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We report the first search for a non-standard-model resonance decaying into τ pairs in e+e− →

µ+µ−τ+τ− events in the 3.6–10 GeV/c2 mass range. We use a 62.8 fb−1 sample of e+e− collisions
collected at a center-of-mass energy of 10.58 GeV by the Belle II experiment at the SuperKEKB
collider. The analysis probes three different models predicting a spin-1 particle coupling only to the
heavier lepton families, a Higgs-like spin-0 particle that couples preferentially to charged leptons
(leptophilic scalar), and an axion-like particle, respectively. We observe no evidence for a signal and
set exclusion limits at 90% confidence level on the product of cross section and branching fraction
into τ pairs, ranging from 0.7 fb to 24 fb, and on the couplings of these processes. We obtain world-
leading constraints on the couplings for the leptophilic scalar model for masses above 6.5 GeV/c2

and for the axion-like particle model over the entire mass range.

Despite its great successes, the standard model (SM)
of particle physics is known to provide an incomplete
description of nature. For example, it does not ad-
dress the phenomenology related to the existence of dark
matter [1], specifically in the prediction of the observed
relic density. In addition, recent experimental obser-
vations showed inconsistencies with the SM. Prominent
examples are the long-standing difference between the
measured and the expected value of the muon anoma-
lous magnetic-moment [2–4], and the tensions in flavor
observables reported by the BABAR, Belle, and LHCb
experiments [5–12]. Some of these observations can
be explained with the introduction of additional, pos-
sibly lepton-universality-violating interactions mediated
by non-SM neutral bosons. Examples are the Lµ − Lτ

extension of the SM, a Higgs-like spin-0 particle (lep-
tophilic scalar), and axion-like particles (ALPs). The
Lµ − Lτ model gauges the difference between the muon
and the τ -lepton numbers through the introduction of a
neutral spin-1 boson Z ′ that couples only to the second
and third generations of leptons [13–15]. The Z ′ could
also mediate interactions between SM and dark matter.
The leptophilic scalar S is an hypothetical particle that
couples preferentially to charged leptons through a pa-
rameter ξ and Yukawa-like couplings to the individual
families proportional to the lepton masses [16]. Axion-
like particles appear in many models with spontaneous

breaking of global symmetries as relics of high-energy
extensions of the SM [17, 18]. In some models, they
couple to charged leptons through parameters Cℓℓ with
ℓ = e, µ, τ , with a decay rate to leptons proportional to
the squared lepton-masses. The coupling to charged lep-
tons is parametrized as |Cℓℓ|/Λ, where Λ is the scale of
the global symmetry breaking [18]. For the ALP model
we follow the approach of Refs. [17, 18], in which the cou-
pling of ALPs to charged leptons is studied assuming no
coupling to all the other particles, in particular photons.

Searches for a Z ′ decaying to muons have been re-
ported by the BABAR, Belle, and CMS collaborations [19–
21]. An invisibly decaying Z ′ has been searched for by
the Belle II [22, 23] and NA64-e [24] experiments. The
leptophilic scalar decaying into electrons and muons is
constrained by BABAR for masses up to approximately
6.5 GeV/c2 [25]. Decays of ALPs into leptons are con-
strained mostly through reinterpretations of other mea-
surements [17, 18]. For all these particles, decays into
pairs of τ leptons are unconstrained due to the experi-
mental difficulties in fully reconstructing the final state
that has multiple neutrinos.

In this Letter, we search for a X → τ+τ− resonance,
where X = Z ′, S, or ALP, in e+e− → µ+µ−τ+τ− events
by using the knowledge of the initial-state total momen-
tum such that signal forms a narrow enhancement in
the distribution of the recoil mass against two oppositely
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charged muons Mrecoil(µµ). We use a sample of e+e− col-
lisions produced at a center-of-mass (c.m.) energy

√
s =

10.58 GeV in 2019-2020 by the SuperKEKB asymmetric-
energy collider [26] at KEK. The data, recorded by the
Belle II detector [27, 28], correspond to an integrated
luminosity of 62.8 fb−1 [29]. The Lµ − Lτ model is
used as a benchmark to devise the analysis selections
through the process e+e− → Z ′ (→ τ+τ−) µ+µ−. We
then check the selection performance on the two ad-
ditional models. In all the cases, the X resonance is
predominantly emitted as final-state radiation (FSR) off
one of the two muons. We restrict our analysis to τ -
lepton decays to one charged particle and any number
of neutral particles. We therefore select events with
exactly four charged particles, where at least two are
identified as muons (tagging muons). The main ex-
pected backgrounds are the processes e+e− → qq̄(γ)
with q = u, d, s, c, b, e+e− → τ+τ−(γ) where one τ lep-
ton decays into a one-charged-particle state (one-prong)
and the other to a three-charged-particle state (three-
prong), and four-lepton processes e+e− → e+e−µ+µ−,
e+e− → µ+µ−τ+τ−, and e+e− → e+e−τ+τ−. A multi-
variate analysis exploits kinematic variables to enhance
the signal-to-background ratio. A control sample is used
to compare data to simulation, from which the most im-
portant systematic uncertainties are estimated. The sig-
nal yield is extracted through fits to the Mrecoil(µµ) dis-
tribution, which allows an estimate of the background
directly from data. To minimize bias, the event selection
and the analysis workflow are defined using simulated
events prior to examining data.

The Belle II detector [27, 28] consists of several sub-
detectors arranged in a cylindrical structure around the
e+e− interaction point. The longitudinal direction, the
transverse plane, and the polar angle θ are defined with
respect to the detector’s cylindrical axis in the direc-
tion of the electron beam. Charged-particle trajecto-
ries (tracks) are reconstructed by a tracking system con-
sisting of a two-layer silicon-pixel detector, surrounded
by a four-layer double-sided silicon-strip detector and
then a central drift chamber (CDC). The second pixel
layer was only partially installed for the data sample
we analyze, covering one sixth of the azimuthal angle.
Outside the CDC, time-of-propagation and aerogel ring-
imaging Cherenkov detectors cover the θ ∈ [31, 128]◦

and θ ∈ [14, 30]◦ polar ranges, respectively, to pro-
vide charged-particle identification. The electromagnetic
calorimeter (ECL) reconstructs photons and identifies
electrons. It fills the remaining volume inside a super-
conducting solenoid that generates a 1.5-T field. A K0

L

and muon detection subsystem is installed in the iron flux
return of the solenoid.

The identification of muons relies mostly on charged-
particle penetration in the KLM for momenta larger than
0.7 GeV/c and on information from the CDC and ECL
otherwise. Electrons are identified mostly by comparing

measured momenta with energies of the associated ECL
depositions. We identify charged hadrons as particles not
compatible with both electrons and muons. Charged pi-
ons are identified combining the information from all sub-
detectors except the silicon detectors. Photons are re-
constructed from ECL-energy depositions greater than
100 MeV not associated with any track. Neutral pi-
ons are identified as pairs of photons with an invariant
mass within three standard deviations from the known
π0 mass. Details of particle reconstruction and identifi-
cation are given in Refs. [28, 30].

Signal events are simulated using MadGraph5@NLO [31],
including initial-state radiation (ISR). The Mrecoil(µµ)
resolution varies with the Z ′ mass: it is 30 MeV/c2 at
the kinematic threshold 2mτ and decreases smoothly to
10 MeV/c2 at 6 GeV/c2 and to 1 MeV/c2 at 10 GeV/c2.
We generate events for Z ′ masses ranging from 3.6 to
10 GeV/c2 in steps of 25, 20, 10, and 5 MeV/c2, follow-
ing the Mrecoil(µµ) resolution. The background processes
are simulated using the following generators: e+e− →
uū, dd̄, ss̄, cc̄ with KKMC interfaced with Pythia8 [32] and
EvtGen [33]; e+e− → bb̄ with EvtGen; e+e− → τ+τ−(γ)
with KKMC [34] interfaced with Tauola [35]; e+e− →
e+e−µ+µ−, e+e− → µ+µ−τ+τ−, e+e− → e+e−τ+τ−,
e+e− → µ+µ−µ+µ−, and e+e− → e+e−e+e− with
AAFH [36]; e+e− → e+e−π+π− with Treps [37]; and
e+e− → µ+µ−(γ) with KKMC. Electromagnetic FSR is
simulated with Photos [38, 39] for processes generated
with EvtGen. All the four-lepton processes generated
with AAFH do not include ISR effects, which is a source
of unmodeled background. Additional sources of non-
simulated backgrounds include e+e− → µ+µ−π+π− pro-
cesses and two-photon processes e+e− → e+e−h, where
h is typically a low-mass hadronic system. The detector
geometry and interactions of final-state particles with de-
tector material are simulated using Geant4 [40] and the
Belle II software [41, 42].

The online event selection (trigger) is a logical OR of a
three-track trigger and a single-muon trigger. The former
requires the presence of at least three tracks in the θ ∈
[37, 120]◦ polar range. The latter is based on the match
between CDC tracks and signals in the θ ∈ [51, 117]◦

KLM polar range. The efficiency of both triggers is cal-
culated using a reference trigger, which requires that the
total ECL-energy deposition in the θ ∈ [22, 128]◦ polar
range exceeds 1 GeV. The three-track-trigger efficiency is
measured in four-track events containing at least two pi-
ons and one electron. The single-muon-trigger efficiency
is measured in events with one electron and one muon:
the efficiency for events with multiple muons is computed
using the single-muon efficiency, assuming no correlation.
The overall trigger efficiency is 96% for Z ′ masses up to
8 GeV/c2, then it decreases smoothly to 90% at 9 GeV/c2

and to 50% at 10 GeV/c2.
To suppress misreconstructed and beam-induced back-

ground tracks, we require that the transverse and longi-
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tudinal projections of their distance of closest approach
to the interaction point be smaller than 0.5 and 2.0 cm,
respectively. We require that events have exactly four
charged particles with zero net charge, with at least a
pair of oppositely-charged particles identified as muons
and the remaining two particles separately identified as
electrons, muons, or charged hadrons, for which we as-
sume the electron, muon and pion mass hypotheses, re-
spectively. Events with more than two identified muons
produce up to four candidates. We require that the four-
track invariant mass M(4 tracks) be below 9.5 GeV/c2

to suppress the four-lepton backgrounds that peak at
the c.m. energy, such as e+e− → e+e−µ+µ−, e+e− →
µ+µ−µ+µ−, and e+e− → e+e−e+e−. The remaining
background is largely dominated by e+e− → qq̄(γ) and
e+e− → τ+τ−(γ) and, to a lesser extent, by e+e− →
e+e−µ+µ− processes. The final signal-to-background
discrimination relies on signal-event properties: presence
of a resonance recoiling against the two tagging muons;
FSR emission of the resonance; and compatibility of the
system recoiling against the tagging muons with a τ+τ−

pair. We identify 14 variables, among which the most
discriminating are the following: the momenta of the two
tagging muons in the c.m. frame; the components of the
recoil momentum (the Z ′ momentum, for signal events)
transverse to the momentum direction of each of the two
tagging muons in the c.m. frame; and topological vari-
ables defined in the rest frame of the system recoiling
against the two muons, such as the thrust value [43, 44],
the first Fox-Wolfram moment shape-variable [45], and
the angles between the thrust direction and the direc-
tions of the muons. A description of the discriminating
variables is given in the Supplemental material [46]. To
reduce the dependence of some variables on the Z ′ mass,
they are subject to a preprocessing. For example, the
momentum variables are scaled by the maximum mo-
mentum of the system with mass Mrecoil(µµ) recoiling
against the two tagging muons.

We use multilayer perceptrons (MLPs) [47], trained on
simulated signal and background events, with 14 input
nodes and one output node for the signal-to-background
discrimination. To improve performance, we use eight
separate MLPs in different Mrecoil(µµ) intervals, which
we refer to as MLP ranges, approximately 1 GeV/c2 wide.
The selection applied on the node output is optimized
separately in each MLP range with a figure of merit [48]
and then expressed as a function of Mrecoil(µµ) by in-
terpolation. The resulting signal efficiency varies with
the Z ′ mass from 12% near the kinematic threshold 2mτ

to 2% at 10 GeV/c2 [46]. The background suppression
reduces the e+e− → qq̄(γ) and e+e− → τ+τ−(γ) pro-
cesses by two to three orders of magnitude, so that the
resulting expected background contains significant con-
tributions from the four-lepton e+e− → µ+µ−τ+τ− and
e+e− → e+e−τ+τ− processes, which were small before
the MLP selection. The fraction of surviving events with

more than one candidate is negligible.
We apply the full selection on signal events simulated

according to the two additional models, and compare the
signal efficiencies with those estimated for the Lµ − Lτ

model: relative differences are in the range 10%–20%.
The M(4 tracks) distribution after all selections ap-

plied is compared with the simulation in Fig. 1. The
discrepancies between data and simulation are due to
large contributions from non-simulated two-photon pro-
cesses e+e− → e+e−h for M(4 tracks) < 4 GeV/c2,
and to unmodeled ISR in simulated four-lepton processes
for M(4 tracks) > 7 GeV/c2. Additional contributions
to the observed discrepancies come from the process
e+e− → µ+µ−π+π−. The origin of these discrepancies
is confirmed by specific studies on the M(4 tracks) dis-
tribution before the MLP selection [46] and on a control
sample after all the selections. A pion-tagged control
sample is selected by applying the analysis requirements
with the two tagging muons replaced by two charged pi-
ons. Both samples are dominated by e+e− → qq̄(γ) and
e+e− → τ+τ−(γ) processes, which include ISR in the re-
spective generators. In both cases we observe good agree-
ment for dimuon or dipion masses greater than 2 GeV/c2,
where the two-photon processes e+e− → e+e−h do not
contribute [46].

The Mrecoil(µµ) distribution after all the selections are
applied is shown in Fig. 2. Discrepancies induced by
the lack of ISR effects in four-lepton simulation appear
mainly for Mrecoil(µµ) below approximately 6 GeV/c2.
Above 9 GeV/c2 the discrepancies are due to two-photon
e+e− → e+e−h processes. Also visible is the periodic
structure originating from the eight MLP ranges. Nei-
ther of these effects produce narrow peaking structures
at the scale of the signal resolution in the Mrecoil(µµ)
distribution, as shown by the inset in Fig. 2.
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Figure 1. Observed four-track invariant mass distribution
compared to the expectations of the simulation. Contribu-
tions from the various simulated processes are stacked.

The signal yields are obtained from a scan over the
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Figure 2. Observed distribution of the recoil mass against the
two tagging muons, compared to the expectations of the sim-
ulation. Contributions from the various simulated processes
are stacked. The inset shows an example fit at a signal mass
hypothesis of 6.036 GeV/c2, and the difference between the
number of observed and fitted events, divided by the statisti-
cal uncertainty of the former.

Mrecoil(µµ) spectrum through a series of unbinned max-
imum likelihood fits. The signal Mrecoil(µµ) distribu-
tions are parametrized from the simulation as sums of
two Crystal Ball functions [49] sharing the same mean
value. The scan step-size is half the mass resolution.
Each fit extends over an interval 40 times larger than the
Z ′ mass resolution. The background is described with a
constant. Higher-order polynomials for the background
parametrization are investigated, but their coefficients
are compatible with zero over the full recoil-mass spec-
trum. A total of 2384 fits are performed, covering the
range 3.6–10 GeV/c2. If a fitting interval extends over
two different MLP ranges, we use data selected by the
MLP corresponding to the range where the central mass
value is located. The fit determines the signal and back-
ground yields using a fixed signal shape. An example
fit is shown in the inset of Fig. 2. We then convert sig-
nal yields into cross sections, after correcting for signal
efficiency and luminosity.

Several sources of systematic uncertainties affecting
the cross section determination are taken into account:
they are related to signal efficiency, luminosity, and fit
procedure. Uncertainties due to the trigger efficiency
in signal events are evaluated by propagating the un-
certainties on the measured trigger efficiencies. The rel-
ative uncertainty on the signal efficiency is 2.7% across
the entire mass range. Uncertainties due to the track-
ing efficiency are estimated in e+e− → τ+τ−(γ) events,
in the one-prong against three-prong topology. The rel-
ative uncertainty on the signal efficiency is 3.6%. Un-
certainties due to the particle identification requirement
are studied using e+e− → µ+µ−γ, e+e− → e+e−µ+µ−,
e+e− → e+e−e+e−, e+e− → e+e−π+π−events and final

states with either a J/ψ or a K0
S . The relative uncer-

tainty on the signal efficiency varies between 3.9% and
6.2%, depending on the Z ′ mass. Uncertainties due to the
MLP selection efficiency are evaluated on the pion-tagged
control sample. We compare MLP efficiencies in data and
simulation in signal-like regions of the control sample and
assume that uncertainties estimated in those conditions
are representative of the signal conditions too. We find
good agreement between data and simulation and esti-
mate a 2.8% relative uncertainty on the signal efficiency
from the uncertainty of the data-simulation comparison.
Uncertainties due to the interpolation of the signal effi-
ciency between simulated mass points are 2.5%, which is
assigned as a relative uncertainty on the signal efficiency.
Uncertainties due to the fit procedure are evaluated us-
ing a bootstrap technique. Signal events from simulation
are overlaid on simulated background with a yield cor-
responding to the excluded 90% CL value and fitted for
each Z ′ mass. The distribution of the difference between
the overlaid and the fitted yields, divided by the fit un-
certainty, has a negligible average bias with a width that
deviates from one by 4%, which is assigned as a rela-
tive uncertainty on the signal-yield determination. Un-
certainties due to differences in the recoil-mass resolution
between data and simulation are evaluated by introduc-
ing an additional smearing on the simulated momenta
of the two tagging muons, which reflects the difference
in momentum resolution measured with cosmic rays and
in D∗+ → D0π+ decays with respect to the simulation
predictions. The relative uncertainty on the signal-yield
determination is 3%. The relative uncertainty on the
signal efficiency due to the knowledge of the beam en-
ergy [50] is 1%. The uncertainty due to the selection on
the four-track invariant mass is negligible. Finally, a rel-
ative uncertainty of 1% on the integrated luminosity is
considered [29].

All the systematic uncertainties are summed in quadra-
ture: the final relative systematic uncertainty on the
cross section varies in the range 8.8%–10.0% depending
on the Z ′ mass. We account for systematic uncertainties
by approximating their effects as a Gaussian smearing of
the signal efficiency.

The significance is evaluated as
√

2 log(L/L0) where L
and L0 are the likelihoods of the fits with and without sig-
nal. The largest local significance observed is 3.0σ, corre-
sponding to a global significance of 1.8σ, at a recoil mass
of 9.695 GeV/c2 [46]. Since we do not observe any signifi-
cant excess above the background, we derive 90% CL up-
per limits on the process cross section σ(e+e− → X (→
τ+τ−) µ+µ−) = σ(e+e− → µ+µ−X) × B(X → τ+τ−)
with X = Z ′, S,ALP, using the frequentist procedure
CLS [51, 52]. The limits are shown in Fig. 3. Expected
limits are defined as median limits from background-only
simulated samples that use background yields observed
from the fits to data. The combination of the periodic
structure originating from the MLP ranges and of the





7

No. 12135005, No. 12150004, No. 12161141008, and
No. 12175041, and Shandong Provincial Natural Science
Foundation Project ZR2022JQ02; the Ministry of Edu-
cation, Youth, and Sports of the Czech Republic under
Contract No. LTT17020 and Charles University Grant
No. SVV 260448 and the Czech Science Foundation
Grant No. 22-18469S; European Research Council,
Seventh Framework PIEF-GA-2013-622527, Horizon
2020 ERC-Advanced Grants No. 267104 and No. 884719,
Horizon 2020 ERC-Consolidator Grant No. 819127,
Horizon 2020 Marie Sklodowska-Curie Grant Agree-
ment No. 700525 "NIOBE" and No. 101026516, and
Horizon 2020 Marie Sklodowska-Curie RISE project
JENNIFER2 Grant Agreement No. 822070 (European
grants); L’Institut National de Physique Nucléaire et
de Physique des Particules (IN2P3) du CNRS (France);
BMBF, DFG, HGF, MPG, and AvH Foundation (Ger-
many); Department of Atomic Energy under Project
Identification No. RTI 4002 and Department of Science
and Technology (India); Israel Science Foundation Grant
No. 2476/17, U.S.-Israel Binational Science Foundation
Grant No. 2016113, and Israel Ministry of Science Grant
No. 3-16543; Istituto Nazionale di Fisica Nucleare and
the research grants BELLE2; Japan Society for the Pro-
motion of Science, Grant-in-Aid for Scientific Research
Grants No. 16H03968, No. 16H03993, No. 16H06492,
No. 16K05323, No. 17H01133, No. 17H05405,
No. 18K03621, No. 18H03710, No. 18H05226,
No. 19H00682, No. 22H00144, No. 26220706, and
No. 26400255, the National Institute of Informatics,
and Science Information NETwork 5 (SINET5), and
the Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports, Science,
and Technology (MEXT) of Japan; National Research
Foundation (NRF) of Korea Grants No. 2016R1D1A1B-
02012900, No. 2018R1A2B3003643, No. 2018R1A6A1A-
06024970, No. 2018R1D1A1B07047294, No. 2019R1-
I1A3A01058933, No. 2022R1A2C1003993, and No. RS-
2022-00197659, Radiation Science Research Institute,
Foreign Large-size Research Facility Application Sup-
porting project, the Global Science Experimental Data
Hub Center of the Korea Institute of Science and
Technology Information and KREONET/GLORIAD;
Universiti Malaya RU grant, Akademi Sains Malaysia,
and Ministry of Education Malaysia; Frontiers of Science
Program Contracts No. FOINS-296, No. CB-221329,
No. CB-236394, No. CB-254409, and No. CB-180023,
and No. SEP-CINVESTAV research Grant No. 237
(Mexico); the Polish Ministry of Science and Higher Ed-
ucation and the National Science Center; the Ministry of
Science and Higher Education of the Russian Federation,
Agreement No. 14.W03.31.0026, and the HSE University
Basic Research Program, Moscow; University of Tabuk
research Grants No. S-0256-1438 and No. S-0280-1439
(Saudi Arabia); Slovenian Research Agency and research
Grants No. J1-9124 and No. P1-0135; Agencia Estatal
de Investigacion, Spain Grant No. RYC2020-029875-I

and Generalitat Valenciana, Spain Grant No. CIDE-
GENT/2018/020 Ministry of Science and Technology
and research Grants No. MOST106-2112-M-002-005-
MY3 and No. MOST107-2119-M-002-035-MY3, and
the Ministry of Education (Taiwan); Thailand Cen-
ter of Excellence in Physics; TUBITAK ULAKBIM
(Turkey); National Research Foundation of Ukraine,
project No. 2020.02/0257, and Ministry of Education
and Science of Ukraine; the U.S. National Science
Foundation and research Grants No. PHY-1913789
and No. PHY-2111604, and the U.S. Department of
Energy and research Awards No. DE-AC06-76RLO1830,
No. DE-SC0007983, No. DE-SC0009824, No. DE-
SC0009973, No. DE-SC0010007, No. DE-SC0010073,
No. DE-SC0010118, No. DE-SC0010504, No. DE-
SC0011784, No. DE-SC0012704, No. DE-SC0019230,
No. DE-SC0021274, No. DE-SC0022350, No. DE-
SC0023470; and the Vietnam Academy of Science and
Technology (VAST) under Grant No. DL0000.05/21-23.

These acknowledgements are not to be interpreted as
an endorsement of any statement made by any of our
institutes, funding agencies, governments, or their repre-
sentatives.

We thank the SuperKEKB team for delivering high-
luminosity collisions; the KEK cryogenics group for the
efficient operation of the detector solenoid magnet; the
KEK computer group and the NII for on-site computing
support and SINET6 network support; and the raw-data
centers at BNL, DESY, GridKa, IN2P3, INFN, and the
University of Victoria for offsite computing support.

[1] G. Bertone, D. Hooper, and J. Silk, Phys. Rep. 405, 279
(2005).

[2] G. W. Bennett et al. (Muon g − 2 Collaboration), Phys.
Rev. D 73, 072003 (2006).

[3] B. Abi et al. (Muon g−2 Collaboration), Phys. Rev. Lett.
126, 141801 (2021).

[4] T. Aoyama et al., Phys. Rep. 887, 1 (2020).
[5] J. P. Lees et al. (BABAR Collaboration), Phys. Rev. D

88, 072012 (2013).
[6] R. Aaij et al. (LHCb Collaboration), Phys. Rev. D 97,

072013 (2018).
[7] G. Caria et al. (Belle Collaboration), Phys. Rev. Lett.

124, 161803 (2020).
[8] LHCb Collaboration, arXiv:2212.09153 [hep-ex].
[9] A. Crivellin, C. A. Manzari, W. Altmannshofer, G. In-

guglia, P. Feichtinger, and J. M. Camalich, Phys. Rev.
D 106, L031703 (2022).

[10] F. Sala and D. M. Straub, Phys. Lett. B 774, 205 (2017).
[11] C.-H. Chen and T. Nomura, Phys. Lett. B 777, 420

(2018).
[12] A. Greljo, P. Stangl, and A. E. Thomsen, Phys. Lett. B

820, 136554 (2021).
[13] X. G. He, G. C. Joshi, H. Lew, and R. R. Volkas, Phys.

Rev. D 43, R22 (1991).
[14] B. Shuve and I. Yavin, Phys. Rev. D 89, 113004 (2014).



8

[15] W. Altmannshofer, S. Gori, S. Profumo, and F. S.
Queiroz, J. High Energy Phys. 12, 106 (2016).

[16] B. Batell, N. Lange, D. McKeen, M. Pospelov, and
A. Ritz, Phys. Rev. D 95, 075003 (2017).

[17] M. Bauer, M. Neubert, and A. Thamm, J. High Energy
Phys. 2017, 44 (2017).

[18] M. Bauer, M. Neubert, S. Renner, M. Schnubel, and
A. Thamm, J. High Energy Phys. 2022, 1 (2022).

[19] J. P. Lees et al. (BABAR Collaboration), Phys. Rev. D
94, 011102 (2016).

[20] T. Czank et al. (Belle Collaboration), Phys. Rev. D 106,
012003 (2022).

[21] A. M. Sirunyan et al. (CMS Collaboration), Phys. Lett.
B 792, 345 (2019).

[22] I. Adachi et al. (Belle II Collaboration), Phys. Rev. Lett.
124, 141801 (2020).

[23] I. Adachi et al. (Belle II Collaboration), Phys. Rev. Lett.
130, 231801 (2023).

[24] Y. M. Andreev et al. (NA64 Collaboration), Phys. Rev.
D 106, 032015 (2022).

[25] J. P. Lees et al. (BABAR Collaboration), Phys. Rev. Lett.
125, 181801 (2020).

[26] K. Akai, K. Furukawa, and H. Koiso (SuperKEKB Accel-
erator Team), Nucl. Instrum. Meth. A 907, 188 (2018).

[27] T. Abe et al. (Belle II Collaboration), (2010),
arXiv:1011.0352 [physics.ins-det].

[28] E. Kou et al., Prog. Theor. Exp. Phys. 2019, 123C01
(2019).

[29] F. Abudinén et al. (Belle II Collaboration), Chin. Phys.
C 44, 021001 (2020).

[30] V. Bertacchi et al. (Belle II Tracking Group), Comput.
Phys. Commun. 259, 107610 (2021).

[31] J. Alwall et al., J. High Energy Phys. 07, 079 (2014).
[32] T. Sjöstrand et al., Comput. Phys. Commun. 191, 159

(2015).
[33] D. J. Lange, Nucl. Instrum. Meth. A 462, 152 (2001).
[34] S. Jadach, B. Ward, and Z. Wa̧s, Comput. Phys. Com-

mun. 130, 260 (2000).
[35] N. Davidson, G. Nanava, T. Przedzinski, E. Richter-Wa̧s,

and Z. Wa̧s, Comput. Phys. Commun. 183, 821 (2012).
[36] F. A. Berends, P. H. Daverveldt, and R. Kleiss, Nucl.

Phys. B 253, 441 (1985).
[37] S. Uehara, (2013), arXiv:1310.0157 [hep-ph].
[38] E. Barberio, B. van Eijk, and Z. Was, Comput. Phys.

Commun. 66, 115 (1991).
[39] E. Barberio and Z. Was, Comput. Phys. Commun. 79,

291 (1994).
[40] S. Agostinelli et al. (Geant4 Collaboration), Nucl. In-

strum. Meth. A 506, 250 (2003).
[41] T. Kuhr, C. Pulvermacher, M. Ritter, T. Hauth, and

N. Braun (Belle II Framework Software Group), Comput.
Softw. Big Sci. 3, 1 (2019).

[42] The Belle II Collaboration, https://doi.org/10.5281/
zenodo.5574115.

[43] E. Farhi, Phys. Rev. Lett. 39, 1587 (1977).
[44] S. Brandt, C. Peyrou, R. Sosnowski, and A. Wroblewski,

Phys. Lett. 12, 57 (1964).
[45] G. C. Fox and S. Wolfram, Phys. Rev. Lett. 41, 1581

(1978).
[46] See Supplemental Material at http://XYZ for additional

plots and numerical results.
[47] A. Hoecker, P. Speckmayer, J. Stelzer, J. Therhaag,

E. von Toerne, H. Voss, M. Backes, T. Carli, O. Co-
hen, A. Christov, et al., (2009), arXiv:physics/0703039

[physics.data-an].
[48] G. Punzi, Statistical problems in particle physics, astro-

physics and cosmology. Proceedings, Conference, PHYS-

TAT 2003, Stanford, USA, September 8-11, 2003, eConf
C030908, MODT002 (2003).

[49] T. Skwarnicki, A study of the radiative CASCADE tran-

sitions between the Upsilon-Prime and Upsilon reso-

nances, Ph.D. thesis, Cracow, INP (1986).
[50] I. Adachi et al. (Belle II Collaboration), (2023),

doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2305.19116, submitted to PRD,
arXiv:2305.19116 [hep-ex].

[51] G. Cowan, K. Cranmer, E. Gross, and O. Vitells, Eur.
Phys. J. C 71, 1554 (2011), [Erratum: Eur. Phys. J. C
73, 2501 (2013)].

[52] A. L. Read, J. Phys. G: Nucl. Part. Phys. 28, 2693 (2002).



Search for a τ
+
τ
− resonance in e

+
e
− → µ

+
µ
−

τ
+
τ
− events with the Belle II experiment

Belle II Collaboration

Numerical results

We provide a text file with numerical results of the observed cross section of e+e− → X (→ τ+τ−) µ+µ−, where
X = Z ′, S,ALP, as well as of the observed 90% CL upper limit on the cross section, g′, ξ, and |Cℓℓ|/Λ with ℓ = e, µ, τ
as functions of the mass.

Discriminant variables

Discriminating variables used as inputs of the MLP neural networks can be grouped in three classes: variables
sensitive to the presence of a resonance in the final state; variables sensitive to the production mechanism, since the
resonance is emitted as FSR off one of the two tagging muons; and variables sensitive to the presence of a τ+τ− pair
in the final state.

The first two classes contain variables expressed in the c.m. frame and mostly related to the kinematic properties
of the two tagging muons.

Variables belonging to the third class are expressed in the reference frame where the recoil system against the two
tagging muons is at rest (the Z ′ rest frame, in case of signal).

Variables sensitive to the presence of a resonance in the final state.

• The momenta of the two tagging muons are combined in two different variables, A and L. The two-dimensional
distribution of the magnitudes of the two tagging muons is shown in Fig. S1, for signal and background: the
distribution is confined within a straight line and a hyperbola, both analytically deducible from kinematic
properties. Background processes populate the edges of the distribution, while signal is more uniformly dis-
tributed. To exploit this feature, an asymmetry-like discriminant variable A, shown in Fig. S2, is defined as
A = (d1 − d2)/(d1 + d2) where d1 and d2 are shown in Fig. S1. The second discriminant variable L is related to
the position of the generic point of the distribution along the straight line (see the segment ℓ in Fig. S1), and
is defined as ℓ scaled by the maximum recoil momentum kinematically reachable: background events cluster on
the extremes of the distribution, while signal preferentially populates the central part.

• The invariant mass of the two additional charged particles (other than the two tagging muons), and the sum of
the magnitudes of their momenta.

Variables sensitive to the production mechanism

The components of the recoil momentum transverse to the momentum direction of the tagging muon with maximum
and minimum momentum, respectively, called pµ−max

T,recoil and pµ−min

T,recoil [1]. In the case of signal, these are the transverse
momenta of the Z ′ with respect to the momentum direction of each of the two tagging muons. Since the Z ′ is radiated
off one of the two muons, these variables are sensitive to the signal FSR production. The pµ−max

T,recoil and pµ−min

T,recoil variables

are combined to form two different variables that use polar coordinates in the pµ−max

T,recoil vs pµ−min

T,recoil plane: the quadratic
sum scaled by the maximum recoil momentum kinematically reachable RT , shown in Fig. S3, and the polar angle.

Variables sensitive to the presence of a τ+τ− pair in the final state.

• Topological variables such as the thrust value [2, 3] (see Fig. S4), the first Fox-Wolfram moment shape variable [4]
(see Fig. S5), the angles between the thrust direction and the directions of each of the two tagging muons.
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• Variables built exploiting the information of neutral pions, which are abundant in τ decays and expected both
for the signal and for the background. The angles between each π0 momentum and the direction of each of
the two tagging muons are used to define two cases: the first case corresponds to topologies in which a π0 is
close or opposite to the directions of both tagging muons, the second case includes all the other topologies. For
each case, we consider the sum of the energies of all neutral pions as discriminant variable. Background events
contribute mostly to the first case, while signal is more uniformly distributed.

• Variables built exploiting the rest-of-event (ROE), which is the system made of all charged and neutral particles
except the two tagging muons: the difference between M(4 tracks) and the sum of the ROE invariant mass,
computed assuming the pion mass hypothesis for tracks and zero mass for neutrals, and the invariant mass of
the two tagging muons; the difference between the total energy of the four-track system and the sum of the
ROE energy and the total energy of the two tagging muons.
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The following figures show the four most discriminating variables before the MLP selection for data and simulation.
In all the cases, signal is generated with a mass mZ′ = 6.6 GeV/c2, and the reconstructed mass for signal and
background is required to be in the interval 6.60 ± 0.05 GeV/c2, that is within five times the mass resolution.
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Figure S2: Distribution of the variable A in the c.m. frame, for data and simulation. A is an asymmetry-like variable calculated
from the momenta of the two tagging muons. Contributions from the various simulated background processes are stacked. The
simulation is normalized to the data luminosity, while the normalization of the signal is arbitrary.
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Figure S3: Distribution of the quadratic sum of the components of the recoil momentum transverse to the momentum direction
of each of the two tagging muons in the c.m. frame, divided by the maximum recoil momentum kinematically reachable, for
data and simulation. Contributions from the various simulated background processes are stacked. The simulation is normalized
to the data luminosity, while the normalization of the signal is arbitrary.
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Figure S4: Thrust value distribution computed in the rest frame of the system recoiling against the two tagging muons, for data
and simulation. Contributions from the various simulated background processes are stacked. The simulation is normalized to
the data luminosity, while the normalization of the signal is arbitrary.
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Figure S5: First Fox-Wolfram shape variable distribution computed in the rest frame of the system recoiling against the two
tagging muons, for data and simulation. Contributions from the various simulated background processes are stacked. The
simulation is normalized to the data luminosity, while the normalization of the signal is arbitrary.
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Additional Figures

Fig. S6 shows the distribution of M(4 tracks) before the MLP selection, for M(µµ) > 2 GeV/c2. Fig. S7 shows the
distribution of M(4 tracks) in the pion-tagged control sample after the MLP selection, for M(ππ) > 2 GeV/c2. These
two distributions are used to understand the origin of the data-simulation discrepancies, as explained in the paper.

Fig. S8 shows the signal efficiency as a function of the the Z ′ mass after applying all the analysis selections.
Fig. S9 shows the fit corresponding to the highest significance case.
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Figure S6: Observed four-track mass distribution, compared to the expectations of the simulation, before the MLP selection
and for M(µµ) > 2 GeV/c2. Contributions from the various simulated processes are stacked. Also visible in data is the ψ(2S)
resonance at about 3.7 GeV/c2 through the decay chain ψ(2S) → J/ψ π+π− with J/ψ → µ+µ−, not present in the simulation.
The large data-simulation discrepancy above 8 GeV/c2 is due to un-modelled ISR in simulation of four-lepton processes.
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Figure S7: Observed four-track mass distribution, compared to the expectations of the simulation, in the pion-tagged control
sample after all the selections and for M(ππ) > 2 GeV/c2. Contributions from the various simulated processes are stacked.
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Figure S8: Signal efficiency as a function of the Z′ mass. In the analysis we use smoothed values obtained through the
application of a Savitzky-Golay filter [5] (red line).
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