
P H Y S I C A L R E V I E W L E T T E R S week ending
28 NOVEMBER 2003VOLUME 91, NUMBER 22
Evidence for the Rare Decay B ! K�‘�‘� and Measurement
of the B ! K‘�‘� Branching Fraction

B. Aubert,1 R. Barate,1 D. Boutigny,1 J.-M. Gaillard,1 A. Hicheur,1 Y. Karyotakis,1 J. P. Lees,1 P. Robbe,1 V. Tisserand,1

A. Zghiche,1 A. Palano,2 A. Pompili,2 J. C. Chen,3 N. D. Qi,3 G. Rong,3 P. Wang,3 Y. S. Zhu,3 G. Eigen,4 I. Ofte,4

B. Stugu,4 G. S. Abrams,5 A.W. Borgland,5 A. B. Breon,5 D. N. Brown,5 J. Button-Shafer,5 R. N. Cahn,5 E. Charles,5

C.T. Day,5 M. S. Gill,5 A.V. Gritsan,5 Y. Groysman,5 R. G. Jacobsen,5 R.W. Kadel,5 J. Kadyk,5 L.T. Kerth,5

Yu. G. Kolomensky,5 J. F. Kral,5 G. Kukartsev,5 C. LeClerc,5 M. E. Levi,5 G. Lynch,5 L. M. Mir,5 P. J. Oddone,5

T. J. Orimoto,5 M. Pripstein,5 N. A. Roe,5 A. Romosan,5 M.T. Ronan,5 V. G. Shelkov,5 A.V. Telnov,5 W. A. Wenzel,5

K. Ford,6 T. J. Harrison,6 C. M. Hawkes,6 D. J. Knowles,6 S. E. Morgan,6 R. C. Penny,6 A. T. Watson,6 N. K. Watson,6

K. Goetzen,7 T. Held,7 H. Koch,7 B. Lewandowski,7 M. Pelizaeus,7 K. Peters,7 H. Schmuecker,7 M. Steinke,7

N. R. Barlow,8 J.T. Boyd,8 N. Chevalier,8 W. N. Cottingham,8 M. P. Kelly,8 T. E. Latham,8 C. Mackay,8 F. F. Wilson,8

K. Abe,9 T. Cuhadar-Donszelmann,9 C. Hearty,9 T. S. Mattison,9 J. A. McKenna,9 D. Thiessen,9 P. Kyberd,10

A. K. McKemey,10 V. E. Blinov,11 A. D. Bukin,11 V. B. Golubev,11 V. N. Ivanchenko,11 E. A. Kravchenko,11

A. P. Onuchin,11 S. I. Serednyakov,11 Yu. I. Skovpen,11 E. P. Solodov,11 A. N. Yushkov,11 D. Best,12 M. Bruinsma,12

M. Chao,12 D. Kirkby,12 A. J. Lankford,12 M. Mandelkern,12 R. K. Mommsen,12 W. Roethel,12 D. P. Stoker,12

C. Buchanan,13 B. L. Hartfiel,13 B. C. Shen,14 D. del Re,15 H. K. Hadavand,15 E. J. Hill,15 D. B. MacFarlane,15

H. P. Paar,15 Sh. Rahatlou,15 V. Sharma,15 J.W. Berryhill,16 C. Campagnari,16 B. Dahmes,16 N. Kuznetsova,16

S. L. Levy,16 O. Long,16 A. Lu,16 M. A. Mazur,16 J. D. Richman,16 W. Verkerke,16 T.W. Beck,17 J. Beringer,17

A. M. Eisner,17 C. A. Heusch,17 W. S. Lockman,17 T. Schalk,17 R. E. Schmitz,17 B. A. Schumm,17 A. Seiden,17 M. Turri,17

W. Walkowiak,17 D. C. Williams,17 M. G. Wilson,17 J. Albert,18 E. Chen,18 G. P. Dubois-Felsmann,18 A. Dvoretskii,18

D. G. Hitlin,18 I. Narsky,18 F. C. Porter,18 A. Ryd,18 A. Samuel,18 S. Yang,18 S. Jayatilleke,19 G. Mancinelli,19

B.T. Meadows,19 M. D. Sokoloff,19 T. Abe,20 F. Blanc,20 P. Bloom,20 S. Chen,20 P. J. Clark,20 W.T. Ford,20

U. Nauenberg,20 A. Olivas,20 P. Rankin,20 J. Roy,20 J. G. Smith,20 W. C. van Hoek,20 L. Zhang,20 J. L. Harton,21 T. Hu,21

A. Soffer,21 W. H. Toki,21 R. J.Wilson,21 J. Zhang,21 D. Altenburg,22 T. Brandt,22 J. Brose,22 T. Colberg,22 M. Dickopp,22

R. S. Dubitzky,22 A. Hauke,22 H. M. Lacker,22 E. Maly,22 R. Müller-Pfefferkorn,22 R. Nogowski,22 S. Otto,22

J. Schubert,22 K. R. Schubert,22 R. Schwierz,22 B. Spaan,22 L. Wilden,22 D. Bernard,23 G. R. Bonneaud,23 F. Brochard,23

J. Cohen-Tanugi,23 P. Grenier,23 Ch. Thiebaux,23 G. Vasileiadis,23 M. Verderi,23 A. Khan,24 D. Lavin,24 F. Muheim,24

S. Playfer,24 J. E. Swain,24 M. Andreotti,25 V. Azzolini,25 D. Bettoni,25 C. Bozzi,25 R. Calabrese,25 G. Cibinetto,25

E. Luppi,25 M. Negrini,25 L. Piemontese,25 A. Sarti,25 E. Treadwell,26 F. Anulli,27,* R. Baldini-Ferroli,27 M. Biasini,27,*
A. Calcaterra,27 R. de Sangro,27 D. Falciai,27 G. Finocchiaro,27 P. Patteri,27 I. M. Peruzzi,27,* M. Piccolo,27

M. Pioppi,27,* A. Zallo,27 A. Buzzo,28 R. Capra,28 R. Contri,28 G. Crosetti,28 M. LoVetere,28 M. Macri,28 M. R. Monge,28

S. Passaggio,28 C. Patrignani,28 E. Robutti,28 A. Santroni,28 S. Tosi,28 S. Bailey,29 M. Morii,29 E. Won,29 W. Bhimji,30

D. A. Bowerman,30 P. D. Dauncey,30 U. Egede,30 I. Eschrich,30 J. R. Gaillard,30 G.W. Morton,30 J. A. Nash,30

P. Sanders,30 G. P. Taylor,30 G. J. Grenier,31 S.-J. Lee,31 U. Mallik,31 J. Cochran,32 H. B. Crawley,32 J. Lamsa,32

W. T. Meyer,32 S. Prell,32 E. I. Rosenberg,32 J. Yi,32 M. Davier,33 G. Grosdidier,33 A. Höcker,33 S. Laplace,33
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25Università di Ferrara, Dipartimento di Fisica and INFN, I-44100 Ferrara, Italy
26Florida A&M University, Tallahassee, Florida 32307, USA
221802-2 221802-2



P H Y S I C A L R E V I E W L E T T E R S week ending
28 NOVEMBER 2003VOLUME 91, NUMBER 22
27Laboratori Nazionali di Frascati dell’INFN, I-00044 Frascati, Italy
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We present evidence for the flavor-changing neutral current decay B! K�‘�‘� and a measurement
of the branching fraction for the related process B! K‘�‘�, where ‘�‘� is either an e�e� or a ����

pair. These decays are highly suppressed in the standard model, and they are sensitive to contributions
from new particles in the intermediate state. The data sample comprises 123� 106 ��4S� ! BB decays
collected with the BABAR detector at the SLAC PEP-II e�e� storage ring. Averaging over K��� isospin
and lepton flavor, we obtain the branching fractions B�B! K‘�‘�� 	 �0:65�0:14

�0:13 
 0:04� � 10�6 and
B�B! K�‘�‘�� 	 �0:88�0:33

�0:29 
 0:10� � 10�6, where the uncertainties are statistical and systematic,
respectively. The significance of the B! K‘�‘� signal is over 8	, while for B! K�‘�‘� it is 3:3	.

DOI: 10.1103/PhysRevLett.91.221802 PACS numbers: 13.20.He
221802-3
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Rare decays of B mesons that involve loop diagrams in
the standard model (SM) provide a promising means to
search for effects beyond the SM [1]. The decays B!
K‘�‘� and B! K�‘�‘�, where ‘
 are charged leptons
and K� is the K��892� meson, result from one-loop pro-
cesses that transform the b quark in the initial-state B
meson into an s quark in the final-state K��� meson. In the
SM, three amplitudes contribute at leading order: an
electromagnetic (EM) penguin, a Z penguin, and a
W�W� box diagram. The penguin diagrams involve the
emission and absorption of a W boson. The presence of
three SM electroweak amplitudes makes B! K���‘�‘�

more complex than B! K��, which proceeds solely
through an EM penguin.

Because of their loop structure, these decays are highly
suppressed, with SM branching fractions expected to be
roughly 0:5� 10�6 for B! K‘�‘� and about 3 times
that for the B! K�‘�‘� modes [1–3]. Because of the
complexity of strong interaction effects, however, theo-
retical uncertainties on the rates are currently at least
35% (Ali et al. [1]). Both B! K�e�e� and B!
K����� receive a contribution from the pole in the
EM penguin amplitude at q2 	 m2

‘�‘� 	 0; but the en-
hancement in the electron mode is significantly larger due
to a lower q2 threshold. This pole does not contribute to
B! Ke�e� or to B! K����; thus, the difference in
those partial widths is expected to be negligible. An
important consequence of the loop structure of these
decays is that their branching fractions and kinematic
distributions can be significantly affected by the presence
of new particles or couplings, such as those predicted in
models based on supersymmetry [1].

Recently, substantial progress has been made in experi-
mental studies of these decays. The Belle Collaboration
has observed B! K‘�‘�, as well as the inclusive B!
Xs‘�‘� decay [4]. Limits on these and similar modes
have been set by BABAR [5], Belle [4], CLEO [6],
and CDF [7]. Our new measurements are based on a
data sample 6 times larger than that used for our
previously published results. We study eight final states:
B� ! K�‘�‘�, B0 ! K0

S‘
�‘�, B� ! K��‘�‘�, and

B0 ! K�0‘�‘�, where K�0 ! K���, K�� ! K0
S�

�,
K0
S ! ����, and ‘ is either an e or a �. Throughout

this Letter, charge-conjugate modes are implied.
We analyze data collected with the BABAR detector [8]

at the PEP-II storage ring at the Stanford Linear
Accelerator Center. The data sample comprises
113:1 fb�1 recorded on the ��4S� resonance, yielding
�122:9
 1:4� � 106 BB decays, and an off-resonance
sample of 12:0 fb�1 used to study continuum background.

We select events that include two oppositely charged
leptons (e�e�,����), a kaon (either K
 or K0

S), and, for
the B! K�‘�‘� modes, a �
 that combines with a kaon
to form a K� candidate. Electrons are identified primarily
in the CsI(Tl) electromagnetic calorimeter, while muons
are identified by their penetration through iron plates of
the magnet flux return. Electron (muon) candidates are
221802-4
required to satisfy p > 0:5 �1:0� GeV=c. Bremsstrahlung
photons from electrons are recovered by combining an
electron candidate with up to one photon with E >
30 MeV in a small angular region around the initial
electron direction. Photon conversions and �0 Dalitz
decays are removed by vetoing all low-mass e�e� pairs,
except in B! K�e�e� modes, where we preserve accep-
tance at low mass by retaining pairs that intersect inside
the beam pipe.
K
 candidates are tracks with dE=dx and Cherenkov

angle consistent with a kaon. �
 candidates are tracks
that do not satisfy the K
 selection. K0

S candidates are
reconstructed from two oppositely charged tracks with
an invariant mass consistent with the K0

S mass and a
common vertex displaced from the primary vertex by at
least 1 mm.

True B signal decays produce narrow peaks in the
distributions of two kinematic variables, which can be
fitted to extract the signal and background yields. For a
candidate system of B daughter particles with masses mi
and three-momenta p�

i in the ��4S� center-of-mass (CM)

frame, we define mES 	
������������������������������
E�2
b � j

P
ip

�
i j
2

q
and �E 	P

i

��������������������
m2
i � p�2

i

q
�E�

b, where E�
b is the beam energy in the

CM frame. For signal events, the mES distribution peaks
at the B meson mass with resolution 	 � 2:5 MeV=c2,
and the �E distribution peaks near zero, with a typical
width 	 � 20 MeV. In B! K‘�‘� channels, we per-
form a two-dimensional unbinned maximum-likelihood
fit to the distribution of mES and �E in the region mES >
5:2 GeV=c2 and j�Ej< 0:25 GeV. In B! K�‘�‘�

decays, we perform a three-dimensional fit to mES,
�E, and the kaon-pion invariant mass in the region
0:7<mK� < 1:1 GeV=c2.

Backgrounds arise from three main sources: random
combinations of particles from q �qq events produced in the
continuum, random combinations of particles from
��4S� ! BB decays, and B decays to topologies similar
to the signal modes. The first two (‘‘combinatorial’’)
backgrounds typically arise from pairs of semileptonic
decays and produce broad distributions in mES and �E
compared to the signal. The third source arises from
modes such as B! J= K��� (with J= ! ‘�‘�) or B!
K����� (with pions misidentified as muons), which have
shapes similar to the signal. All selection criteria are
optimized with GEANT4 [9] simulated data or with data
samples outside the full fit region.

We suppress combinatorial background from contin-
uum processes using a Fisher discriminant [10], which
is a linear combination of variables with coefficients
optimized to distinguish between signal and background.
The variables (defined in the CM frame) are (1) the ratio
of second- to zeroth-order Fox-Wolfram moments [11] for
the event, computed using all charged tracks and neutral
energy clusters; (2) the angle between the thrust axis of
the B candidate and that of the remaining particles in the
event; (3) the production angle �B of the B candidate with
221802-4
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respect to the beam axis; and (4) the masses of K‘ pairs
with charge correlation consistent with D decay.

We suppress combinatorial backgrounds from BB
events using a likelihood function constructed from
(1) the missing energy of the event, computed from all
charged tracks and neutral energy clusters, (2) the vertex
fit probability of all tracks from the B candidate, (3) the
vertex fit probability of the two leptons, and (4) the angle
�B. Missing energy provides the strongest suppression of
combinatorial B �BB background events, which typically
contain neutrinos from two semileptonic decays.

The most prominent backgrounds that peak in mES and
�E are B decays to charmonium: B! J= K���

(with J= ! ‘�‘�) and analogous B decays to  �2S�.
We exclude dilepton pairs consistent with the
J= (2:90<me�e� < 3:20 GeV=c2 and 3:00<m���� <
3:20 GeV=c2) or with the  �2S� (3:60<m‘�‘� <
3:75 GeV=c2). This veto is also applied to me�e� com-
puted without bremsstrahlung photon recovery. When a
lepton radiates or is mismeasured, m‘�‘� can shift away
from the charmonium mass, while �E shifts in a corre-
lated manner. The veto region is extended in the
�m‘�‘� ;�E� plane to account for this correlation, remov-
ing nearly all charmonium events and simplifying the
description of the background in the fit. Because the
charmonium events removed by these vetoes are so simi-
lar to signal events, these modes provide extensive control
samples (about 5200 events in all) for studying signal
shapes, selection efficiencies, and systematic errors.
Outside the charmonium veto regions, the signal effi-
ciency is similar over the full q2 range of each mode.

In muon modes, where the probability for a hadron to
be misidentified as a muon can be as high as a few
percent, background from the decay B� ! D0�� with
D0 ! K��� orD0 ! K����, or from �BB0 ! D��� with
D� ! �KK�0��, is significant. These events are suppressed
by vetoing events where the K���� kinematics are con-
sistent with those of a hadronic D decay.

We estimate the residual peaking background from
measurements in the data, supplemented in some cases
by simulation studies. Events from B! K�����, B!
K���K�, and B! K���KK are highly suppressed by the
particle identification criteria. These backgrounds are
estimated from control samples to be 0:19
 0:11 events
per channel averaged over muon modes and less than 0:01
events per channel in electron modes. After the vetoes on
B! J= K��� and B!  �2S�K��� decays, the remaining
peaking background is estimated from simulation to be
0:17
 0:07 events per channel averaged over B!
K�‘�‘� modes, and it is negligible in B! K‘�‘�

modes. The background from B! K�� (with photon
conversion in the detector) is determined from simulation
to be 0:48
 0:16 events in B0 ! K�0e�e� and 0:09

0:04 events in B� ! K��e�e�.

The signal shapes are parametrized with a Gaussian
core for mES and a double Gaussian core for �E. Both the
mES and �E shapes include a radiative tail, which ac-
221802-5
counts for the effects of bremsstrahlung. The mES shape
parameters are assumed to have �E dependence c0 �
c2��E�2. All signal shape parameters are fixed from
signal simulation, except for the mean and width parame-
ters in mES (c0 only) and �E, which are fixed to values
from charmonium data control samples.

The background is modeled as the sum of three terms:
(1) a combinatorial background shape with floating nor-
malization, written as the product of an ARGUS function
[12] in mES, an exponential in �E, and the product of������������������������������������
mK� �mK �m�

p
and a quadratic function of mK� for

the K� modes; (2) a peaking background contribution,
with the same shape as the signal, but with normalization
fixed to measured peaking backgrounds; and (3) terms
with floating normalization to describe (a) background in
B! K‘�‘� (B! K�‘�‘�) from B! K�‘�‘� (B!
K��‘�‘�) events with a lost pion, and (b) background
in B! K�‘�‘� from B! K‘�‘� events with a ran-
domly added pion. In the K� modes, we allow an addi-
tional background (4) that uses our combinatorial shape in
mES and �E, but peaks in mK� at the K� mass. Because
the normalizations for terms (1), (3), and (4) are floating,
as are the combinatorial background shape parameters,
much of the uncertainty in the background is propagated
into the statistical uncertainty on the signal yield ob-
tained from the fit.

Table I lists signal yields and branching fractions for
each mode. The relative systematic uncertainties on the
efficiency, �B =B, arise from charged-particle tracking
(1.0% per lepton, 1.7% per charged hadron), particle
identification (1.1% per electron, 1.6% per muon, 0.9%
per pion, 0.9% per kaon), the continuum suppression cut
[(0.8–2.8)%], the BB suppression cut [(1.4–5.0)%], K0

S
selection (3.8%), signal simulation statistics [(0.7–
1.4)%], theoretical model dependence of the efficiency
[(4–7)%, depending on the mode], and the number of BB
events (1.1%). Uncertainties on efficiencies due to model
dependence of form factors are taken to be the full range
of variation from a set of models [2].

The systematic uncertainties on the fit yields, �Bfit,
arise from three sources: uncertainties in the parameters
describing the signal shapes, possible correlation between
mES and �E in the combinatorial background shape, and
uncertainties in the peaking backgrounds. The uncertain-
ties in the means and widths of the signal shapes are
obtained by comparing data and simulation for the char-
monium control samples. For modes with electrons, we
also vary the fraction of signal events in the tail of the �E
distribution. To evaluate sensitivity to the background
parametrization, we allow additional parameters and a
correlation between mES and �E.

Table I also lists results from simultaneous fits to com-
binations of B! K‘�‘� modes and combinations of
B! K�‘�‘� modes, where the relative branching frac-
tions for the contributing modes are constrained. B0

and B� production rates are constrained to be equal,
and the ratio of their total widths is constrained to be
221802-5
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TABLE I. Results from the fits to B! K���‘�‘� modes. The
columns are, from left to right, fitted signal yield; the signal
efficiency,  (not including the branching fractions for K�and
K0 decays); the fractional systematic error on the selection
efficiency, �B =B; the systematic error from the fit, �Bfit; and
the branching fraction central value (B) with its statistical
and total systematic uncertainties. For the branching fractions
averaged over different channels (lower part of table),
simultaneous, constrained fits are performed to extract an
efficiency-corrected signal yield that averages over the in-
cluded channels. The modes with significance >3	 are
K�e�e� (8:4	), K0���� (4:1	), Ke�e� (7:8	), K‘�‘�

(8:4	), and K�‘�‘� (3:3	).

Signal  �B =B �Bfit B
Mode yield (%) (%) (10�6) (10�6)

K�e�e� 24:7�5:9
�5:2 19.2 
6:3 
0:02 1:05�0:25

�0:22 
 0:07

K����� 0:7�2:0
�1:2 8.5 
7:6 
0:02 0:07�0:19

�0:11 
 0:02

K0e�e� �1:8�2:0
�1:4 20.1 
8:4 
0:08 �0:21�0:23

�0:16 
 0:08

K0���� 5:9�3:0
�2:3 8.6 
8:8 
0:02 1:63�0:82

�0:63 
 0:14

K�0e�e� 12:4�6:3
�5:2 13.6 
7:6 
0:08 1:11�0:56

�0:47 
 0:11

K�0���� 4:5�4:1
�3:0 6.4 
10:1 
0:07 0:86�0:79

�0:58 
 0:11

K��e�e� 0:6�3:8
�2:5 10.2 
10:7 
0:28 0:20�1:34

�0:87 
 0:28

K������ 4:2�3:5
�2:4 4.8 
12:7 
0:15 3:07�2:58

�1:78 
 0:42

Ke�e� 91�22
�19 
6:5 
0:02 0:74�0:18

�0:16 
 0:05

K���� 55�29
�23 
7:4 
0:01 0:45�0:23

�0:19 
 0:04

K‘�‘� 80�17
�15 
6:4 
0:01 0:65�0:14

�0:13 
 0:04

K�e�e� 121�61
�51 
7:8 
0:08 0:98�0:50

�0:42 
 0:11

K����� 156�94
�75 
10:1 
0:09 1:27�0:76

�0:61 
 0:16

K�‘�‘� 108�41
�36 
8:1 
0:07 0:88�0:33

�0:29 
 0:10
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1:085
 0:017 [13]. All branching fractions from simul-
taneous fits are expressed relative to the B0 total width.
The projections of the fit on mES and �E are shown in
Fig. 1 for the simultaneous fit to the B! K‘�‘� chan-
nels. We assume that all four B! K‘�‘� modes have
equal partial widths. A signal is evident at the B mass in
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FIG. 1 (color online). Distributions of the fit variables in
K‘�‘� data (points), compared with projections of the simul-
taneous fit (curves): (a) mES distribution after requiring
�0:11<�E< 0:05 GeV and (b) �E distribution after requir-
ing jmES �mBj< 6:6 MeV=c2 �2:6	�. The solid curve is the
sum of all fit components, including signal; the dashed curve is
the sum of all background components.
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mES and at �E 	 0. Figure 2 shows projections of the
simultaneous fit to all B! K�‘�‘� modes. Here, the
partial width ratio of electron and muon modes is con-
strained to be ��B! K�e�e��=��B! K������ 	
1:33 from the model of Ali et al. [1]. Our simultaneous
fit result is expressed as a B0 ! K�0���� branching
fraction.

The significance of the B! K‘�‘� signal from the
simultaneous fit is �8	, computed as

������������������
2� logL

p
, where

� logL is the likelihood difference between the best fit
and the null-signal hypothesis. We account for systematic
uncertainties in the significance by simultaneously in-
cluding all effects that individually lower the fit yields
prior to computing the change in likelihood. The signifi-
cance of the B! K�‘�‘� signal, including all system-
atic uncertainties, is 3:3	 (3:8	 not including them).

In summary, we have observed signals for B!
K‘�‘�, averaged over lepton type (e�e� and ����)
and B charge, and we have obtained the first evidence
for B! K�‘�‘�, similarly averaged. We obtain

B�B! K‘�‘�� 	 �0:65�0:14
�0:13 
 0:04� � 10�6;

B�B! K�‘�‘�� 	 �0:88�0:33
�0:29 
 0:10� � 10�6;

where the first error is statistical and the second is system-
atic. Our branching fraction for B! K‘�‘� is slightly
higher than our previous limit 0:51� 10�6 (90% confi-
dence level) [5] and is in agreement with the Belle result
�0:75�0:25

�0:21 
 0:09� � 10�6 [4]. Our B! K�‘�‘� branch-
ing fraction is consistent with previous 90% confidence
level limits from BABAR (<3:1� 10�6 for K�‘�‘�) [5]
and Belle (<3:1� 10�6 for K�����) [4]. These results
are consistent with the range of predictions based on the
standard model [1–3].
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FIG. 2 (color online). Distributions of the fit variables in
K�‘�‘� data (points), compared with projections of the si-
multaneous fit (curves): (a) mES after requiring �0:11< �E<
0:05 GeV and 0:817<mK� < 0:967 GeV=c2, (b) �E after re-
quiring jmES �mBj< 6:6 MeV=c2 �2:6	�, 0:817<mK� <
0:967 GeV=c2, and (c) mK� after requiring jmES �mBj<
6:6 MeV=c2 and �0:11<�E< 0:05 GeV. The solid curve is
the sum of all fit components, including signal; the dashed
curve is the sum of all background components.
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