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Abstract: Recently, a violation of the CKM unitarity condition has been reported in
the latest charm-meson data and the latest lattice results, once the universal electroweak
correction is taken into account. In this article, we analytically derive for the first time the
complete one-loop electroweak (EW) and QED corrections to the D+

s → ℓ+νℓ decays for ℓ =
µ, τ . Our analysis incorporates both short-distance EW-QED corrections, which are beyond
the leading-logarithmic approximation (the so-called Sirlin factor), and long-distance soft-
photon corrections depending on the maximum total energy of undetected photons with
their resummation. Although the inclusive photon QED corrections to the meson leptonic
decays are well known, they do not match the actual measurement circumstances in D+

s →
µ+νµ. We find |Vcs|Ds = 0.991±0.007 from the latest data on D+

s leptonic decays. We show
that properly including these radiative corrections is essential to bring the second-column
CKM unitarity tests into agreement with the Standard Model expectation. The study
emphasizes that the current limiting factor in confirming CKM unitarity is the precision
of QED corrections, and it points out that improving lattice simulations, taking the QED
corrections into account, would be desirable for a more robust confirmation.
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1 Introduction

The Cabibbo–Kobayashi–Maskawa (CKM) matrix, V , expresses the mixing among quark
flavors and is also known as the only source of (confirmed) CP violation [1]. Within the
Standard Model (SM), the unitarity of the CKM matrix

V V † = V †V = 1 , (1.1)
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is imposed without any question. This unitarity condition arises from the Higgs mecha-
nism, which involves only the Yukawa coupling, generation-independent gauge interactions,
the left-handedness of the charged current, and the absence of exotic matter in the full La-
grangian. On the other hand, it is also well known that the SM is not the theory of
everything because of, e.g., the matter-antimatter asymmetry in the Universe, and it is ex-
pected that New Physics (NP) beyond the SM will emerge at some high energy scale. For
instance, in the vector-like quark [2–6] or the vector-like lepton models [7–9], the unitarity
of the 3 × 3 CKM matrix will be violated to some extent.

There are two categories of the unitarity conditions. The first one is the orthogonality
conditions:

3∑
k=1

VikV
∗
jk =

3∑
k=1

VkiV
∗
kj = 0 (for i ̸= j) , (1.2)

which is also called the unitarity triangles. The advantage is that it allows us to verify
the consistency of magnitudes of CP-violating observables across different mesons. In
particular, the condition of VudV ∗

ub + VcdV
∗
cb + VtdV

∗
tb = 0 has been comprehensively studied

by the CKMfitter [10, 11] and UTfit collaborations [12, 13], and no indication of NP has
been observed, up to now.#1 On the other hand, the second category is the normalization
conditions:

3∑
k=1

|Vik|2 =
3∑

k=1
|Vki|2 = 1 . (1.3)

Historically, studies of these conditions have been limited compared to the unitarity trian-
gles because the theoretical uncertainties from the form factors have covered the underlying
trend, rendering detailed discussion challenging. However, recent progress in lattice QCD
simulations significantly reduced these theoretical uncertainties and enabled quantitative
analyses of the normalization conditions [19].

In recent years, a notable tension has become clear in the first-row CKM unitarity
test: |Vud|2 + |Vus|2 + |Vub|2 −1 = −(1.51±0.53)×10−3, where a slight deficit was reported
[6]. The corresponding significance is −2.8σ.#2 This discrepancy has been referred to as
the Cabibbo angle anomaly (CAA) [29, 30]. The test of the CAA has stimulated intense
surveys of the QED radiative corrections in the beta decays and kaon decays, including
the lattice QCD+QED simulations [31–35]. It should be equally important to extend such
unitarity tests to other rows and columns of the CKM matrix.

According to the approach of the Particle Data Group (PDG), the CKM elements |Vcd|
and |Vcs| are extracted from the D and D+

s meson leptonic and semi-leptonic decays, using
the theoretical knowledge of the form factors. The PDG approach is based on the tree-level

#1Furthermore, the kaon unitarity triangle has also been studied in Refs. [14–18].
#2This significance increases (about +1σ) when the neutron lifetime data based on the neutron-beam

experiments [20] are adopted in the global fit analysis [21]. On the other hand, this tension slightly
decreases (about −0.5σ) when a new lattice calculation for the QED correction to the beta decays [22] is
used. More recent progress on the QED corrections and the finite nuclear size corrections to the beta decays
are provided in Refs. [23–25] and Refs. [26–28], respectively.
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matching of the theoretical predictions with the charm-meson measurements because the
radiative corrections have not been fully studied. However, it was recently pointed out that
once the universal electroweak correction, corresponding to a short-distance correction, is
taken into account in the extraction of |Vcs|, the normalization conditions in Eq. (1.3) are
significantly violated at −4.3σ level for the second-row unitarity condition and at −5.2σ
level for the second-column one [36].

It is important to note that the Wolfenstein parametrization for the CKM matrix [37]
follows strict unitarity to order of λ3, while the magnitude of the soft photon correction,
corresponding to a long-distance correction, is typically

O (α) ≈ O
(
λ3
)
. (1.4)

It can occasionally provide nontrivial and sizable corrections exceeding O(1)%, e.g., the
long-distance QED corrections to the lepton flavor universality test [38]. Therefore,
such O (α) corrections can easily ruin the unitarity condition within the Wolfenstein
parametrization. In other words, complete one-loop QED corrections are needed in the
extractions of the CKM components to check the unitarity condition.

In actual experiments, we will explain later that there is a cut that excludes a hard
photon emission in order to collect signals in D+

s → µ+νµ process. On the other hand, such
a cut does not work in D+

s → τ+ντ process. This difference would provide a nontrivial
effect for the extraction of |Vcs|.

In this article, we will analytically study the complete one-loop radiative corrections
to D+

s → ℓ+νℓ decays. In Sec. 2, we will derive the one-loop analytic formula of the short-
distance EW-QED corrections, reproducing the known leading-logarithmic correction, and
also obtain a non-logarithmic correction. Furthermore, we discuss the regularization-
scheme dependence. In Sec. 3, we will compute the long-distance QED corrections and
provide the analytic formulae. In Sec. 4, we will extract the value of |Vcs| from the lat-
est data, and investigate the CKM unitarity test. Section 5 is devoted to the conclusions
and discussion. Various useful results and further detailed calculations are given in the
appendices.

2 Short-distance QED corrections
In this section, we calculate the short-distance EW-QED corrections to the csℓν amplitude.
In order to consistently treat the Fermi coupling constant GF , the short-distance EW-QED
corrections to the muon lifetime are also discussed. Throughout this paper, we use the QED
charge defined below:

Qc = 2
3 , Qs = −1

3 , Qℓ = −1 , Qν = 0 . (2.1)

Note that thanks to the QCD Ward identity, QCD one-loop corrections are completely
canceled among the self-energies and the vertex correction in the csℓν amplitude, and there
is no operator mixing with the other operators in the weak Hamiltonian [39]. The leading
QCD correction appears from two-loop level as a mixed QCD-QED correction [40–43]. We
will see the impact at the end of this section.
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Figure 1: Feynman diagrams for the box contributions.

2.1 Corrections to the csℓν amplitude

Electroweak corrections. First, we calculate the ZW -box contributions to the csℓν
amplitude. There are four one-loop diagrams shown in Fig. 1, all of which give finite
contributions, which therefore are regularization scheme independent. The results for in-
dividual diagrams are

iMZW
(a) = iM0

g2
Z

16π2

(
−1

2 −Qss
2
W

)(
−1

2 −Qℓs
2
W

)
M2
W

M2
Z −M2

W

ln M2
Z

M2
W

+ O
(

s

M2
W

)
,

(2.2)

iMZW
(b) = iM0

g2
Z

32π2

(1
2 −Qcs

2
W

)
M2
W

M2
Z −M2

W

ln M2
Z

M2
W

+ O
(

s

M2
W

)
, (2.3)

iMZW
(c) = −iM0

g2
Z

8π2

(
−1

2 −Qss
2
W

)
M2
W

M2
Z −M2

W

ln M2
Z

M2
W

+ O
(

s

M2
W

)
, (2.4)

iMZW
(d) = −iM0

g2
Z

4π2

(1
2 −Qcs

2
W

)(
−1

2 −Qℓs
2
W

)
M2
W

M2
Z −M2

W

ln M2
Z

M2
W

+ O
(

s

M2
W

)
, (2.5)

where the tree-level amplitude is defined by

M0 = −4GF√
2
V ∗
cs(s̄γµPLc)(ν̄ℓγµPLℓ) , (2.6)

with GF /
√

2 ≡ g2/8M2
W , gZ ≡

√
g2 + g′2, and the weak-mixing angle in the MS scheme

s2
W ≡ sin2 θ̂W (MZ) = 0.23129(4) [44]. In these calculations, we kept s = (pc + ps)2 terms

in the loop integrals, and it was found that all of them are suppressed by s/M2
W ; When

meson decays are considered with
√
s = O(1) GeV, these terms are safely negligible in the

radiative corrections. Here and throughout, we used the Feynman-’t Hooft gauge for the
gauge fixing of the weak gauge boson propagators. Since all the radiative corrections in
this study are flavor conserving, the Nambu–Goldstone (NG) boson contributions in the
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loop diagrams are always proportional to small Yukawa couplings. So, these contributions
are additionally suppressed by m2

light/M
2
W and are also safely negligible.

The total contribution from the above ZW -box diagrams is

iMZW ≃ iM0
g2
Z

32π2

[
5 + 5 (−Qc +Qs +Qℓ) s2

W + 2Qℓ (−4Qc +Qs) s4
W

] M2
W

M2
Z −M2

W

ln M2
Z

M2
W

= iM0
α(MZ)

4π

[
Qℓ (−4Qc +Qs) + 5

2s2
W

(
1
s2
W

−Qc +Qs +Qℓ

)]
ln M2

Z

M2
W

. (2.7)

Here, 4πα(MZ) = g2s2
W is the (squared) electromagnetic coupling in the MS scheme and

α(MZ)−1 = 127.930(8) [44, 45].
One should note that in traditional calculations, the Fermi coupling constant is related

to the renormalized SU(2)L gauge coupling and W -boson mass as

GF√
2

= g2

8M2
W

(1 + ∆r) , (2.8)

where ∆r stands for the short-distance radiative corrections to the muon lifetime [46–
48], which were evaluated using the naive dimensional regularization (NDR) [49]. For the
clarity of the calculations, we do not use this formula; we will instead explicitly compute
the short-distance corrections to the muon lifetime in this section and subtract them from
our results, whose prescription is equivalent to (GF /

√
2)(1 − ∆r) = g2/8M2

W . This also
allows us to discuss the dependence on the regularization schemes.

γW -box contributions. Next, we consider the γW -box contributions. The one-loop
diagrams in the full theory are shown in Fig. 1(a) and (d). To regulate the IR singularities
coming from the massless photon propagator, here and throughout, we will introduce a
tiny nonzero photon mass mγ . By explicit loop calculations in the full theory, we obtain:

iMγW
(a) = −iM0

α

4πQsQℓ
{

7
2 − ln

[
2M2

W

s(1 − cos θ)

]
+ 2π2

3 + ln2
[

2m2
γ

s(1 − cos θ)

]

+4 ln
[

2m2
γ

s(1 − cos θ)

]}
+ O

(
s

M2
W

)
, (2.9)

iMγW
(d) = iM0

α

π
QcQℓ

{
− ln

[
2M2

W

s(1 + cos θ)

]
+ π2

6 + 1
4 ln2

[
2m2

γ

s(1 + cos θ)

]

+ ln
[

2m2
γ

s(1 + cos θ)

]}
+ O

(
s

M2
W

)
, (2.10)

where θ is the angle between the momenta of c and νℓ.
For the one-loop matching onto the weak Hamiltonian at the renormalization scale

µ ≪ MW , we need the calculations of the one-loop corrections to the four-fermion operator
(s̄γµPLc)(ν̄ℓγµPLℓ) shown in Fig. 2. These diagrams contain both UV and IR divergences.
To assess the UV divergence, we considered two different schemes of the dimensional regu-
larization (d = 4 − 2ϵ), although depending on the regularization schemes the finite terms
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Figure 2: Feynman diagrams for the one-loop matchings onto the csℓν operator. The
vertex “⊗ ⊗” denotes the insertion of the four-fermion operator (s̄γµPLc)(ν̄ℓγµPLℓ).

in the matching conditions are changed. For the one-loop corrections to the operator, we
obtain

iMγ
(a) = −iM0

α

4πQsQℓ
{

−1
ϵ̄

+ 4 + κa

− ln
[

2µ2

s(1 − cos θ)

]
+ 2π2

3 + ln2
[

2m2
γ

s(1 − cos θ)

]
+ 4 ln

[
2m2

γ

s(1 − cos θ)

]}
, (2.11)

iMγ
(b) = iM0

α

π
QcQℓ

{
−1
ϵ̄

− 5
4 + κb

− ln
[

2µ2

s(1 + cos θ)

]
+ π2

6 + 1
4 ln2

[
2m2

γ

s(1 + cos θ)

]
+ ln

[
2m2

γ

s(1 + cos θ)

]}
, (2.12)

where 1/ϵ̄ ≡ 1/ϵ− γE + ln 4π and γE is the Euler’s constant. The UV divergences (1/ϵ̄) are
absorbed by the operator renormalization. The parameters κi represent the regularization-
scheme-dependent parameters that arise from the treatment of γ5 in d dimensions. We
parameterized them as κi = 0 in the NDR scheme with anticommuting γ5. On the other
hand, the additional constants κa = −2, κb = 0 appear in the ’t Hooft–Veltman (HV)
scheme with non-anticommuting γ5 [50–52]. See Appendix A.1 for the scheme dependence.

Compared with these formulae, one can obtain proper one-loop level radiative correc-
tions at the renormalization scale µ, as follows:

iMγW
(a) − iMγ

(a)

∣∣∣
ϵ̄0

= iM0
α

4πQsQℓ
[
ln
(
M2
W

µ2

)
+ 1

2 + κa

]
, (2.13)

iMγW
(d) − iMγ

(b)

∣∣∣
ϵ̄0

= −iM0
α

π
QcQℓ

[
ln
(
M2
W

µ2

)
− 5

4 + κb

]
. (2.14)

Here, the θ and mγ divergences are thoroughly canceled out as expected. For the details of
the loop calculations, see Appendix A.2. The total contribution from the γW -box diagrams
is

iMγW = iM0
α

4π

[
Qℓ (−4Qc +Qs) ln

(
M2
W

µ2

)
+Qℓ

(
5Qc + 1

2Qs
)

+Qℓ (Qsκa − 4Qcκb)
]
.

(2.15)
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Figure 3: Vertex corrections with virtual gauge bosons attached between fermions.
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Figure 4: Vertex corrections involving the three-gauge-boson interactions.

Vertex corrections. There are two types of vertex corrections; the vertex corrections
shown in Fig. 3 that the virtual gauge bosons couple to fermions, and diagrams shown
in Fig. 4 that involve the three-gauge-boson interactions. It is well known that these
contributions are completely canceled in total. Let us present this briefly for pedagogical
purposes.

First, the photon correction in Fig. 3(a) is completely canceled (with the corresponding
one in Fig. 2) in the one-loop matching onto the weak Hamiltonian, e.g., see Ref. [39].

The W corrections in Fig. 3 are equivalent to the ones in the µ → eνµν̄e decay.
Therefore, as long as GF is determined by the measurement of the muon lifetime, these
corrections can be absorbed by a redefinition of g. The Z corrections are more subtle
because the magnitude of the interactions differs between quarks and leptons. However,
by adding the contributions from self-energy in Fig. 5(a), these corrections also become
absorbable through the redefinition, see the next subsection for details.

Next, for the contributions from Fig. 4, the summation of them cancels each other out,
including divergences. In the NDR scheme, the photon corrections in Fig. 4 give

iMγ
vertex = iM0

3α
4π (Qc −Qs +Qℓ)

[
1
ϵ̄

+ ln
(
µ2

M2
W

)
+ 5

6 + O
(

s

M2
W

)]
∝ Qc −Qs +Qℓ = 0 . (2.16)
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Figure 5: Self-energy diagrams.

Similar cancellation occurs for Z corrections:

MZ
vertex ∝

(1
2 −Qcs

2
W

)
−
(

−1
2 −Qss

2
W

)
+
(

−1
2 −Qℓs

2
W

)
−
(1

2

)
= 0 , (2.17)

where each parenthesis corresponds to the left-handed Z couplings.#3

Other contributions. Other contributions in Fig. 5, except for the virtual-photon self-
energy diagram of the charged-lepton leg, do not contribute due to the renormalization,
see, e.g., Refs. [47, 48]. The self-energy for the charged-lepton leg is classified as the
long-distance QED correction and will be calculated in the next section (see Fig. 8).

2.2 Corrections to the Fermi constant

Usually, the Fermi coupling constant GF = 1.1663788(6)×10−5 GeV−2 is derived from the
muon lifetime [44]:

τ−1
µ ≡ Γ(µ → eνµν̄e(γ)) =

G2
Fm

5
µ

192π3 F (ρ) (1 + ∆q) , (2.19)

with ρ = m2
e/m

2
µ, through calculations in the Fermi model where the W propagator is

replaced by the Fermi-contact interaction. The function F (ρ) represents the electron mass
dependence for the phase space integral: F (ρ) = 1−8ρ+8ρ3 −ρ4 −12ρ2 ln ρ = 0.99981295.
∆q represents the QED corrections and has been evaluated up to O(α3) terms [48, 54–61].
The leading terms of the QED corrections were derived by Kinoshita and Sirlin [54],

τ−1
µ =

G2
Fm

5
µ

192π3 F (ρ)
[
1 + α (mµ)

2π

(25
4 − π2

)]
, (2.20)

#3For the HV scheme, we have checked that the cancellation of the vertex corrections in Fig. 4 is not
obvious but still correct. In fact, since a contraction of the Dirac matrices: γµPRγµγ̄νPL = −2ϵγ̄νPL
holds, where γ̄ν is the 4-dimensional gamma matrix [53], the right-handed Z interactions provide nonzero
contributions multiplying by 1/ϵ pole. We find that this contribution is canceled out by the (right-handed)
γ interaction in the HV scheme. For example, we obtained

iMγ
vertex(b) + iMZ

vertex(b) ⊃ iM0
3e

32π2

[
eQs + gZ

(
−Qss

2
W

) cW
sW

]
= 0 , (2.18)

from Fig. 4(b). Here, the factor cW /sW comes from W W Z vertex.
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which corresponds to the sum of the one-loop virtual photon correction and the inclusive
contribution from single-real-photon emission with me = 0. The important point is that
the QED corrections ∆q have been calculated using the optical theorem for the muon self-
energy diagrams in the Fermi model,#4 so that the resultant QED corrections correspond to
the inclusive QED radiative correction, with both hard and soft photon emissions contained.
This fact implies that all short-distance corrections to the muon lifetime in the full theory
have to be conventionally absorbed in the definition of GF .

Therefore, in order to calculate the full one-loop radiative corrections to the meson
decays consistently, one must also know the complete radiative corrections to the muon
lifetime in the full theory as well. To be more precise, the short-distance QED and EW
corrections to the µνµeνe operator must be calculated, and we will subtract them from the
above results. Fortunately, we can readily obtain them from the calculations in the case of
the meson leptonic decays.

First, ZW -box contributions come from the same diagrams as Fig. 1, where the strange
and charm quark lines are replaced by the muon and muon-neutrino, respectively. The
result can be obtained from Eq. (2.7) by replacing Qc → Qν and Qs → Qℓ, as

iMZW
muon = iMmuon

0
α(MZ)

4π

[
Q2
ℓ + 5

2s2
W

(
1
s2
W

+ 2Qℓ
)]

ln M2
Z

M2
W

, (2.21)

with Mmuon = −4GF /
√

2(µ̄γµPLνµ)(ν̄eγµPLe). This result is consistent with Refs. [41, 62].
Next, γW -box contribution comes from only Fig. 1(a) type. Since the virtual photon

correction in ∆q for the Fermi model corresponds to Fig. 2(a) type, which is already
included in Eq. (2.19), we have to subtract this contribution. So, the short-distance γW -
box contribution to the muon lifetime is

iMγW
muon = iMγW

muon(a) − iMγ
muon(a)

∣∣∣
ϵ̄0

= iMmuon
0

α

4πQ
2
ℓ

[
ln
(
M2
W

µ2

)
+ 1

2 + κa

]
. (2.22)

Similar to the previous subsection, the photon vertex corrections do not give a contri-
bution to the muon lifetime.

In practice, the other weak radiative corrections also contribute to the muon lifetime.
These radiative corrections are called the universal renormalization factor [41, 62]. An
important fact is that they are also contained within the four-fermion interactions for the
meson (semi-)leptonic decays in exactly the same form. As the most nontrivial check
of this cancellation, we have explicitly calculated the Z-boson radiative corrections to
the muon/neutrino wave function renormalization constants (in Fig. 5(a) type) and the
muon-neutrino-Z triangle diagram (in Fig. 3(a) type), using the NDR scheme for the UV

#4It was shown that the IR poles and the singularities as me → 0 are canceled in the amplitude level, and
the the UV divergences are absorbed by the on-shell renormalization in the optical theorem prescription
[56].
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divergences. By adding these contributions to the muon decays together, we obtain

iM = −iMmuon
0

g2
z

32π2

[
1 + (Qℓ −Qν) s2

W

]2 [1
ϵ̄

+ ln
(
µ2

M2
Z

)
− 1

2

]
, (2.23)

where we discarded the contributions from the eνe side (that is trivially universal compared
to the meson (semi-)leptonic decay amplitudes).

On the other hand, in the D+
s leptonic decays, corresponding virtual-Z contributions

can be obtained by replacing Qν → Qc and Qℓ → Qs. They lead to the exact same
corrections. Therefore, these weak corrections, including the UV divergence, are classified
as the universal renormalization factor, and do not contribute to the D+

s meson leptonic
decay rate [48].

Hence, the universal contributions necessarily cancel in the meson (semi-)leptonic de-
cays in total, as long as the Fermi coupling constant is defined by Eq. (2.19). This feature
is expected to be independent of the regularization scheme.

2.3 Summary of the short-distance corrections
Collecting the contributions obtained above, we arrive at the short-distance EW-QED
corrections to the csℓν amplitude:

MSD = M0 + MZW + MγW − MZW
muon − MγW

muon

= M0

(
1 + α(µ)

4π

{
Qℓ (−4Qc +Qs −Qℓ) ln

(
M2
Z

µ2

)
+Qℓ

(
5Qc + 1

2Qs − 1
2Qℓ

)

+ Qℓ
[
(Qs −Qℓ)κa − 4Qcκb

]})
. (2.24)

Here, the renormalization group of α(µ) was not explicitly addressed in our discussion.
Since its scale dependence is small (in view of the precision of the charm physics), we
naively take α(µ) as the overall factor of the short-distance corrections, and two logarithmic
terms are merged into a single term [63].

As mentioned at the beginning of this section, the QCD corrections appear at two-loop
level [40–43]. Combining with the QCD correction (Ags) and substituting the QED charge
in Eq. (2.24), we eventually obtain the short-distance corrections

ηEW ≡ M
M0

=


1 + α(µ)

2π

[
ln
(
M2
Z

µ2

)
+ 1

2Ags − 11
6

]
(NDR) ,

1 + α(µ)
2π

[
ln
(
M2
Z

µ2

)
+ 1

2Ags − 7
6

]
(HV) ,

(2.25)

with µ = mDs for the D+
s leptonic decay.#5 In the numerical study in Sec. 4, we use

α(mDs)−1 ≃ α(mτ )−1 = 133.450(6) [44]. For the QCD correction, we use a numerical
#5The numerical values are

ηEW =

{
1.0068 (NDR) ,

1.0076 (HV) ,
(2.26)

for the D+
s leptonic decays.
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value for O(1) GeV meson and β decays, evaluated from Refs. [41, 43],#6

Ags = −0.34 . (2.27)

The leading-logarithmic term is consistent with the well-known short-distance elec-
troweak correction known as the Sirlin factor [41, 65]. The −11/6 term has been derived
in Refs. [66, 67] and Ref. [63] independently. Both works regularize the photon-induced
IR divergences by using dimensional regularization with the NDR scheme and setting all
external momenta to zero. To the best of our knowledge, this is the first explicit deter-
mination of these rational terms using different regularization schemes. We observed that
including these rational terms reduces the leading-logarithmic correction by 24% and 15%
in the NDR and HV schemes, respectively. It is also noted that the difference between the
two regularization schemes is small.

In standard treatments of QCD corrections, such scheme dependence at µ = MW is
canceled by incorporating the two-loop QCD anomalous dimensions of the operators, while
the scheme dependence at the low energy matching scale (the hadronic scale) remains, but
can be compensated by the change in µ [14]. In our approximate approach, we use a fixed
value of α and therefore do not take the QED anomalous dimensions into account. If we
consider that the difference between two short-distance corrections in Eq. (2.25) can be
traded for a change of µ, then choosing

µHV = e1/3µNDR ≃ 1.4µNDR (2.28)

yields identical short-distance corrections in the two schemes.
Furthermore, it is found that the QCD correction Ags increases |Vcs| by just 2 × 10−4.

Since this is an order of magnitude smaller than the numerical value currently under
consideration, it can be safely neglected.

We should note that the obtained short-distance corrections in Eq. (2.25) can be ap-
plied to any meson leptonic and semi-leptonic decays within the SM.

3 Long-distance QED corrections

In this section, we compute the long-distance QED corrections to the D+
s → ℓ+νℓ decays

using the point-like approximation, i.e., scalar QED (SQED), for the D+
s meson state.

Based on the definition of the decay constant,

⟨0| sγµγ5c |D+
s (p)⟩ = ifDsp

µ , (3.1)

we matched the effective Lagrangian as follows:

Leff = LSQED − GF√
2
V ∗
csfDsνℓγ

µ(1 − γ5)ℓDµϕ
+ + h.c. , (3.2)

#6In the pion decays, the QCD correction was estimated as Ags = −(αs/π) ln(MZ/mρ) [64].
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Figure 6: Feynman diagrams for the real photon emissions.

where ϕ+ is a complex scalar field that indicates D+
s . LSQED is the corresponding SQED

Lagrangian for ϕ+, and the covariant derivatives are defined as

Dµϕ
+ = (∂µ + iQDseAµ)ϕ+ , (3.3)

with QDs = 1. Note that this matching produces a dimension-five contact interaction
νℓ /APLℓϕ+, which is required to obtain the gauge-invariant radiative corrections [68–70]. A
global average of the decay constant for Nf = 2 + 1 + 1 is fDs = 249.9(0.5) MeV [19]. Note
that the isospin-breaking correction is currently missing in the lattice calculations.

Performing direct lattice calculations of the QED corrections to the decay constant
fDs remains challenging [71–73]. These works investigated the contribution from a single
real-photon emission with Eγ > 10 MeV, by evaluating hadronic matrix elements with one
electromagnetic current insertion. These QED corrections are classified as the structure-
dependent part of the real radiations. It was found that this structure-dependent part
is sizable only in the electron mode D+

s → e+νγ, whereas for µ and τ modes, the QED
corrections are dominated by the point-like contribution, which should correspond to our
estimation in the next subsection. Regarding the structure-dependent part of the virtual
corrections, we will comment on them in Sec. 5.

3.1 Soft photon emissions
First, we calculate corrections from real soft-photon emissions. As briefly stated in the
Introduction, for the µ mode, there is a cut that excludes hard photons from the signal
[74–76]. Therefore, we have to analyze the exclusive D+

s → µ+νµγ decay, which depends
on the undetected photon energy. (We will perform resummation for the missing photons.)
On the other hand, for the τ mode, the circumstances are different. Both because the mass
difference is small between D+

s and τ lepton,

mDs −mτ ≃ 191 MeV , (3.4)

and because the decay of τ+ always produces at least one additional neutrino (ν̄τ ), the
measurements are, in practice, inclusive with respect to the soft-photon emissions [76–
80]. We will discuss these in detail in Sec. 4.1. It is well-known that for the inclusive
observables, the total QED correction has to be suppressed by the cancellations and its
magnitude is expected to be O(α/π), e.g., Eq. (2.20) (Kinoshita-Lee-Nauenberg theorem
[81, 82]). In contrast, the QED correction can be enhanced in the exclusive decays by the
large logarithmic terms that arise from significant differences among the small undetected
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photon energy, the light lepton mass, and the meson masses. So, we should expect that
the total QED correction is significant in the µ mode, but not in the τ mode.

Diagrams of the (single) photon emissions (with the momentum k), which are also
known as the inner-bremsstrahlung, are shown in Fig. 6, and these matrix elements can be
simplified as follows:

iM(a)
real = −iM0eQDs

pDs · ϵ∗(k)
pDs · k − iϵ

, (3.5)

iM(b)
real = −iM0eQℓ

pℓ · ϵ∗(k)
pℓ · k + iϵ

− eQℓ
GF√

2
V ∗
csfDsuνℓ(1 + γ5)

(
mℓ/k

2pℓ · k + iϵ
− 1

)
/ϵ∗(k)vℓ , (3.6)

iM(c)
real = eQDs

GF√
2
V ∗
csfDsuνℓ (1 + γ5) /ϵ∗(k)vℓ , (3.7)

where the tree-level amplitude M0 is defined by

M0 = −iGF√
2
V ∗
csfDsmℓuνℓ (1 + γ5) vℓ . (3.8)

The sum of these three amplitudes is [83]

iMreal = −iM0e

(
QDs

pDs · ϵ∗
pDs · k − iϵ

+Qℓ
pℓ · ϵ∗(k)
pℓ · k + iϵ

)
− eQℓ

GF√
2
V ∗
csfDs

mℓ

2pℓ · k + iϵ
uνℓ (1 + γ5) /k/ϵ∗vℓ . (3.9)

Although the matrix element M(c)
real is canceled by part of M(b)

real in the real photon emission
amplitude, this vertex must be kept for the full virtual correction; see the next subsection.
The first line in Eq. (3.9) collects the leading soft-photon contribution containing the
infrared (IR) divergence, whereas the second line is a subleading term whose contribution is
significant only for hard photons. Because the total amplitude of the inner-bremsstrahlung
is still proportional to the lepton mass, it receives the helicity suppression.

Taking the spin and polarization sums for the final state particles, we obtain∑
s,λ

|Mreal|2 = 4G2
F |Vcs|2 f2

Dsm
2
ℓe

2

×
{

− (pℓ · pνℓ)
[
QDsQℓ

2pDs · pℓ
(pDs · k) (pℓ · k) +Q2

Ds

m2
Ds

(pDs · k)2 +Q2
ℓ

m2
ℓ

(pℓ · k)2

]

+Q2
ℓ

pνℓ · k
pℓ · k −Q2

ℓ

m2
ℓ (pνℓ · k)
(pℓ · k)2 −QℓQDs

pℓ · pνℓ
pℓ · k

+QℓQDs
pDs · pνℓ
pDs · k −QℓQDs

(pDs · pℓ) (pνℓ · k)
(pDs · k) (pℓ · k)

}
, (3.10)

where the ±iϵ terms have been omitted for clarity. The terms in the square bracket contain
the IR singularity. For the analytic phase space integral, we use the Dalitz plot formalism,
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see Appendix B.3. In the IR limit, which corresponds to the two-body decay phase space
integral for ℓ+νℓ, it is hard to perform the Dalitz integration, so we use the soft-photon
approximation [84–86], namely:∫

Eγ<Emax

d3k

(2π)3
1

2Eγ

∫
dΠ2 = 1

8π2

∫ Emax

mγ
dEγ

√
E2
γ −m2

γ

∫ 1

−1
d cos θ

∫
dΠ2 , (3.11)

where mγ is the soft photon mass introduced to regulate the IR divergences.
∫
dΠ2 is the

usual two-body phase space. Here, Emax represents the maximum energy of the undetected
soft photon in the D+

s rest frame. After performing the three-body analytic integrations
[44], we obtain the following QED corrections from the single photon radiation:

Γ(D+
s → ℓ+νℓγ)

Γ0

∣∣∣∣∣
Eγ<Emax

= α0
2π

{
−4
[
1 + 1 + xℓ

2(1 − xℓ)
ln xℓ

]
ln
(

2Emax
mγ

)

+ 2 − 1 + xℓ
1 − xℓ

[
ln xℓ + 1

2 ln2 xℓ + 2Li2(1 − xℓ)
]

+ F hard (Emax)
}
, (3.12)

with the tree-level partial decay width

Γ0 = G2
F

8π |Vcs|2mDsm
2
ℓf

2
Ds (1 − xℓ)2 , (3.13)

and the hard-photon correction

F hard (Emax) = α0
2π

{
Emax

mDs(1 − xℓ)2

[
11 − 14xℓ − 3Emax

mDs

+ 4(1 − xℓ) ln xℓ − 2Emax
mDs

ln xℓ
]

+ 1
(1 − xℓ)2

[
3
2 − 3xℓ − 4(1 − xℓ)

Emax
mDs

+ 2E2
max

m2
Ds

]
ln
(

1 − 2Emax
mDs

)

− 2
(1 + xℓ

1 − xℓ

)
Li2

(2Emax
mDs

)}
, (3.14)

where xℓ = m2
ℓ/m

2
Ds

. Here, for the long-distance QED corrections, we use the fine-structure
constant α−1

0 = 137.035999178(8) [44]. The first line of Eq. (3.12) gives O(lnEmax) contri-
butions (including the IR singularity), and the second line provides a constant correction
as O((Emax)0). The terms in the square bracket in Eq. (3.10) with the soft-photon ap-
proximation in Eq. (3.11) precisely provide these two contributions. On the other hand,
the third line of Eq. (3.12), F hard, corresponds to O(Emax) contribution, which is usually
discarded in the soft-photon approximation. Note that F hard vanishes in the soft photon
limit, F hard(Emax → 0) = 0. We will show later that the contributions from F hard are tiny.
(In Sec. 4.1, we will provide a detailed discussion of the dependence of Emax and how Emax
is handled in the experimental analyses.) The analytic formula of F hard is consistent with
Eq. (50) of Ref. [31].#7

#7We appreciate Toru Goto for an independent check of the formulae in this subsection.
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Figure 7: Virtual vertex corrections for the long-distance QED correction.
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Figure 8: Self-energy diagrams.

As a nontrivial check, we have confirmed the inclusive limit of photon emission, Emax =
(m2

Ds
−m2

ℓ )/2mDs . We found that our result is consistent with a famous result by Kinoshita
for the fully inclusive inner-bremsstrahlung process of π+ → e+νeγ [87] (for details, see
Appendix B.4).

3.2 Virtual corrections

Next, we calculate the virtual corrections to D+
s → ℓ+νℓ, which are comprised of the vertex

corrections in Fig. 7 and the self-energy diagrams in Fig. 8. Both contributions contain
the IR singularities, and they must be canceled out when added to the contributions from
the soft-photon emissions, as explicitly shown in the next subsection. Regulating the
singularities by the soft-photon mass, we obtained each result for the vertex corrections,

∆Γ(a)
(vertex)
Γ0

= −QℓQDs
α0
2π

[
5
2

(
1
ϵ̄

+ ln µ2

m2
Ds

)
+ 11

2 + κc

− 2
(1 + xℓ

1 − xℓ

)
ln xℓ ln mγ√

mDsmℓ
− 2

1 − xℓ
ln xℓ

]
, (3.15)

∆Γ(b)
(vertex)
Γ0

= Q2
Ds

α0
2π

[
−3

2

(
1
ϵ̄

+ ln µ2

mD2
s

)
− 7

2

]
, (3.16)

∆Γ(c)
(vertex)
Γ0

= −QℓQDs
α0
2π

[
−3
(

1
ϵ̄

+ ln µ2

m2
ℓ

)
− 4 + κd

]
, (3.17)

– 15 –



and for the wave-function renormalization constants,

∆Γ(a)
(self)

Γ0
= 2

1
2
dΣ
dp2

∣∣∣∣
p2=m2

Ds


= Q2

Ds

α0
2π

(
1
ϵ̄

+ ln µ2

m2
Ds

− 2 ln mγ√
mDsmℓ

− 1
2 ln xℓ

)
, (3.18)

∆Γ(b)
(self)

Γ0
= 2

1
2
dΣ
d/p

∣∣∣∣∣
/p=mℓ


= Q2

ℓ

α0
2π

[
−1

2

(
1
ϵ̄

+ ln µ2

m2
ℓ

)
− 2 − 2 ln mγ√

mDsmℓ
+ 1

2 ln xℓ
]
, (3.19)

where Σ denotes the self-energy amplitudes for the external legs. To regulate UV di-
vergence, we use dimensional regularization, with κc and κd as regularization-scheme-
dependent parameters. Again, in the same manner as short-distance calculations, we
parametrized κc = κd = 0 in the NDR scheme,#8 while κc = 1 and κd = −1 in the
HV scheme. Note that Γ(b)

(vertex) and the wave-function renormalization constants are com-
mon to both schemes. Here, we use the on-shell renormalization, and the renormalized
masses are set equal to their physical masses.

The renormalization scale µ should be chosen at the matching scale to the UV theory,
namely, the characteristic scale of the structure-dependent radiative corrections in the
present study. Because such effects are not incorporated in this paper, the remaining µ-
dependence is treated as theoretical uncertainty for the extraction of |Vcs|, and we drop
the 1/ϵ̄ terms.

Unexpectedly, we find that the contributions from κc and κd are canceled in the HV
scheme. Hence, total virtual corrections are scheme-independent between the NDR and
HV schemes.

3.3 Summary of the long-distance corrections

Combining the contributions from the single photon radiations and the virtual corrections,
we derive the long-distance QED corrections to Γ(D+

s → ℓ+νℓ), and classify them into the
corrections from the initial state radiation (ISR), final state radiation (FSR), interference
contributions between the ISR and FSR (INT), hard-photon contributions (hard), and
other virtual corrections, as follows:

Γ(D+
s → ℓ+νℓ)LD

Γ0
= 1 +

∆Γ(a+b+c)
(vertex)
Γ0

+
∆Γ(a+b)

(self)
Γ0

+ Γ(D+
s → ℓ+νℓγ)

Γ0

∣∣∣∣∣
Eγ<Emax

= 1 + F ISR + FFSR + F INT + F hard +H(a) +H(b+c) , (3.20)

where corrections F represent the real photon emissions, while H represent the virtual cor-
rections. (The corrections from the wave-function renormalization constants are included

#8The result of the virtual corrections is consistent with, e.g., Ref. [88]
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in H(a).) Each contribution is infrared-safe and is defined in a finite manner#9 as follows:

F ISR = α0
2π

(
−2 ln 2Emax√

mDsmℓ
+ 2

)
, (3.21)

FFSR = α0
2π

(
−2 ln 2Emax√

mDsmℓ
− 1 + xℓ

1 − xℓ
ln xℓ

)
, (3.22)

F INT = α0
2π

{
−2
(1 + xℓ

1 − xℓ

)
ln xℓ ln 2Emax√

mDsmℓ
− 1 + xℓ

1 − xℓ

[1
2 ln2 xℓ + 2Li2(1 − xℓ)

]}
,

(3.23)

H(a) = α0
2π

(
3 ln µ2

mDsmℓ
− 2xℓ

1 − xℓ
ln xℓ + 7

2

)
, (3.24)

H(b+c) = α0
2π

(
−9

2 ln µ2

mDsmℓ
+ 3

4 ln xℓ − 15
2

)
, (3.25)

and F hard is defined in Eq. (3.14). Note that these results are the same in both the NDR
and HV schemes, as discussed in the previous subsection.

Furthermore, we carry out a resummation of the potentially large contributions of
O(αn lnnEmax), which come from the emission of n soft photons. This resummation is also
required to remove the Emax → 0 singularity. The resummation of the soft-photon emis-
sions is accomplished through the replacement of the following terms with an exponential
factor ΩB [38, 85, 86],

1 + F ISR + FFSR + F INT ∋ 1 + α0
2π

[
−4 − 2

(1 + xℓ
1 − xℓ

)
ln xℓ

]
ln
(

2Emax√
mDsmℓ

)

resum.−−−−→
(

2Emax√
mDsmℓ

)− 2α0
π

(
1+ 1

2
1+xℓ
1−xℓ

lnxℓ
)

≡ ΩB(Emax) . (3.26)

Here, Emax should be reinterpreted as the maximum total energy of undetected soft pho-
tons. We consider this resummation effect when |Vcs| is extracted from the data. We will
present a numerical comparison of the individual contributions of the long-distance QED
corrections in the next section.

#9Both the real photon emissions and the virtual corrections initially have the IR singularities. By
transposing the terms proportional to ln(mγ/

√
mDs mℓ) from the virtual corrections to the real photon

emissions, we cancel the singularities and express finite results.
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4 Complete radiative corrections to D+
s → ℓ+ν

Finally, we obtain the complete one-loop QED corrections to D+
s → ℓ+νℓ by combining the

short- and long-distance corrections in the NDR scheme,

Γ
(
D+
s → ℓ+νℓ

)
= Γ0

{
1 + α(mDs)

2π

[
ln
(
M2
Z

m2
Ds

)
+ 1

2Ags − 11
6

]}2

× ΩB

{
1 + α0

2π

[
−2 − 1 + xℓ

1 − xℓ

(1
2 ln2 xℓ + 2 Li2 (1 − xℓ)

)

−3
2 ln µ2

mDsmℓ
− 1 + 15xℓ

4(1 − xℓ)
ln xℓ

]
+ F hard

}
. (4.1)

In the HV scheme, the term of −11/6 in the first line is replaced by −7/6 (see Eq. (2.25)).
Note that the structure-dependent QED radiative corrections are currently missing from
this formula, which will be discussed in Sec. 5. In this section, we extract the state-of-the-
art value of |Vcs| from the latest data, and consider the CKM unitarity test.

4.1 Estimation of Emax

Before examining the numerical details, we first discuss the experimental circumstances for
the value of Emax, which is a crucial parameter in the numerical calculation of the long-
distance QED corrections. In the experiments, the threshold energy of the electromagnetic
calorimeter to detect the photons is O(10) MeV, in order to tag the π0 → 2γ events. But,
this value does not correspond to Emax. In practice, since the beamline radiates a large
number of photons, one has to isolate the signal by applying dedicated cuts that effectively
ignore many visible soft photons. Although different experiments adopt different selection
cuts, here we consider one of the cuts used by the BES III Collaboration, since they provide
the most precise measurements of the D+

s decays.
To collect the signal of D+

s → ℓ+νℓ, it is useful to adopt the missing-squared-mass cut,
which is defined as

M2
miss = E2

miss −
∣∣∣⃗0 − p⃗tag − p⃗γ(π0) − p⃗µ

∣∣∣2 , (4.2)

with

Emiss = Ecm − Etag − Eγ(π0) − Eµ , (4.3)

where γ(π0) represents a monochromatic photon from D∗+
s → D+

s γ and two photons from
D∗+
s → D+

s π
0 → D+

s γγ. M2
miss is Lorentz invariant, while the RHS is defined in the

laboratory frame.
In the ℓ = µ channel, if there are no soft-photon radiations, this reduces to the invariant

mass of a single neutrino and therefore must vanish, i.e., M2
miss = m2

νµ = 0. The relation
between the missing-squared-mass and the single soft-photon momentum in the D+

s rest
frame is [38]

M2
miss = (pνµ + pγ)2

= 2EνµEγ(1 − cos θνγ) , (4.4)
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where θνγ is an undetectable angle between emitted soft-photon and νµ. In the BES III
experiments, to avoid a peaking background from D+

s → K0π+ with missing K0, a hard
cut M2

miss < 0.2 GeV2 has been set [74],#10 which leads to

EγEνµ(1 − cos θνγ) < 0.1 GeV2 . (4.6)

In the soft-photon limit, the energy of the muon-neutrino is

Eνµ = mDs

2

(
1 − m2

µ

m2
Ds

)
for Eγ = 0 . (4.7)

For evaluation of magnitude of cos θνγ , we consider its expected value. Using the
soft-photon approximation, the phase space integration is proportional to (see Eq. (3.10))

I =
∫

d3k

(2π)3
1

2Eγ

[
2pDs · pℓ

(pDs · k)(pℓ · k) − m2
Ds

(pDs · k)2 − m2
ℓ

(pℓ · k)2

]
. (4.8)

Exploiting the fact that the lepton and neutrino are emitted almost back to back for the
soft-photon process, we use (π − θνγ) for the angle between the lepton and soft-photon.
Then, the integral can be simplified to

I ∝
∫
dΩ
[

2
1 + βℓ cos θνγ

− 1 − 1 − β2
ℓ

(1 + βℓ cos θνγ)2

]
, (4.9)

with

βℓ = 1 − xℓ
1 + xℓ

. (4.10)

This solid-angle integrand gives the (unnormalized) probability density function of the
parameter θνγ :

P (θνγ) = 2
1 + βℓ cos θνγ

− 1 − 1 − β2
ℓ

(1 + βℓ cos θνγ)2 . (4.11)

In Fig. 9, we show the P (θνγ) for the µ and τ modes. From the probability density
functions, we obtain the expected values:

⟨cos θνγ⟩ = −0.8981 for µ mode ,
⟨cos θνγ⟩ = −0.0511 for τ mode .

(4.12)

It clearly presents that in the µ mode, the soft photon tends to be emitted in the direction
of the muon, whereas in the τ mode, it tends to be emitted in a direction different from
that of the tau-neutrino and tau.
#10The real photon radiations from D+

s → µ+νµ do not affect another hard cut,

∆E ∈ (−0.05, 0.10) GeV , (4.5)

where ∆E = Ecm − Etag − Eγ(π0) −
√

m2
Ds

+ |⃗0 − p⃗tag − p⃗γ(π0)|2 [75]. Here,
√

m2
Ds

+ |p⃗tag + p⃗γ(π0)|2

corresponds to the energy of D+
s immediately after the production prior to the soft-photon emissions, so

that the soft photons from the D+
s decays do not change ∆E.

– 19 –



0 π/2 π

|θνγ|

0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

2.0

2.5

3.0

P
(θ
ν
γ
)

〈cos θ〉 muon: -0.8981
〈cos θ〉 tau: -0.0511

muon

tau

Figure 9: Probability density function of angle between the neutrino and soft photon.

Using Eqs. (4.7) and (4.12), for the µ mode we obtain a numerical expected value of
Emax as

Eγ < Emax ≃ 54 MeV (for µ mode) . (4.13)

Note that this Emax is calculated in the D+
s rest frame, which is precisely consistent with

what we discussed in Sec. 3 for the long-distance QED corrections.
On the other hand, for the τ mode, the estimation of Emax is more involved, because

the invisible system has to consist of at least tau-neutrino, its anti-neutrino and possibly
another neutrino, and the simple relation in Eq. (4.4) no longer holds. Furthermore, the
cuts are entirely different depending on the τ+ decay channels [76–80].

The most precise measurement is given via the τ+ → e+νeν̄τ channel for the τ decays
[77]. In this measurement, the signals are tagged in an almost inclusive way with respect
to soft photons,#11 excluding within a 5◦ cone of the positron direction. The second most
precise measurement is given by τ+ → π+ν̄τ channel with the hard cut M2

miss < 0.6 GeV2

[80]. In this case, we expect

M2
miss = (pντ + pντ̄ + pγ)2

≃ 2Eντ̄ (Eγ + Eντ ) . (4.14)
#11Here, events with an extra electromagnetic-calorimeter-shower energy smaller than 0.4 GeV are selected.

This is a less stringent cut compared to the maximum value of Eγ : (mDs /2)(1 − m2
τ/m2

Ds
) = 182 MeV.
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Here, a flat angular distribution is assumed for the soft-photon direction according to Fig. 9.
Very naively, 2Eντ̄ ≃ mτ holds because τ+ → π+ν̄τ is two-body decay. These relations
give

Eγ + Eντ ≲ 340 MeV . (4.15)

Since this cut is less stringent than the maximum soft-photon energy Eγ < 182 MeV, we
conclude that this channel is also collected inclusively. Note that Emax dependence is very
weak in the long-distance QED corrections for the τ mode, which will be shown in Sec. 4.3.

4.2 PHOTOS QED corrections
In many collider experiments, including BESIII, the PHOTOS Monte-Carlo generator has
been used for the simulation of modifications of the kinematic variables induced by the FSR
in the leading-logarithmic approximation [89–92]. It can be applied in a model-independent
way even when the underlying amplitudes are not known, whereas the theoretical calcu-
lations are performed using the specific amplitudes derived from the (effective) models.
Because some experimental results have already been corrected using the PHOTOS, the
theoretical prediction has to be adjusted accordingly when assessing the precise impact of
the QED corrections. In particular, one has to subtract the FSR contribution from the
charged-lepton leg in the D+

s → ℓ+νℓ process.
The FSR contribution in the leading-logarithmic approximation comes from the soft-

photon emission amplitude

iM0e
pℓ · ϵ∗(k)
pℓ · k + iϵ

, (4.16)

with the self-energy correction

dΣ
d/p

∣∣∣∣∣
/p=mℓ, IR-div

= −α0
2π ln

m2
γ

m2
ℓ

. (4.17)

Then one finds the PHOTOS contribution

FPHOTOS = α0
2π

(
−2 ln 2Emax

mℓ
− 1 + xℓ

1 − xℓ
ln xℓ

)
, (4.18)

which should be subtracted in the theoretical calculation of Γ(D+
s → ℓ+νℓ)LD.

4.3 Numerical effects to |Vcs| and CKM unitarity
In this section, we investigate the numerical impacts of the QED corrections to D+

s → ℓ+ν

and extract the state-of-the-art value of |Vcs| from the latest data. We also assess how the
test of CKM unitarity is affected by the QED corrections.

First, we compare the magnitudes of the individual QED corrections to Γ(D+
s → ℓ+νℓ)

and show them in Fig. 10, as a function of Emax. The upper (lower) panel corresponds to
the µ (τ) mode. The short-distance corrections are defined by δSD = η2

EW −1 and shown by
the red-solid and red-dashed lines for the NDR and HV schemes, respectively. The long-
distance corrections are decomposed as δLD = F ISR +FFSR +F INT +F hard +H(a) +H(b+c),
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Figure 10: Each magnitude of the QED corrections to the decay rates of D+
s → µ+νµ

(upper panel) and D+
s → τ+ντ (lower panel). Here, µ = 1 GeV is taken for the long-

distance virtual corrections. The short- and full long-distance corrections are shown by the
red and black solid lines, respectively. The estimated Emax in the BESIII experiments is
shown by the vertical red dotted lines. For a detailed explanation, see the main text.
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see Eq. (3.20). For the virtual corrections H(a) and H(b+c), we take µ = 1 GeV. The black-
solid lines stand for the full long-distance QED corrections, while the black-dashed line
represents the long-distance corrections after subtracting the PHOTOS QED correction in
Eq. (4.18). The estimated Emax in the BESIII experiments is shown by the vertical red
dotted lines. For τ mode, the collected data are dominated by the soft-photon inclusive
signals, see discussions in Sec. 4.1.

For µ mode, it is clearly shown that all of QED corrections (except for F hard) are
O(1)% size and exceed the naive expected magnitude O(α/π) ≈ 0.2%. The total QED
correction is dominated by the interference contributions (F INT) between the ISR and FSR.
Furthermore, it is partially canceled by the short-distance correction.

For τ mode, since the emitted τ is non-relativistic, all QED corrections are suppressed
than the µ mode. Due to mτ ∼ mDs we find F ISR ≃ FFSR and F ISR + FFSR + F INT ≃ 0,
and the full long-distance QED correction becomes consistent with the naive size O(α/π).
However, since the simulation by the PHOTOS takes into account only the contribution
from the final state radiations, it implies that the simulations would lead to an overesti-
mation of the QED correction, which comes out as the black dashed line (δLD −FPHOTOS)
in the figure. Fortunately, we find that this overestimation is partially canceled by the
short-distance correction.

Next, we extract the CKM component |Vcs| from the latest data using the complete
QED correction, subtracting the PHOTOS correction. The master formula for the ex-
tracted |Vcs| in the NDR scheme is

|Vcs|2 = B(D+
s → ℓ+νℓ)
τDs

(
G2
F

8π mDsm
2
ℓf

2
Ds (1 − xℓ)2

{
1 + α(mDs)

2π

[
ln
(
M2
Z

m2
Ds

)
+ 1

2Ags − 11
6

]}2

× ΩB

(
ΩPHOTOS
B

)−1
{

1 + α0
2π

[
−2 − 1 + xℓ

1 − xℓ

(1
2 ln2 xℓ + 2 Li2 (1 − xℓ)

)

−3
2 ln µ2

mDsmℓ
− 1 + 15xℓ

4(1 − xℓ)
ln xℓ

]
+ F hard + α0

2π
1 + xℓ
1 − xℓ

ln xℓ
})−1

, (4.19)

with the PHOTOS resummation factor

ΩPHOTOS
B =

(2Emax
mℓ

)−α0
π

. (4.20)

For the latest data, we use the updated world averages from the 2025 update of the
Review of Particle Physics by PDG [44],

B
(
D+
s → µ+νµ

)
= (5.37 ± 0.11) × 10−3 ,

B
(
D+
s → τ+ντ

)
= (5.39 ± 0.09) × 10−2 ,

(4.21)

with τDs = (5.012 ± 0.022) × 10−13 s.#12

#12The 2024 published edition of the PDG provides B(D+
s → µ+νµ) = (5.35 ± 0.12) × 10−3 and B(D+

s →
τ+ντ ) = (5.36 ± 0.10) × 10−2 [44].
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Figure 11: Extracted values of |Vcs| from the latest data on D+
s leptonic decays in the µ

(left panel), shown as a function of Emax, and τ channels (right panel). The complete QED
corrections evaluated in the NDR scheme are included in the red bands, while the gray
bands show results obtained without any radiative corrections. The darker bands indicate
the theoretical uncertainty from the long-distance QED corrections, evaluated by varying
the renormalization scale 500 MeV < µ < 2 GeV (the solid lines correspond to µ = 1 GeV).
The lighter bands additionally incorporate the current experimental uncertainties. The
light blue (dashed) lines show the results in the HV scheme.

The extracted values of |Vcs| in each decay mode are shown in Fig. 11. The red
bands include the complete QED corrections evaluated in the NDR scheme, while the
gray bands do not include any radiative corrections. The theoretical uncertainty from
the renormalization scale in the long-distance corrections is shown by the darker bands
varying 500 MeV < µ < 2 GeV. The lighter bands additionally incorporate the experimental
uncertainties. The light blue (dashed) lines show the results in the HV scheme. Hence, both
the theoretical uncertainty and the regularization-scheme dependence are much smaller
than the current sizable experimental uncertainty. This difference between the two schemes
is incorporated as the theoretical uncertainty in the final result of |Vcs| (next figure).

In addition, we evaluate the global fit of |Vcs| incorporating the QED corrections. It
is known that the most precise determination of |Vcs| comes from D-meson semi-leptonic
decay measurements: D0 → K−ℓ+νℓ and D+ → K0ℓ+νℓ (ℓ = e, µ). In Fig. 12, we
summarize the extracted values of |Vcs| from leptonic and semi-leptonic decays and those
fitted values. The D-meson semi-leptonic decays are carefully studied in Ref. [36]. Here,
we quote the “nominal” scenario of Ref. [36], in which the D → K form factors utilizes
the lattice results obtained by the HPQCD [93] and FNAL/MILC collaborations [94], then
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Figure 12: Summary of the determination of |Vcs| from D+
s leptonic and D semi-leptonic

decays. The gray bars include only short-distance corrections, while the blue bars further
include the long-distance QED corrections. The green band represents the prediction of
the CKM unitarity test from (V †V )22.

we rescale it by obtaining short-distance correction in Eq. (2.25) in the NDR scheme. All
gray bars indicate the results incorporating only short-distance corrections, while the blue
bars include the long-distance QED corrections in D+

s -meson leptonic decays. Note that
calculations of the long-distance QED corrections in D-meson semi-leptonic decays are
currently missing. Following Refs. [19, 94], we add 1% uncertainty due to the missing
long-distance QED corrections. From another point of view, the CKM unitarity predicts
the green shaded region using the PDG average values of |Vus| and |Vts| [44].

In Ref. [36], it was shown that when one considers the joint fit of |Vcs| incorporating
only short-distance corrections, then the CKM unitarity is significantly violated, which
is clearly shown in this figure. On the other hand, we find that the long-distance QED
corrections reduce the tension in the CKM unitarity test.

Finally, we numerically compare the fitted values of |Vcs| with the CKM unitarity.
First, the extracted values of |Vcs| from D+

s → µ+νµ and D+
s → τ+ντ are

|Vcs|Ds→µν = 0.9942 ± 0.0020lat. ± 0.0015th. ± 0.0105exp. , (4.22)
|Vcs|Ds→τν = 0.9886 ± 0.0020lat. ± 0.0014th. ± 0.0086exp. , (4.23)

respectively, where the theoretical uncertainty comes from the renormalization group scale
dependence 500 MeV < µ < 2 GeV and the regularization-scheme dependence, while the
experimental uncertainty is dominated by the branching ratios in Eq. (4.21). Combining
the two channels, we obtain

|Vcs|Ds = 0.991 ± 0.007 . (4.24)
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Table 1: Results of the second-column CKM unitarity test. For D → Kℓν, only the
short-distance corrections (NDR) are taken into account, while its second uncertainties
come from an estimation of the size of missing long-distance QED corrections.

scenario data set |Vcs| ∆CKM result

nominal D → Kℓν 0.955 ± 0.004 ± 0.010 0.012 ± 0.011 1.1 σall average 0.980 ± 0.006

scale factor D → Kℓν 0.959 ± 0.007 ± 0.010 0.018 ± 0.012 1.6 σall average 0.983 ± 0.006

Furthermore, combining it with the D semi-leptonic decay measurements which are
summarized in Table 1, we obtain the fitted value of |Vcs|

|Vcs| =

0.980 ± 0.006 (nominal) ,
0.983 ± 0.006 (scale factor) ,

(4.25)

where the “scale factor” scenario is defined in Ref. [36]: For the D → K form factors,
in addition to the HPQCD and FNAL/MILC, the lattice results obtained by the ETM
collaboration [95, 96] is also used. However, it is known that the ETM results are not
mutually consistent with those of HPQCD and FNAL/MILC. Hence, including the ETM
results leads to an additional scale factor in the systematic uncertainty. As a result, the
fitted result for D semi-leptonic decays in the scale-factor scenario has a larger uncertainty.

Now, let us check the unitarity of the CKM matrix using |Vcs| obtained in Eq. (4.25).
In Ref. [36], it is reported that both the second-row and second-column unitarity conditions
exhibit a significant deficit when only the short-distance corrections are taken into account.
For the second-row unitarity test, the CKM component |Vcd| must also be determined from
data, including QED radiative corrections. However, these studies are currently missing
the calculation of the QED corrections [19], and |Vcd| is also determined from the neutrino
scattering data [44]. On the other hand, there have been many efforts to calculate the
QED corrections to |Vus|, so that we focus on the second-column CKM unitarity test,(

V †V
)

22
= |Vus|2 + |Vcs|2 + |Vts|2 = 1 . (4.26)

The measure of the CKM unitarity violation is represented by ∆CKM, defined as

∆CKM ≡ |Vus|2 + |Vcs|2 + |Vts|2 − 1. (4.27)

By using the world averages of |Vus| and |Vts| by the PDG [44]

|Vus| = 0.22431 ± 0.00085 , (4.28)
|Vts| = (41.5 ± 0.9) × 10−3 , (4.29)

we conclude

∆CKM =

0.012 ± 0.011 (nominal) ,
0.018 ± 0.012 (scale factor) ,

(4.30)
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which are consistent with the CKM unitarity condition at 1.1σ and 1.6σ levels, respectively.
Furthermore, even if we use the result by a global fit of |Vus| = 0.22405±0.00035 in Ref. [6],
we obtain the same values of ∆CKM for both scenarios. These results are summarized in
Table 1.

It is found that, in the nominal scenario, the second-column CKM unitarity condition
is well satisfied. We hope that, once the long-distance QED corrections to D → Kℓν are
taken into account, the CKM unitarity will be more robustly checked in future studies, as
expected from Fig. 12.

5 Discussion and Conclusions

In this article, we carefully studied the short-distance EW-QED corrections and the long-
distance QED corrections to D+

s → ℓ+νℓ decays at one-loop level within the SM. We
analytically confirmed two minor contributions which are often neglected in previous phe-
nomenological analyses; (1) the non-logarithm correction in the short-distance correction
and (2) the correction from the non-soft-photon radiation corresponds to O(Emax) contribu-
tion. On the other hand, for the first time, the radiative corrections were calculated in both
the NDR and HV schemes, and the theoretical uncertainty arising from the regularization-
scheme difference was considered.

We found that properly including these radiative corrections is essential to bring the
second-column CKM unitarity tests into agreement with the SM prediction. Our study
highlights that the present bottleneck in confirming CKM unitarity is the precision of the
QED corrections. This underscores the importance of further improving lattice simulations
by consistently incorporating QED effects to achieve more stringent and reliable tests of
CKM unitarity.

In this work, the structure-dependent QED corrections are not included. Recently,
the structure-dependent QED corrections to B+ → ℓ+ν were calculated by using a gauge
invariant formalism [97]. It was found that the virtual structure-dependent corrections are
non-negligible in B+ → ℓ+ν, which partially cancels the long-distance QED corrections
evaluated by the scalar QED. However, both the size and sign of the virtual structure-
dependent QED corrections are not clear a priori in D+

s → ℓ+ν, because the QED charges
of the quark lines are different and the directions of the internal fermion lines in the loop
differ from the B+ decays. (The size is expected to be mildly suppressed compared to the
ones in B+ → ℓ+ν by replacement of mB → mDs ,mb → mc.) Therefore, we leave the
investigation of these effects in both D+

s → ℓ+ν and D → Kℓ+ν to future work.
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A Details of the short-distance corrections

A.1 Regularization scheme dependence
We use dimensional regularization to handle the UV divergence. There are two regular-
ization schemes: the naive dimensional regularization (NDR) and the ’t Hooft-Veltman
scheme (HV, also BMHV), which depend on how γ5 is treated. One-loop four-Fermi oper-
ators have the following structures inserted four gamma matrices in the tree-level operator:
[ψΓψ][ψΓψ] ≡ Γ ⊗ Γ with Γ = γν(1 − γ5)/2. Contractions of these operators give [49]

γµγρΓγργµ ⊗ Γ = A1(ϵ)Γ ⊗ Γ + E1 ,

Γγµγρ ⊗ Γγµγρ = A2(ϵ)Γ ⊗ Γ + E2 ,

Γγµγρ ⊗ γργµΓ = A3(ϵ)Γ ⊗ Γ + E3 ,

(A.1)

where Ai are given as

A1(ϵ) = A3(ϵ) =

4(1 − ϵ)2 (NDR) ,
4(1 + ϵ2) (HV) ,

(A.2)

and
A2(ϵ) = 4(4 − ϵ− ϵ2) (NDR,HV) . (A.3)

The extra term Ei is the scheme-dependent evanescent operator.

A.2 Matching onto the weak Hamiltonian
In this section, we describe the details of the calculations of the γW -box diagrams. By
calculating the one-loop box diagrams in Fig. 1, we obtain

iMγW
(a) = iM0QsQℓ

× α

π

{
3
8 + 1

4 ln
[

2M2
W

s(1 − cos θ)

]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

ℓ2

− π2

6 − 1
4 ln2

[
2m2

γ

s(1 − cos θ)

]
− ln

[
2m2

γ

s(1 − cos θ)

]
− 5

4︸ ︷︷ ︸
ℓ0

}
,

(A.4)
iMγW

(d) = iM0QcQℓ

× α

π

{
−3

2 − ln
[

2M2
W

s(1 + cos θ)

]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

ℓ2

+ π2

6 + 1
4 ln2

[
2m2

γ

s(1 + cos θ)

]
+ ln

[
2m2

γ

s(1 + cos θ)

]
+ 3

2︸ ︷︷ ︸
ℓ0

}
,

(A.5)

for the terms proportional to ℓ2 and ℓ0 in the numerators of the loop calculations, respec-
tively, where ℓ denotes the loop momentum.
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By calculating the virtual γ corrections in Fig. 2 to the matching onto the weak Hamil-
tonian, we obtain

iMγ
(a) = iM0QsQℓ

× α

π

{
1
4ϵ̄ + 1

4 + 1
4 ln

[
2µ2

s(1 − cos θ)

]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

ℓ2

− π2

6 − 1
4 ln2

[
2m2

γ

s(1 − cos θ)

]
− ln

[
2m2

γ

s(1 − cos θ)

]
− 5

4︸ ︷︷ ︸
ℓ0

}
,

(A.6)
iMγ

(b) = iM0QcQℓ

× α

π

{
−1
ϵ̄

− 11
4 − ln

[
2µ2

s(1 + cos θ)

]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

ℓ2

+ π2

6 + 1
4 ln2

[
2m2

γ

s(1 + cos θ)

]
+ ln

[
2m2

γ

s(1 + cos θ)

]
+ 3

2︸ ︷︷ ︸
ℓ0

}
.

(A.7)

One can find that l0 contributions from both box and four-Fermi diagrams are entirely
identical in each diagram: the IR divergences, angular dependence, and s dependence are
totally canceled in Eqs. (2.13) and (2.14).

B Details of the long-distance corrections

B.1 Lagrangian
Below the EW energy scale, the effective Lagrangian that explains D+

s → ℓ+νℓ is

Lcs̄→ℓ+ν = −GF√
2
V ∗
cs [νℓγµ(1 − γ5)ℓ] [sγµ(1 − γ5)c] . (B.1)

The tree-level decay amplitude can be obtained by

iM0 = −iGF√
2
V ∗
cs ⟨ℓ+νℓ| [νℓγµ(1 − γ5)ℓ] [sγµ(1 − γ5)c] |D+

s ⟩

= −iGF√
2
V ∗
csuνℓγ

µ(1 − γ5)vℓ ⟨0| sγµ(1 − γ5)c |D+
s ⟩

= i
GF√

2
V ∗
csuνℓγ

µ(1 − γ5)vℓ ⟨0| sγµγ5c |D+
s ⟩

= −GF√
2
V ∗
csfDsuνℓ/pDs

(1 − γ5)vℓ . (B.2)

B.2 Dilogarithm formula
The following identity between four dilogarithm functions is used in the calculation of the
long-distance QED corrections:

Li2
(

x

1 + x

)
− Li2

( 1
1 + x

)
+ 4 Li2

(1 − x

1 + x

)
− Li2

[(1 − x

1 + x

)2
]

= ln x ln(1 + x) + 2 Li2(1 − x) ,

(B.3)
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which is valid for x > 0.
According to Ref. [86], the soft-photon emission from a meson can be written as

Γ(M → ℓνγsoft)
Γ(M → ℓν) = α

2π

1∑
i,j=0

QiQj

[
4bij ln

(
mγ

2Emax

)
+ 2Fij + O(Emax)

]
, (B.4)

where Q1 = Qℓ and Q0 = −Qℓ. The functions of bij and Fij are defined in Ref. [86].
The coefficient of the lnmγ term can be expressed as

4 (b00 + b11 − 2b01) = 4
(

1 + 1 + xℓ
2(1 − xℓ)

ln xℓ
)
, (B.5)

where xℓ = m2
ℓ/m

2
Ds

. This coefficient is consistent with our result in Eq. (3.12).
Furthermore, the finite corrections Fij can be expressed as

2 (F00 + F11 − 2F01) = 2 − 1 + xℓ
1 − xℓ

ln xℓ − 1 + xℓ
1 − xℓ

{
1
2 ln2 xℓ − ln xℓ ln(1 + xℓ)

+ Li2
(

xℓ
1 + xℓ

)
− Li2

( 1
1 + xℓ

)
+ 4 Li2

(1 − xℓ
1 + xℓ

)
− Li2

[(1 − xℓ
1 + xℓ

)2
]}

= 2 − 1 + xℓ
1 − xℓ

[
ln xℓ + 1

2 ln2 xℓ + 2 Li2(1 − xℓ)
]
, (B.6)

which is again consistent with our result in Eq. (3.12).

B.3 Photon energy cut

Soft photon approximation is valid for small photon energies, and if possible, it is desired
not to use the approximation. Therefore, we introduced the following two photon energy
cuts:

0 ≤ Eγ < Ecut (for IR limit) ,
Ecut ≤ Eγ ≤ Emax (for 3-body decay) .

(B.7)

The IR limit is shown by the red point in Fig. 13, where we used the soft photon ap-
proximation and took the Ecut → 0. In the remaining shaded area, we used the Dalitz
plot integration. When one integrates the entire region surrounded by the gray line, it
represents the inclusive limit.

B.4 Inclusive limit

The inner-bremsstrahlung ratio for the inclusive D+
s leptonic decay is

∆PIB
P0

= α

π

[
2
(

1 + 1 + xℓ
2(1 − xℓ)

ln xℓ
)(

ln mγ

mDs

− ln(1 − xℓ) − 1
4 ln xℓ + 3

4

)

− xℓ(10 − 7xℓ)
4(1 − xℓ)2 ln xℓ − 2(1 + xℓ)

1 − xℓ
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Figure 13: The Dalitz plot for D+
s → µνµγ is shown in units of [GeV2]. The entire region

enclosed by the gray boundary corresponds to the inclusive limit, while the blue-shaded
area represents the soft-photon region relevant to the present study. The cutoff value is
given by m2

12,cut = (pℓ+ pν)2 = (pDs − pγ)2 = m2
Ds

− 2mDsEmax, and the red point denotes
the position at which the IR divergence appears, where the calculation has been performed
using the soft-photon approximation in Eq. (3.11).

which is consistent with Eq. (4) of Ref. [87]. We numerically checked it and this is readily
verified by plotting in Fig. 14, where the IR divergence is completely canceled by the
following virtual corrections. The virtual photon vertex correction is

∆Γvert
Γ0

= α

2π

[
−2
(

1
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+ ln µ2

m2
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)
+ 1 − 3xℓ
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)
ln xℓ ln mγ√

mDsmℓ

]
,

(B.9)
and the self-energy contribution is
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= α
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1
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1
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+ ln µ2
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)
+ 1

2 ln m2
ℓ
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− 2 − 4 ln mγ√
mDsmℓ

]
. (B.10)
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