of C}, we expect relative differences of the order of 1/ny;, = 0.1. We see

that this is the case in Table VII.

TABLE VI. The ratio of C; to Cy calculated with BGL, BCL, NN and NT for 2p and 3p.

CI,BGL/OO,BGL CI,BCL/CO,BCL CI,NN/CO,NN CI,NT/CO,NT
2p 4.373 4.318 4.227 4.185
3p 5.226 5.185 5.244 5.252

TABLE VII. The ratio of Dy to Cy calculated with BGL, BCL, NN and NT for 2p and 3p.

Dl,BGL/Cl,BG’L DI,BCL/CLBCL DI,NN/CLNN DI,NT/CLNT
2p 1.120 1.103 1.136 1.136
3p 1.140 1.138 1.154 1.151

In summary, we found that the three metrics Cy, Cy and D; provide consistent estimates
of the departure from analyticity. For instance, we could just consider D; which is easier
to calculate from experimental binned data. So far, we have ignored correlations among the
bins. Table II of Ref. [6] shows that these correlations are significant which motivated the
introduction of D,. The ratios Dy/D; are provided in Table VIII. We see that for 2p the
ratios have a stronger dependence on the parameterization which amplifies the discrimination
(a lower Dy means an even lower Ds). On the other hand for the suboptimal choice 3p, the

ratio is about 1.1 in the four cases and D, does not provide new information.
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TABLE VIII. The ratio of Do to Dq calculated with BGL, BCL, NN and NT for 2p and 3p.

Ds par/Di ar Ds per/Di oL Dy nn/Dinn Dy 1/ D1 Nt
2p 0.824 0.580 0.925 0.952
3p 1.125 1.117 1.098 1.101

The values in the 3p row are consistent within < 1% of the other values in the 3p row,
however we see that the Dy/D; ratio for 2p is smaller for BCL than it is for BGL, NN or NT
by roughly 43%. It is great that these comparisons show consistency, and they show that

the Dy metric provides the most information to discriminate between the parameterizations.

B. Comparing the Same Metric for Different Parameterizations

Since the NN and NT parameterizations are not ever mentioned in the literature, at this
point we ignore them and focus again on BGL and BCL as they were shown to be preferred
over NN or NT by every metric we considered. Now comparing the same metric between
the BGL and BCL parameterizations, the ratios C; por/Ciper for i = 0,1 are given in
Table IX and D; gcr/Djpar for j = 1,2 in Table X. For this, we recalculated the BGL
parameterization with ¢y = t,,x and the BCL parameterization with ¢, = ¢_, in order to have

the z-expansion consistent when comparing different parameterizations.

TABLE IX. The ratio of C; pcr, to C; par, calculated for both 2p and 3p with both choices of tg.

Co,sc1/Co.Bar Ch,8o1/ChaL
to =1_ to - topt to =1_ to - topt
2p 0.536 0.545 0.523 0.532
3p 0.862 0.866 0.855 0.860

TABLE X. The ratio of D; pcr, to Djpar calculated for both 2p and 3p with both choices of .

D1 ger/Dasar D3 per/Dapar
to=1_ to = topt to=1_ to = topt
2p 0.515 0.524 0.360 0.370
3p 0.854 0.859 0.849 0.854

It is important is observe that the values in Tables IX and X for the 3p rows are all

consistent within < 1% of the other values in the 3p rows. It is also important to see that the
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values in the 2p rows are very similar for Cy por/Co oL, Cr.sor/Ch.er and Dy por/ D1 par,
however there is decrease of roughly 36% in the 2p values for Dy per/Da per. This shows
the consistency of our defined metrics, and shows that Cy, C; and D, offer a similar amount
of information compared to D,, which possibly contains more information about the fits

because it is the only metric to differ in these categories when compared.

V. CONCLUSION

In conclusions, we investigated the BGL and BCL parameterizations of the form factor
used in the differential decay rate of B — D/{v,. With the experimental binned data collected
by the Belle collaboration [6], we found that the standard x* and x2 do not provide us with
enough information to distinguish between BGL vs BCL or 2p vs 3p. The AIC clearly favors
2p over 1p or 3p but the differences between BGL and BCL are too small to be meaningful.

We introduced four metrics or “cost functions” (Cy, Cy, Dy and D) that measure the
discrepancy between fits and extrapolations of the regular parts of form factors in the high
and low parts of the kinematic range. Given the analyticity of these regular parts, a perfect fit
in one region would provide a unique and perfect analytical continuation in the other region
and vice-versa. The first metric (Cy) is a dimensionless L? norm of the discrepancy. C] is
a locally weighted version of Cj that favors the kinematic regions with smaller experimental
uncertainties. Dy is a discretized version of C'; which can be implemented directly from the
experimental binned data. D is an extension of D; that incorporate the correlations among
the bins. In view of the significant bin correlations [6], Dy should be a better measure than
D,. Cy, (4, and D, provide very similar and consistent discriminations while Dy somehow
amplifies the discriminations for 2p.

All the metrics strongly favor 2p over 3p. A possible interpretation is that the exper-
imental uncertainties prevent an accurate determination of the quadratic corrections and
that one partially extrapolates the experimental noise which is not an analytical function
of z. All the metrics favor 2p over 1p. Except for BCL, the metrics are about twice larger
for 1p. It could be that the corrections to the constant approximation are significant and
result in significantly different constant approximations in the high and low z regions. On

the other hand, for BCL it appears that 1p is a better approximation than for the other
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parameterization.

Focusing on the 2p results, we find a finer resolution among parameterizations. For all
the metrics, we observe smaller values for BCL than for the other parameterizations. In
addition BGL does better than no prefactor. It is possible that in the case considered here,
the BCL prefactor captures the features of the actual form factor in a slightly better way.
This is hinted by the fact that a constant approximation has a significantly smaller y? for
BCL. This observation may be anecdotal and study of other cases should bring more light on
the question. We also found that other choices such as the the value of ¢y or the imposition

of a threshold condition have a marginal impact on the values of the metrics.

It should be emphasized that all the metrics measure discrepancies among fits and not
closeness to data. It might be possible to include them in augmented x? [32, 33|, however,
determining the coefficient in front of the metric is a nontrivial task. It should also be noted
that very recently, Bayesian inference methods have been used to deal with the truncation
question [24] and applied to By — K/{v, [12]. These methods consider higher order ex-
pansions and provide results in agreement with other calculations based on unitarity [23].
It would be very interesting to repeat our analysis using this Bayesian inference procedure
for the two sets of bins considered here separately and compare alternative higher-order

expansions with our metrics.

So far our calculations of the metrics have been limited to one set of experimental data
6] for B — D/{y, and it is premature to draw general conclusions. Applying the method to
other process involving the the z-expansion should help identifying more general properties.
The z-expansion has also been used extensively in the study of nucleon form factors. Various
neutrino-deuteron scattering experiments have been combined to extract the z—expansion
of the isovector axial nucleon form factor from experiment [37]. The z-expansion has also
been used to parameterize lattice calculations of the same quantity, see for instance [38—46]
and more references in a recent review article [30]. These parameterizations have been used
to incorporate nucleon effects in the calculations of neutrino-nucleus cross section [47]. The
method that we proposed can be applied to nucleon form factors as long as one can perform
new fits in distinct kinematic regions. This is feasible for binned data, but if extrapolations
procedures are involved, such as the continuum limit in lattice calculations, all the details

of the existing procedure need to be repeated in kinematic subregions.
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Appendix A: Our Calculated Fit Parameters

For completeness, we list the fit parameters that were the result of our fits to the Belle
data. For 1p, 2p and 3p, we show the BGL and BCL fit parameters in XI and the NN and
NT parameters in XIII. We also provide the ratios of the fit parameters for BGL and BCL
in XII and for NN and NT in XIV.

TABLE XI. The a4, and by , values that came from the global fit of BGL and BCL.

BGL BCL
Q4o Q41 Ay 2 b—l—,O b+,1 b+72
1p 0.00804(19) — — 0.703(16) — —
2p  0.01238(41)  -0.0654(58) = — 0.773(19)  -241(42)  —
3p  0.01248(67) -0.071(31) 0.07(37) 0.775(20) -2.28(64) -8(28)

TABLE XII. The ratios a4 p+1/a+, and by p41,b4 , using the central values of the parameters
from XI.

BGL BCL
t,1/040 /011 bi1/bi0 bio/bin
2p -5.281 — -3.112 —
3p -5.710 -0.99998 -2.942 3.716

Appendix B: Investigating the {3 Parameter

The BGL and BCL parameterizations use different choices for ¢y, although the value of

to does not affect the size of the z range but it does affect the center of the z range. We

19



TABLE XIII. The a4, and by, values that came from the global fit of NN and NT.

NN NT
a+0 a+1 a+2 b1 bia by
Ip 0.666(17) — — 0.666(17) — —
2p 1.154(37) -7.22(53) — 0.921(23) -7.14(53) —
3p 1.181(61) -8.7(2.8) 18(33) 0.917(24) -7.56(82) 18(32)

TABLE XIV. The ratios a4 pt1/a+n and by n41,b4 5, using the central values of the parameters
from XIII.

NN NT
y,1/040 y2/04 1 bi1/bipo bya/bin
2p -6.257 — -7.750 —
3p -7.404 -2.088 -8.236 -2.376

investigated the effect of ¢y on our metrics by calculating all the metrics using both choices
of tg. The x?, x> and AIC values can be found in Table XV, and the Cy, C;, Dy and D,
values can be found in Table XVI.

TABLE XV. Same as Tables II and III, but every value is calculated with both choices of .

X Xy AIC
lo=1_ to = topt to=1_ lo = topt lo=1_ to = topt
BGL 1p 99 99 11 11 101 101
BGL 2p 4.56 4.56 0.57 0.57 8.56 8.56
BGL 3p 4.55 4.55 0.65 0.65 10.55 10.55
BCL 1p 33.3 33.3 3.7 3.7 35.3 35.3
BCL 2p 4.64 4.64 0.58 0.58 8.64 8.64
BCL 3p 4.55 4.55 0.65 0.65 10.55 10.55
NN 1p 135 135 15 15 137 137
NN 2p 4.88 4.88 0.61 0.61 8.88 8.88
NN 3p 4.55 4.55 0.65 0.65 10.55 10.55
NT 1p 135 135 15 15 137 137
NT 2p 4.96 5.04 0.62 0.63 8.96 9.04
NT 3p 4.55 4.55 0.65 0.65 10.55 10.55

We find that the choice of ¢y has negligible effects on the x2, x2 and AIC metrics at all
with the precision that we consider. However, the Cy and C as well as the D; and D,
metrics have some minor differences based on the choice of ¢y, but the differences are on the

order of 1%. This confirms that the main role of ¢y is to set the central value of the z range.
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TABLE XVI. Same as Tables IV and V but every value is calculated with both choices of tg.
Co Ch D, D,

to=1_ to = topt to=1- to= Zfopt‘ to=1- to= topt to=1_ to = topt
BGL 1p 15.76 15.38 39.44 38.44 41.85 41.76 10.95 10.64

BGL 2p 1.18 1.16 5.16 5.11 D.78 0.72 4.76 4.69
BGL 3p 17.56 17.58 91.76 91.83 104.64  104.54 117.68  117.57
BCL 1p 3.37 3.37 7.62 7.63 8.02 8.02 1.90 1.90
BCL2p 0.63 0.63 2.70 2.72 2.98 3.00 1.71 1.74

BCL 3p 15.13 15.23 78.44 78.96 89.39 89.85 99.85 100.37
NN 1p 24.50 24.50 64.26 64.26 68.54 68.54 19.02 19.02
NN 2p 1.85 1.87 7.82 7.88 8.88 8.95 8.21 8.29
NN 3p 19.10 19.19 100.16  100.66 115.43  115.81 126.79  127.23
NT 1p 24.50 24.50 64.31 64.31 68.54 68.54 19.02 19.02
NT 2p 2.09 2.11 8.72 8.83 9.92 10.03 9.42 9.55
NT 3p 19.69 19.81 103.42  104.04 119.70  119.70 131.16  131.76

Appendix C: BCL With No Threshold Condition

The threshold condition from [28] comes from z(ty,tg) = —1 which can be seen in Eq. (3),
and from the fact that (z + 1) ~ const. x (¢*> — t,)/? near » = —1. Then the threshold

condition is,

] - 1)

We investigate the effect of the threshold condition by reproducing our results using the BCL

parameterization with no threshold condition, which we call BCL* has the form,

1
f+Bor(2) 11— qg(z)/mQB: HZ:O +.n % (C2)
Using this BCL*, we recalculate all the values in Tables XV and XVI and display the results
below.
TABLE XVII. Same as Table XV but using BCL*.

to=1_ to = topt to=1_ to = topt to=1_ to = topt
BCL* 1p 33.3 33.3 3.7 3.7 35.3 35.3
BCL* 2p 4.64 4.64 0.58 0.58 8.64 8.64
BCL* 3p 4.55 4.55 0.65 0.65 10.55 10.55
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TABLE XVIII. Same as Table XVI but using BCL*.

Co Ch D, D,
to=1_ to=top to=1t_ to=top To=1_ to=topx to=1_ to=1lopn

BCL* 1p 3.37 3.37 7.62 7.63 8.04 8.04 1.93 1.93
BCL* 2p 0.63 0.61 2.65 2.55 2.96 2.84 1.61 1.54
BCL* 3p 17.03 17.88 88.14 77.00 102.68  89.58 109.22  96.28

These values are mostly identical to the BCL values shown in Tables XV and XVI, with the

only differences appearing in Cy, C, Dy and Ds.
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