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We perform an angular analysis of the B → K
∗
e
+
e
−

decay for the dielectron mass squared, q
2
,

range of 0.0008 to 1.1200 GeV
2
/c

4
using the full Belle data set in the K

∗0 → K
+
π
−

and K
∗+ →

K
0
Sπ

+
channels, incorporating new methods of electron identification to improve the statistical power

of the data set. This analysis is sensitive to contributions from right-handed currents from physics

beyond the Standard Model by constraining the Wilson coefficients C(′)
7 . We perform a fit to the

B → K
∗
e
+
e
−

differential decay rate and measure the imaginary component of the transversality

amplitude to be A
Im
T = −1.27 ± 0.52 ± 0.12, and the K

∗
transverse asymmetry to be A

(2)
T =

0.52 ± 0.53 ± 0.11. The resulting constraints on the value of C′
7 are consistent with the Standard

Model within a 2σ confidence interval.

1. INTRODUCTION

The b→ sℓ+ℓ− decay is a flavor-changing neutral cur-
rent mediated by loop diagrams and is therefore sup-
pressed in the Standard Model (SM). Studies of this de-
cay are a sensitive probe for contributions from physics
beyond the SM, where angular analyses measuring pa-
rameters with reduced theoretical uncertainties, includ-
ing P ′

5, have in the past found disagreements with SM
predictions [1, 2]. Effective field theory is used to char-
acterize the Hamiltonian and to describe the different
processes that contribute to the decay [3]. The con-
tributions from different operators across the range of
the dilepton invariant mass squared, q2, are determined
by their respective Wilson coefficients. In the q2 region

where the P ′
5 tension is found, the C(′)

7 and C(′)
9 Wilson co-

efficients are dominant, and there may be contributions
from charm loops [4].

Studies focusing on the very low-q2 region, q2 ≲

1.0GeV2/c4, are accessible for the dielectron mode and

can isolate the C(′)
7 contribution, which measures the

polarization of photons from b → sγ decays and is a
probe for non-SM right-handed currents [5]. Angular

analyses of b → sℓ+ℓ− can be used to test other new
physics scenarios, such as those detailed in Refs. [6–

9]. The B0 → K∗0(→ K+π−)e+e− decay at low-q2

can be used to measure the ratio of the right- and left-
handed Wilson coefficients, C′

7/C7, which constrains non-
SM contributions. Such angular analyses have been per-
formed by LHCb for 0.002 < q2 < 1.120GeV2/c4 [10]

and 0.0008 < q2 < 0.257GeV2/c4 [11], where results were
consistent with the SM.

A recent study of lepton flavor universality in B →
K∗e+e− decays in different q2 ranges from LHCb [12]
used tighter electron identification requirements than
previous analyses [13, 14] and obtained measurements
more consistent with the SM compared to those previous
analyses. This highlights the importance of robust sys-

ar
X

iv
:2

40
4.

00
20

1v
2 

 [
he

p-
ex

] 
 3

 A
pr

 2
02

4

https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4374-1234
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0887-7953
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2287-0173
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6208-0876
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1907-5964
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1586-5790
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2435-501X
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3466-9290
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0419-6912
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8852-2409
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1527-2266
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0014-2589
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5440-2668
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1776-0439
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8857-8621
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6254-3594
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1449-6986
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7543-3471
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5279-4787
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2495-0524
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2270-9673
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7357-9007
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0856-1131
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2518-7134
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8332-5668
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1865-741X
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8650-6058
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8803-4429
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7620-2053
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7008-3759
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1705-7399
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2747-8277
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3499-7948
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9841-0216
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6857-966X
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2172-3534
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6509-7793
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8442-107X
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7052-3163
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9076-5936
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5767-2121
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5662-3675
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3043-1939
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1345-0970
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6817-6868
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8656-2693
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6849-0427
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5862-9739
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8880-6134
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2599-1405
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8895-0128
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8785-847X
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8602-5652
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1470-6536
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5541-2278
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5858-3187
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2234-0001
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4321-0417
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6347-433X
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5138-5903
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6954-9593
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6504-1872
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9772-9989
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4260-5118
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1641-430X
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4271-711X
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3561-5633
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1590-0266
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9402-7559
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9996-6336
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8176-8545
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7323-0830
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2211-619X
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2209-535X
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5743-7698
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8125-9070
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4659-1112
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9695-8103
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7175-4182
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8644-2349
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2487-8080
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5959-8172
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0971-0968
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8650-6699
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8084-1931
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4967-7675
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1236-4667
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6251-8049
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6277-2626
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1572-5365
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7011-5044
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9448-5691
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9553-3421
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9128-6806
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9835-1006
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5789-6205
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5991-622X
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7366-1307
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9909-2851
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2024-5649
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1219-3247
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3416-0056
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8412-8308
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2698-5448
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6088-0412
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7082-8108
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0128-264X
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4352-734X
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2209-6969
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6850-7666
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7640-5456
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8424-7075
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1076-814X
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7739-914X
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6373-2346
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7310-5079
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4486-0064
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7994-0537
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6520-0028
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4864-3411
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4114-1091
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8813-0437
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9839-7373
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1804-9470
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6836-0748
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6131-819X
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9465-2493
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1407-7450
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4310-3638
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5823-4393
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4199-4369
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9184-2830
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7336-3246
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4844-5028
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8378-4255
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1615-9118
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4824-101X
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2811-2218
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1312-0429
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8478-5639
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1456-1496
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5735-4059
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8751-5944
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8954-0585
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8225-3973
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6651-0706
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8255-3746
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3469-9377
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4904-6168
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3355-765X
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3401-0480
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3174-403X
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1685-9824
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1017-1295
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6391-5118
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0979-8341
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5241-6628
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4245-7442
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2680-0474
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0713-0871
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9543-7971
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8840-3346
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1479-9349
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1652-6686
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6719-5397
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4001-9748
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6140-2044
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0907-5565
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8253-641X


2

tematic uncertainty studies in rare decays and the need
for a low-q2 analysis in Belle as an independent measure-
ment of other angular analyses involving electrons. To
offset the smaller available data set in Belle, the study
detailed below includes the implementation of machine
learning techniques to improve the performance of elec-
tron identification.

1.1. Differential decay rate

The B → K∗e+e− differential decay rate is expressed
in terms of q2 and three angular observables, θℓ, θK , and
ϕ [15]. The angle θℓ is defined as the angle between the

e+ (e−) candidate direction and the direction opposite
to the B (B), in the dielectron rest frame. The angle
θK is defined similarly between the kaon direction and
the opposite direction of the B in the K∗ rest frame.
Finally, ϕ is the angle between the plane containing the
dielectron candidates and the plane containing the kaon
and pion candidates in the B rest frame. In the low-q2

region, the full differential decay rate [3] can be simplified
by folding the ϕ distribution, which is done by adding π
to values of ϕ below 0. The Kπ S-wave contribution can
be neglected in this q2 region due to the polarisation of
the hadronic system [16], and electrons can be taken to
be massless [11]. The differential decay rate is averaged
over CP -conjugate modes throughout this paper and is
given by

1

d(Γ + Γ̄)/dq2
d4(Γ + Γ̄)

dq2d cos θℓd cos θKdϕ
=

9

16π

(3
4
(1− FL) sin

2 θK + FL cos2 θK

+
(1
4
(1− FL) sin

2 θK − FL cos2 θK
)
cos 2θℓ

+
1

2
(1− FL)A

(2)
T sin2 θK sin2 θℓ cos 2ϕ

+ (1− FL)A
Re
T sin2 θK cos θℓ

+
1

2
(1− FL)A

Im
T sin2 θK sin2 θℓ sin 2ϕ

)
,

(1)

with four free parameters as functions of q2: the longi-
tudinal polarization of the K∗, FL, the transverse asym-

metry of the K∗, A
(2)
T , and the real and imaginary com-

ponents of the transversality amplitudes, ARe
T and AIm

T ,

respectively. The parameters AIm
T and A

(2)
T are related

to C(′)
7 at q2 = 0 through the following equations [17]:

AIm
T (q2 = 0) =

2Im(Ceff
7 C′eff∗

7 )

|Ceff
7 |2 + |C′eff

7 |2
, (2)

A
(2)
T (q2 = 0) =

2Re(Ceff
7 C′eff∗

7 )

|Ceff
7 |2 + |C′eff

7 |2
, (3)

where C(′)eff
7 is proportional to C(′)

7 . In the SM, C′
7 is

helicity-suppressed by a factor of the ratio of the strange

and bottom quark masses, C′
7 = (ms/mb)C7 [3], hence

these parameters are expected to be near zero at q2 = 0.
Therefore, their measurement is sensitive to new physics
scenarios. The other parameters, while not sensitive to
new physics themselves, can be used to discern different
beyond-SM scenarios.

1.2. The Belle detector and data sample

This study uses the full Υ (4S) data sample containing

(772±11)×106 BB meson pairs recorded with the Belle

detector [18, 19] at the KEKB asymmetric-energy e+e−

collider [20, 21].
The Belle detector is a large-solid-angle magnetic spec-

trometer that consists of a silicon vertex detector (SVD),
a 50-layer central drift chamber (CDC), an array of aero-
gel threshold Cherenkov counters (ACC), a barrel-like ar-
rangement of time-of-flight scintillation counters (TOF),
and an electromagnetic calorimeter comprised of CsI(Tl)
crystals (ECL) located inside a super-conducting solenoid
coil that provides a 1.5 T magnetic field. An iron flux-
return located outside of the coil is instrumented to de-
tectK0

L mesons and to identify muons (KLM). The detec-
tor is described in detail elsewhere [18]. The coordinate
system is defined such that the positive z-axis aligns with
the direction of the electron beam and is centered on the
interaction point (IP).
Monte Carlo (MC) simulation studies are used to de-

termine the analysis techniques. The MC samples in-
clude on-resonance Υ (4S) → BB events and contin-

uum e+e− → qq events with q ∈ {u, d, s, c}, which are
generated using the EVTGEN [22], PYTHIA [23], and
PHOTOS [24] packages with interference effects due to
final-state radiation being switched on. The B2BII pack-
age [25] is used to convert reconstructed events into a
format compatible with the Belle II analysis software
framework [26]. Samples of B → K∗e+e− signal events
are generated using the EVTGEN generators BTOSLL-
BALL, based on Ref. [27], and BTOSLLNP [28] to study
detector effects and understand any possible model de-
pendence in the analysis procedure.

2. ELECTRON IDENTIFICATION

Electron identification in Belle is typically performed
using a likelihood ratio (LHR), Le/(Le+Lπ), where Li is
the likelihood of a charged particle hypothesis, i, deter-
mined using a combination of detector outputs [29]. We
have implemented a new method for electron identifica-
tion in Belle using machine learning algorithms. A speed-
optimized boosted decision tree (BDT) algorithm [30] is
used to classify an electron signal against all other long-
lived charged particle hypotheses, exploiting the proper-
ties assigned to candidates by the detectors. BDTs are
trained using 500 trees, a maximum depth of 3 and a
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shrinkage rate of 0.1, in different bins of momentum, an-
gle and charge. For electron identification the BDT input
variables are as follows: the binary LHR for hadron iden-
tification in the inner detectors [31] for all combinations
of long-lived charged particles, the ratio of ECL cluster
energy and measured momentum, and the ratio of the
energy in the 3 × 3 and 5 × 5 ECL crystal grids around
the center of an electromagnetic shower. Also included
are the ECL cluster energy, the number of crystal hits in
an ECL cluster and the lateral shower shape, as defined
in Ref. [32]. These variables are assigned to long-lived
charged particle candidates that have ECL clusters asso-
ciated with hits in the CDC.

2.1. Tag and probe procedure

The performance and agreement between data and MC
for the BDT classifer is verified using a tag and probe
method with J/ψ → e+e− events for efficiency measure-

ments and K0
S → π+π− events to determine π-e mis-

identification rates in each phase-space bin. The J/ψ

and K0
S candidates are taken inclusively from all BB and

continuum events.
J/ψ candidates are reconstructed in a window around

the known J/ψ invariant mass [33] from two electron can-
didate tracks that originate from the IP, where the dis-
tance of the tracks from the IP in the z-direction must
be |dz| < 5 cm, and their radius in the r-ϕ plane is |dr| <
2 cm. The momentum is required to be plab > 0.1GeV/c
and there must be a match between a track in the CDC
and a cluster in the ECL. A match is determined by ex-
trapolating a charged track into the ECL and checking if
any crystals it passes through are associated to an ECL
cluster. A correction for bremsstrahlung energy loss is
applied by adding the four-momenta of photon candi-
dates with Eγ < 1 GeV within an angular cone of 6◦

around the electron candidate’s track direction from the
IP. Low multiplicity e+e− → (e+e−)ℓ+ℓ−, and contin-
uum events are reduced through selection criteria based
on the event topology. The tagging criterion is a require-
ment that one e± candidate in the event, the tag, has an
e vs. π LHR [29], above 0.95.

K0
S candidates are reconstructed in a window around

their known invariant mass using the same track, momen-
tum, and topology requirements as J/ψ candidates. The

cosine of the angle between the K0
S momentum vector

and the decay vertex position vector, cos(θ(p⃗
K

0
S
, V⃗

K
0
S
)),

is required to be above 0.998. No pion-tagging LHR cri-
terion is required.

The number of J/ψ and K0
S candidates is determined

with a binned maximum log-likelihood fit to the dielec-
tron or dipion invariant mass distribution, respectively.
For J/ψ → e+e−, the signal probability distribution func-
tion (PDF) is modeled by a Gaussian function added to
a bifurcated Gaussian and a Crystal Ball [34] function,

while for K0
S → π+π−, the signal component is modeled

by a sum of three Gaussian functions. In both cases,
the background is modeled by a second-order Cheby-
chev polynomial. The shapes of these PDFs are defined
based on MC, where the signal and background yields,
the means, and a scale factor for the PDF widths remain
floating in fits to data with all other parameters fixed.
The efficiency, ε, of applying a selection criterion on

the probe is defined as follows:

ε =
N sig

pass

N sig
pass +N sig

fail

, (4)

where N sig
pass is the number of signal candidates that pass

the criterion, and N sig
fail is the number that do not. A si-

multaneous fit is performed over the mutually exclusive
pass and fail data sets to avoid double counting the sta-
tistical uncertainty, where signal shape parameters are
common for the two samples while those for the back-
grounds are fit independently.
The statistical and systematic uncertainties are de-

termined through the generation of pseudo-experiments.
The statistical uncertainty is calculated in each phase-
space bin and is determined by the following procedure.
The population in each invariant mass bin is re-sampled
according to a Poissonian probability and the invariant
mass fit is performed on each new pseudo-data set to
obtain a set of efficiencies. The width of the central
68% of a Gaussian PDF fit to this distribution of effi-
ciencies is taken as the statistical uncertainty. For the
systematic uncertainty, which is only assigned to data,
an analogous pseudo-experiment method is used, where
the fixed signal PDF parameters are varied according to
their uncertainty. The efficiency ratios between data and
MC in different bins, and the corresponding statistical
and systematic uncertainties, are then calculated using
these pseudo-data sets, and are used for corrections in
the B → K∗e+e− study.

2.2. Performance comparison

A comparison between the performance of the LHR
and BDT methods is shown using receiver operating
characteristic (ROC) curves for simulated electrons in
Fig. 1, where the BDT is seen to outperform the stan-
dard LHR. Similar performance is found for positrons.

For a comparison in data, probe selection criteria
thresholds are chosen for each phase-space bin such that
the simulated electron signal efficiency is 95%, which is
in agreement between fits to J/ψ → e+e− events for data

and MC. The π-e mis-identification rates in K0
S → π+π−

are then measured in data using the same criteria. The
results for data, integrated over momentum, are pre-
sented in Table I, where a significant reduction in the
mis-identification rate is found for the BDT in all angu-
lar regions except for the backwards endcap of the ECL,
2.23 < θ < 2.71 rad.
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Charge θ region and range (rad.) BDT mis-ID in data ×10
3

LHR mis-ID in data ×10
3

+ Forward (0.22, 0.56) 0.80 ± 0.05 ± 0.01 5.72 ± 0.11 ± 0.04

− Forward (0.22, 0.56) 0.52 ± 0.04 ± 0.01 4.81 ± 0.12 ± 0.03

+ Barrel (0.56, 2.23) 0.53 ± 0.02 ± 0.01 3.44 ± 0.03 ± 0.01

− Barrel (0.56, 2.23) 0.31 ± 0.02 ± 0.01 3.24 ± 0.03 ± 0.01

+ Backward (2.23, 2.71) 26.05 ± 0.28 ± 0.35 25.30 ± 0.27 ± 0.33

− Backward (2.23, 2.71) 16.73 ± 0.23 ± 0.14 18.42 ± 0.24 ± 0.23

+ Integrated (0.22, 2.71) 0.78 ± 0.02 ± 0.01 4.45 ± 0.03 ± 0.01

− Integrated (0.22, 2.71) 0.54 ± 0.01 ± 0.01 4.07 ± 0.03 ± 0.01

TABLE I: The mis-identification rates in data are compared between the BDT and LHR methods. The first errors
are statistical and the second are systematic. The results use pions from K0

S → π+π− candidates in data integrated
over the full momentum space, measured using a probe selection threshold for the corresponding identification
method that results in a 95% signal MC efficiency in J/ψ → e+e− candidates.
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FIG. 1: ROC curves comparing the simulated electron
identification performance of the BDT and LHR in the
ECL barrel region are shown for two different
momentum regions, in GeV/c. Larger areas under the
curve indicate better particle identification.

It should be noted that this performance is depen-
dent on the presence of a match between a particle’s
track in the CDC and a shower in the ECL, and by
requiring this match, the signal efficiency when using
the BDT is reduced. Low-momentum electrons with
p < 1.0GeV/c make up 20% of the kinematic phase-

space of the B → K∗e+e− decay, where this track-cluster
matching has a reduced efficiency. Therefore for optimal
electron identification performance, a combination of the
BDT and LHR is used in the following analysis, using
the BDT when there is a track and cluster match, and
using LHR otherwise.

3. B → K
∗
e
+
e
−

SELECTION AND
RECONSTRUCTION

We reconstruct B → K∗e+e− events in two channels:
the neutral mode with K∗0 → K+π−, and the charged
mode with K∗+ → K0

Sπ
+. Pairs of electron and positron

candidates are combined with pion and kaon candidates
to form B meson candidates. These e± candidates are
selected using a combination of the new electron identi-
fication BDT discussed earlier (BDTe) and the standard
LHR. The thresholds for each charge and identification
method, inclusive of momentum and angle, are deter-
mined simultaneously from MC by maximising a figure
of merit (FOM), given by

FOM =
NS√

NS +NB

, (5)

whereNS is the number of e+e− candidate pairs with cor-
rectly assigned particle hypotheses and NB is the number
of candidate pairs with any incorrectly assigned hypoth-
esis, after applying the BDTe and LHR criteria. The
thresholds correspond to a signal efficiency of 94% in
simulated J/ψ → e+e− candidates, and so the results
in Table I are a good representation of the lepton mis-
identification rates in this analysis.
Charged pions are required to have a binary π/K

LHR [31], Lπ/K , above 0.6 which retains 95% of true
pion candidates and removes 55% of the incorrectly as-
signed candidates, while charged kaons have Lπ/K < 0.9,
which retains 95% of true candidates and removes 80%
of the incorrectly assigned candidates. These thresholds
are chosen by maximizing the FOM from Eq. 5. Both
charged hadrons are required to originate from near the
IP, where the distance from the IP in the z-direction must
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be |dz| < 5 cm, while the requirement of their radius in

the r-ϕ plane is |dr| < 2 cm. K0
S candidates are selected

from a pair of oppositely charged tracks that form a de-
tached vertex, applying selection criteria for their invari-
ant mass and reconstructed vertex, depending on their
assigned momentum [35].

The Kπ invariant mass is required to be near the mass
of the K∗(892) meson, 0.7 < MKπ < 1.0GeV/c2. The
upper threshold for the dielectron invariant mass is cho-
sen to be q2 < 1.12GeV2/c4 to match the 2015 LHCb
study [10], as this maximizes the available data sample

while remaining near the upper q2 threshold region in
which the simplifications of the differential decay rate
that give Eq. 1 are valid [5].

The beam-energy constrained mass is required to be

Mbc =
√
E∗2

beam/c
4 − p∗2B /c

2 > 5.23GeV/c2, where p∗B is

the momentum of the B meson and E∗
beam is the beam

energy, both in the center-of-mass frame (denoted by
the symbol ∗). The energy-difference variable, ∆E =
E∗

B − E∗
beam, where E

∗
B is the energy of the B meson, is

required to be |∆E| < 0.3GeV. In each event, only the
candidate with the lowest value of |∆E| is retained.

3.1. Continuum and signal selection BDTs

Event shape variables including event kinematics, the
ratios of Fox-Wolfram moments [36], and spherical har-
monic moments of the momenta of particles are used to
train a BDT to classify signal events originating from
Υ (4S) decays against continuum background, BDTqq.

The BDTqq output is then used as one of the in-
puts to a BDT used to classify signal events against all
other background, BDTS. The other inputs to BDTS are
∆E, the distribution of which peaks at 0GeV for signal
events, and vertex information for the dielectron system,
as true e+e− pairs in a signal event will originate from
the same point. The agreement between data and MC
for the inputs and the output of BDTqq and BDTS is ver-

ified using the control modes B → K∗cc̄(→ e+e−) and

B → K∗γ(→ e+e−) and the Mbc < 5.27GeV/c2 side-

band of B → K∗e+e− candidates. Here, cc̄ candidates
are reconstructed from dielectron candidates with an in-
variant mass within a 1σ window of the mass of the J/ψ
and ψ(2S) resonances [33], while γ candidates, which are
reconstructed from dielectron candidates created in pho-
ton conversions in the detector material, are required to
have q2 < 0.1GeV2/c4 and have a dielectron vertex ra-
dius in the x-y plane of at least 0.52 cm. The output of
BDTqq and BDTS for signal-like B → K∗cc̄ events and
the background-like Mbc sideband events are shown in
Fig. 2.

Deviations between data and simulations are found in
the side-band sample, and a study for any potential bias
is conducted in Sec. 5.

3.2. Selection criteria optimization

To reduce B → K∗γ background events that peak in
the signal Mbc region, a q2 lower threshold and a di-
electron vertex radius upper threshold are simultaneously
determined by maximizing the FOM from Eq. 5. In this
case, the background is taken to be the remaining simu-
lated B → K∗γ events. The q2 lower threshold is deter-
mined to be 0.0008GeV2/c4, coincidentally the same as
LHCb [11], and the radius upper threshold is 0.52 cm.
After applying these criteria, the lower threshold for

BDTS is determined to be −0.79 by maximizing the
FOM against all remaining background. Taking all se-
lection criteria into account, for the K∗0 → K+π−

(K∗+ → K0
Sπ

+) channel, approximately 18 (5) simu-
lated signal events and 16 (8) background events are ex-

pected to remain in the Mbc > 5.27GeV/c2 region, cor-
responding to a signal reconstruction efficiency of 10.0%
(5.8%). This is a 90% increase in signal yield with sim-
ilar remaining background when compared to using the
same selection criteria but replacing the electron identifi-
cation criteria with the often used binary LHR threshold
of 0.9. In this Mbc region, 80% of simulated background
events have both electrons correctly identified. Contin-
uum events are the largest background (24% of the re-

maining sample) in simulations for Mbc > 5.27GeV/c2,
followed by lepton candidates that originated from differ-
ent particles (18%). Peaking background from B → K∗γ
events contribute to about 2% of the remaining simulated
sample that will be used to develop the fitting procedure.

4. ANALYSIS METHOD

A two-stage binned log-likelihood fit is performed, first
forMbc, and then simultaneously for projections of cos θℓ,
cos θK and ϕ to measure the free parameters in the dif-
ferential decay rate given in Eq. 1.

4.1. Fit to Mbc

A one-dimensional fit to the Mbc distribution is per-
formed over the range 5.23 < Mbc < 5.29GeV/c2 to
determine the relative contributions of signal events,
fS, peaking background events, fP, and all other back-
ground, fB. For signal and peaking background events,
separate Gaussian PDFs are defined, where the means
and widths are determined with simulations. For all
other background, an ARGUS function [37] is used. In
theMbc fit, fP is fixed to its expected value from simula-
tions, 0.02, and all PDF shape parameters are fixed to the
values determined in fits to each category separately. The
value of fB remains floating, with an expected value of
0.85, and is used after theMbc fit to calculate the relative
contributions of each category in the Mbc > 5.27GeV/c2

signal region.



6

0

1000

2000

3000

4000

5000

6000
C

an
di

da
te

s

8− 7− 6− 5− 4− 3− 2− 1− 0 1

Continuum Suppression BDT

0.5
1

1.5
2

R
at

io
Continuum

 pair diff. mother±e
±One mis-reco. e

Other

Data

8− 7− 6− 5− 4− 3− 2− 1− 0 1
Continuum Suppression BDT

0.5

1

1.5
2

R
at

io

0

500

1000

1500

2000

2500

3000

3500

C
an

di
da

te
s

3− 2− 1− 0 1 2

Continuum Suppression BDT

0.5
1

1.5
2

R
at

io

c K* c→B 

cX  c

c csd X→B 

Other

Data

3− 2− 1− 0 1 2
Continuum Suppression BDT

0.5

1

1.5
2

R
at

io
0

500

1000

1500

2000

2500

3000

3500

C
an

di
da

te
s

12− 10− 8− 6− 4− 2− 0

Signal BDT

0.5
1

1.5
2

R
at

io

Continuum

 pair diff. mother±e
±One mis-reco. e

Other

Data

12− 10− 8− 6− 4− 2− 0
Signal BDT

0.5

1

1.5
2

R
at

io

0

500

1000

1500

2000

2500

C
an

di
da

te
s

4− 3.5− 3− 2.5− 2− 1.5− 1− 0.5− 0 0.5 1

Signal BDT

0.5
1

1.5
2

R
at

io

c K* c→B 

cX  c

c csd X→B 

Other

Data

4− 3.5− 3− 2.5− 2− 1.5− 1− 0.5− 0 0.5 1
Signal BDT

0.5

1

1.5
2

R
at

io

FIG. 2: The outputs of BDTqq (top) and BDTS (bottom) in control modes are shown for the Mbc < 5.27GeV/c2

sideband (left) and B → K∗cc̄ events (right), comparing the full Belle data set and simulations, scaled to the
recorded data luminosity. The particle Xsd represents the S-wave Kπ contribution, Xcc is any mis-reconstructed
K∗ with a correctly reconstructed dielectron pair from a cc resonance, e± pairs with different mothers are any event
where the e± candidates were reconstructed correctly but originate from different decays, and the one
mis-reconstructed e± classification is applied to any event with a single incorrectly assigned e± candidate. The
ratios shown are for the number of candidates in data divided by the number of candidates in the scaled MC.

4.2. Fit to the angular distributions

The PDF for the projections of cos θℓ, cos θK and ϕ for
signal events in the Mbc > 5.27GeV/c2 region is defined
as a product of the differential decay rate from Eq. 1 and
acceptance functions for each angle. The efficiency of
signal events as a function of ϕ is expected to be uniform,
whereas the acceptance functions for cos θℓ and cos θK
are defined as fourth-order Legendre polynomials. The
coefficients are determined by generating signal events
with uniform angular distributions and then fitting to the
angular projections of events that remain after applying
all selection criteria. The acceptance function for cos θℓ
is set to be symmetric.

Histogram PDFs are defined using simulations of the
peaking background and all other background in the
Mbc > 5.27GeV/c2 region for each angular distribu-
tion. Cross-checks are performed for this choice of PDF
definition, finding that results in MC are in agreement
with fits using histogram PDFs defined using the Mbc <

5.27GeV/c2 sideband region in data.

The angular PDFs are then summed using the coef-
ficients that were determined from the Mbc fit. This
combined PDF is then fit to the angular distributions,

where A
(2)
T and AIm

T are floated, and FL and ARe
T are

fixed to their value expected in SM, as determined by
the flavio package [38]. The SM values, while consistent
with the LHCb result [11], are used to maintain indepen-
dence from previous measurements and this set of fixed

parameters is chosen according to their impact on C(′)
7

constraints.

A pull test and a linearity test are performed to in-
vestigate potential bias from the Mbc and angular fitting
procedures. Pseudo-data sets are generated at the ex-

pected Belle luminosity using fB = 0.85, while for A
(2)
T

and AIm
T , their SM values are used in the pull test, or over

the range [−1, 1] in the linearity test. The linearity test
has a gradient consistent with unity and an intercept of
zero, and the pull test finds a mean consistent with zero
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and a width consistent with one.

5. SYSTEMATIC UNCERTAINTIES

Various sources of potential systematic error are inves-
tigated, with uncertainties quantified where effects are
not deemed negligible. They are described in turn be-
low, and summarized in Table II.

Systematic uncertainties are assigned for the efficiency
and mis-identification of e± candidates and charged long-
lived hadrons. We propagate uncertainties on corrections
for particle identification performance in data based on
measurements of D∗ decays for Lπ/K [31], while the anal-
ysis detailed in Sec. 2 is used to measure the LHR and
BDTe corrections used to propagate the uncertainty for
electron identification.

Potential bias from BDTS is investigated by measuring
the ratio of the yield of B → K∗cc̄ from fits to data and
simulations as a function of the BDTS lower threshold.
The ratio is found to be consistent in the region in which
the threshold is applied to the B → K∗e+e− analysis
and therefore no systematic uncertainty is assigned for

fB, and effects on A
(2)
T and AIm

T are absorbed into the
uncertainties for fit parameters, described below.

Although we find a fit bias to be consistent with zero
within uncertainties, we assign the Gaussian mean value
of the pull test multiplied by the expected statistical un-
certainty as a systematic uncertainty. Potential biases
that are folded into the detector response are also in-
vestigated by using the BTOSLLNP event generator to

generate signal events across a spectrum of C(′)
7 magni-

tudes and complex arguments followed by performing a
pull and linearity test. The values for the four free pa-

rameters in Eq. 1 are calculated for each of these C(′)
7

values using flavio [38] and a covariance matrix is deter-
mined. New pseudo-data sets are then made and fit to
using randomly generated values of the four parameters,
while taking correlations into account [39]. The width of

the distributions of the AIm
T and A

(2)
T fit results quantify

the uncertainty for fixing FL and ARe
T to their SM value.

The fixed values for the Mbc and acceptance PDF fit
parameters are fluctuated according to their 1σ uncer-
tainty determined from the individual MC fits. Pseudo-
data sets of size 104 are then generated and the fitting
procedure is applied to determine an associated system-
atic uncertainty using parameter distribution widths.

For fP, the ratio of the yield of B → K∗γ(→ e+e−)
events between data and simulations is measured and
found to be 0.96±0.07. Pseudo-data sets are then gener-
ated by correcting the value of fP according to the ratio
and fluctuating it within a 1σ uncertainty.

Beam energy and magnetic field mismodeling is inves-
tigated by fitting B → K∗cc̄ in data with the mean of the
signal Gaussian and an overall width factor, w allowed
to remain floating. The results, µ = 5.27949 ± 0.00003
GeV/c2 and w = 0.98±0.01, are used to generate pseudo-

data sets, for which the spread of parameter fit results
is negligible and therefore no systematic uncertainty is
assigned.
The uncertainty due to the limited number of simu-

lated events is assigned by propagating the statistical
error for each of the different event types, which were
generated with different integrated luminosities between
5 and 10 times the size of the Belle data set.

TABLE II: A summary of all the systematic
uncertainties in the B → K∗e+e− angular analysis.

Uncertainty A
(2)
T A

Im
T fB

Electron ID efficiency 0.004 0.004 0.001

Electron mis-ID 0.001 0.002 0.001

Hadron ID efficiency 0.002 0.001 0.000

Hadron mis-ID 0.003 0.003 0.001

Fit bias 0.014 0.016 0.002

Signal generator 0.039 0.059 0.000

Fixed FL and A
Re
T 0.009 0.033 0.000

Fixed Mbc params. 0.014 0.021 0.001

Fixed acceptance params. 0.022 0.015 0.000

Fixed fP 0.008 0.012 0.000

MC statistics 0.097 0.095 0.011

Total 0.109 0.121 0.011

6. RESULTS

The fitting procedure finds a yield of 21 ± 6 sig-
nal events and 29 ± 5 background events for Mbc >
5.27GeV/c2, corresponding to a value of fB = 0.86 ±
0.04±0.01, which is in agreement with simulations. Per-
forming a profile likelihood test on this result, with the
systematic uncertainties included, returns a significance
of 3.3σ against the background-only hypothesis. The fits
to Mbc and the projections of the three angular observ-
ables are shown in Fig. 3.
The results for the floated transversality amplitudes in

the 0.0008 < q2 < 1.12GeV2/c4 range are

A
(2)
T = 0.52± 0.53± 0.11,

AIm
T = −1.27± 0.52± 0.12,

(6)

where the first uncertainty is statistical and the second
is systematic. The correlation between these two values
is found to be 0.10.
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FIG. 3: Projections of cos θℓ, cos θK , ϕ, and Mbc are shown, determined from the fits to the full Belle data set,

noting that only A
(2)
T and AIm

T are floated in the angular PDF. The angular distributions are plotted for the

Mbc > 5.27GeV/c2 signal region.

Constraints on the ratio of C′
7/C7 are shown in Fig. 4,

with the left-handed Wilson coefficient fixed to its SM
value, C7 = −0.2915 [40]. The figure includes constraints
from the measurement of CP -violation parameters in
B0

s → ϕγ decays at LHCb [41], S = 0.43±0.30±0.11 and

A∆ = −0.67 +0.37
−0.41 ± 0.17, and B → K∗γ or B → K0π0γ

decays averaged by HFLAV [42], ACP = −0.006± 0.011
and S = −0.16 ± 0.22. Also shown are the inclusive
branching fraction B(B → Xsγ) = (3.49 ± 0.19) ×
10−4 [33], and the B0 → K∗0e+e− angular analysis

from LHCb [11], with A
(2)
T = 0.11 ± 0.10 ± 0.02 and

AIm
T = 0.02 ± 0.10 ± 0.01. The results with and with-

out the LHCb measurement are combined into a global
1σ constraint.

The results from this analysis alone constrain the value
of C′

7 to be in agreement with the SM within a 2σ con-
fidence interval, and the combined results remain con-
sistent with the SM, independent of the LHCb measure-
ment.

7. CONCLUSION

An angular analysis of B → K∗e+e− decays for
a dielectron invariant mass squared range of 0.0008 −
1.12GeV2/c4 is performed using techniques in electron
identification that are new to Belle. This new electron
identification uses machine learning and reduces electron
mis-identification rates by up to a factor 5, expanding
the capabilities of rare B decay searches at the experi-

ment. The angular analysis finds A
(2)
T = 0.52±0.53±0.11

and AIm
T = −1.27± 0.52± 0.12. This constrains non-SM

right-handed contributions with the finding that C′
7 is in

agreement with the SM expectation within a 2σ confi-
dence interval. Scaling these results to the design lumi-
nosity of Belle II will mean future measurements will have
statistical sensitivity competitive with that of LHCb.
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