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Neutral B-anomalies from an on-shell scalar exchange
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The neutral B-anomalies are analysed in terms of the tree-level exchange of a (pseudo)scalar gauge
singlet a. Solutions to both RK(∗) central bin anomalies are found within 1σ for m2

a ∈ [1.1, 6] GeV2,
while the low q2-bin anomaly can also be accounted for with masses close to the bin threshold. The
impact of these solutions on other b→ se+e− observables is discussed in detail. Due to the on-shell
enhancement, sizable effects are expected in null tests of the SM, such as the flat term, FH , of the
B → Ke+e− angular distribution. At the same time, the observable sensitive to the K∗ polarisation,
FL (B → K∗e+e−), and the lepton forward-backward asymmetry, AFB (B → K∗e+e−), can be
suppressed with respect to their SM values. Corrections from the new physics to B(Bs → e+e−)
are, on the other hand, negligible. Along with the previous observables, improved measurements of
the cross section σ(e+e− → a(e+e−)γ) could potentially probe the relevant parameter space of the
model. A comparison between our results and those stemming from an axion-like particle exchange
is also discussed, showing that the exchange of a general scalar singlet offers a noticeably wider
parameter space.

I. INTRODUCTION

In the last years, a pattern of significant deviations
with respect to the Standard Model (SM) predictions
has emerged on measurements of b→ s`+`− observables.
These include the lepton-flavour universality (LFU) vio-

lating ratio RK∗ ≡ B(B→K∗µ+µ−)
B(B→K∗e+e−) measured by the LHCb

collaboration in two bins of the di-lepton invariant mass
squared, q2 ∈ [0.045, 1.1] and [1.1, 6.0] GeV2, as well

as RK ≡ B(B→Kµ+µ−)
B(B→Ke+e−) measured only in the latter bin.

Given the recent data published by the collaboration [1],
RK shows the largest tension with the SM, at the level
of 3.1σ; while the deviations in the low and central bins
of RK∗ are at the 2.3σ and 2.5σ level, respectively [2].
Results from other B factories suffer from larger uncer-
tainties [3, 4] and are in turn consistent with the SM
predictions.

Being computed as double ratios, the hadronic and sys-
tematic uncertainties cancel in those observables to large
extent [5–7], making them an ideal place to search for
BSM effects in either of the lepton channels. Notwith-
standing, the fact that other deviations have been ob-
served in the muon sector has propelled analyses within
the SM effective field theory (SMEFT) framework in-
cluding new physics (NP) coupled only to muons [8–13],
that must interfere destructively with the SM in order to
make RK(∗) < 1 (and hence be of the vector/axial form).
Some of these deviations were found in angular observ-
ables of the B → K∗µ+µ− distribution [14, 15] and in
the branching ratio B(B → φµ+µ−) [16]. Depending on
the assumptions on the size of hadronic corrections, the
statistical significance of the experimental measurements
can, however, vary from ∼ 4σ to less than 2σ [17–20].
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Following a conservative approach, we are therefore led
to consider only the cleanest b → s`+`− observables, in
which case NP affecting solely the muon sector is as plau-
sible as NP in the electron one (for a combined analysis
of the two channels within the SMEFT approach, see e.g.
Ref. [21]).

On top of that, global SMEFT fits to relevant data
on b → s transitions, while being able to account for
the central RK(∗) bin anomalies, cannot solve satisfac-
torily the tension in the low bin. Indeed, at low q2 the
semileptonic rates are dominated by the photon pole con-
tribution, diluting significantly the effects from contact
NP interactions [11, 22–25]. This has motivated inter-
esting studies where light d.o.f. were included in the
phenomenological analysis [26–32]. If such light physics
contributes to the B-anomalies via an on-shell exchange,
it can only suppress the LFU ratios via the electron mode.
Such possibility was analysed recently in Ref. [33] within
the axion-like particle (ALP) EFT framework [34–37]. It
was found however that, due to the derivative nature of
the ALP interactions, solutions to the anomalies require
very large couplings to leptons, limiting the region of the
phase space compatible with the EFT validity.

In this work, we argue that the tree-level exchange of
a generic scalar singlet, comprising both shift-symmetric
and shift-breaking interactions, would ameliorate these
problems. We furthermore study the impact of the
anomaly solutions on several other flavour observables,
that can be enhanced on resonance. These include the
differential semileptonic and leptonic B-decay rates, the
fraction of the longitudinal polarization of the K∗-meson
(FL) emitted in B → K∗e+e− decays and the forward-
backward asymmetry (AFB) of the di-lepton system,
among others. The former has been measured in the
q2 ∈ [0.0002, 1.12] GeV2 bin, along with other angular
observables such as P e′i . On the contrary, no data is cur-
rently available on the angular B → Ke+e− distribution.
By studying the latter, we can therefore quantify the po-
tential of new experimental analyses in probing the scalar
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setup.
We also estimate the NP contribution to other LFU

ratios, such as Rφ ≡ B(Bs→φµ+µ−)
B(Bs→φe+e−) , that is planned to be

determined in the next LHCb run in both q2 ∈ [0.1, 1.1]
and [1.1, 6.0] GeV2 bins. The prospects to constrain the
model parameter space at electron-positron colliders are
also discussed.

Moreover, we explore the impact on data of the ex-
change of a singlet with mass O(1) GeV that can accom-
modate all low and central bin anomalies of RK(∗) . While
this golden solution was identified in Ref. [33], we assess
its statistical significance by performing a χ2-fit to the
experimental data and quantify how much better the NP
is at explaining those than the SM. We will also compare
the preferred regions of the singlet parameter space with
that of an ALP.

This article is organised as follows. In section II, we
present the theoretical framework and define the region
of the parameter space of phenomenological interest. In
section III, we give predictions for the b→ s`+`− observ-
ables mostly impacted by the new resonance exchange.
The fit to the three anomaly solutions is presented in sec-
tion IV. Finally, section V is dedicated to our conclusions.
The relevant experimental constraints and the SM inputs
used throughout this work are presented in App. A and B,
as well as some useful relations in App. C. In App. D we
make a brief comparison between the off-shell and the
on-shell results obtained in this work.

II. (PSEUDO)SCALAR NEW PHYSICS

At the renormalizable level, interactions between a
gauge singlet and the Higgs boson can induce couplings
between the former and the SM fermions after elec-
troweak symmetry breaking (EWSB). We neglect such
couplings in our analysis since (i) they are not only
suppressed by the lepton masses, but also by the small
singlet-Higgs mixing angle [38]; and (ii) such couplings
generate flavour-violating (FV) effects – including those
required to produce the bs-singlet vertex – but only at
one-loop level via a W exchange. Since in the SM the
semileptonic rates of interest are also generated at this
order in perturbation theory, and we aim to account for a
departure with respect to the SM predictions, we assume
that FV couplings are present at tree level in the quark
singlet Lagrangian below the EW scale. It is beyond the
scope of our work to construct a complete UV model
from where these effects could arise. However, we re-
mark that flavour changing neutral currents in the quark
sector can arise naturally in the composite Higgs frame-
work [39–43], mediated by exotic gauge singlets predicted
in several non-minimal symmetry breaking patterns [44].

For simplicity, we do not consider couplings of the sin-
glet to gauge bosons or to itself that do not have a leading
effect in the following analysis; we further assume sta-
bility in the scalar potential along the singlet direction.
Along the work, we will compare the phenomenology of

a CP-even (a+) vs. a CP-odd (a−) light scalar field. The
most general and minimal Lagrangian that encodes their
interactions with the SM fermions reads:

L int
a± =

a±
Λ

(C±ψ )αβ

(
Ψα
LΦΨβ

R ±Ψβ
RΦ†Ψα

L

)
, (1)

where Φ denotes the Higgs doublet (or Φ̃ ≡ iσ2Φ∗, in case
of interactions with the up-type quarks), ΨL ∈ {QL, LL}
and ΨR ∈ {uR, dR, eR} are the SU(2)L doublet and
singlet SM matter fields, with ψ denoting their flavour
(ψ ∈ {u , d , e , ν}), and Λ is the UV cutoff scale. We as-
sume that CP is a conserved symmetry of the NP sector,
hence the flavour matrices C+ and iC− are real. We work
under the assumption that the couplings C± stay below
the maximal value of (4π)2 allowed by perturbativity in
the UV theory [45]. Furthermore, for the EFT to be

predictive, the condition C±max(
√
q2/Λ, ma±/Λ) < 1

must be satisfied.
As the phenomenology of our interest occurs well be-

low EWSB, we absorb the dimension-five effects into the
following renormalizable interactions:

L int
a+ = a+(C+

ψ )αβ

(
ψαLψ

β
R + ψβRψ

α
L

)
+ . . . ; (2)

L int
a− = ia−(C−ψ )αβ

(
ψαLψ

β
R − ψ

β
Rψ

α
L

)
+ . . . , (3)

with C± ≡ (−i)C±v/(
√

2Λ). The dots include interac-
tions with the Higgs boson that are outside the scope of
the present work.

In the ma± � mB regime, where ma± and mB denote,
respectively, the singlet and B-meson masses, the singlet
can be integrated out sourcing the flavour changing op-
erators

O(′)
S =

(
sPR(L)b

) (
``
)

; O(′)
P =

(
sPR(L)b

) (
`γ5`

)
. (4)

Matching to the singlet Lagrangian, the corresponding
Wilson coefficients, Ci with i = S, P , can be identified:

L eff
a± ⊃

(C±e )``
m2
a±

[
(C±d )bsO′S(P ) ± (C±d )sbOS(P )

]
. (5)

Instead, in the ma± < mB regime, the momen-
tum dependence must be kept in the Wilson coef-
ficients, which read as above upon the replacement
1/m2

a± → −1/(q2 −m2
a± + iΓa±ma±), Γa± denoting the

singlet decay width. If furthermore a± lies within the
energy window where the semileptonic decays, and con-
sequently the LFU ratios, are determined, it can be pro-
duced on-shell in Bq → Xs`

+`− decays. In this case, the
narrow width approximation applies and the following
expression holds:

B(Bq → Xs`
+`−) = BSM(Bq → Xs`

+`−) (6)

+ B(Bq → Xsa±)B(a± → `+`−) ,

with

B(B → Ka±) τ−1
B = (7)∣∣(C±d )sb ± (C±d )bs

∣∣2
64πM3

B

(aB→K0 )2

(mb −ms)2

(
M2
B −M2

K

)2
λ

1/2
BKa±

;
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B(B → K∗a±) τ−1
B = (8)∣∣(C±d )sb ∓ (C±d )bs
∣∣2

64πM3
B

(aB→K
∗

0 )2

(mb +ms)2
λ

3/2
BK∗a±

;

B(B̄s → φa±) τ−1
Bs

= (9)

1

1− ys

∣∣(C±d )sb ∓ (C±d )bs
∣∣2

16πM3
Bs

(aBs→φ
0 )2

(mb +ms)2
λ

3/2
BsK∗a±

,

where λB,K,a± ≡ λ(M2
B ,M

2
K ,m

2
a±) is the Källén tri-

angle function, τBq
are the B-meson lifetimes and

aB→Xs
0 [46, 47] are the scalar form factors associated

to the Bq → Xs transitions evaluated at q2 = m2
a± . In

Eq. (9), ys ≡ ∆ΓBs/2ΓBs = 0.0640± 0.0035 [48] takes
into account the CP-oscillation of the Bs-meson. The
previous relations imply, in particular, that

B(B̄s → φa±)

B(B → K∗a±)
=

1

1− ys
τBs

τB

(
MB

MBs

)3
(
aBs→φ

0

aB→K
∗

0

)2

≈ (1.14± 0.24) , (10)

where the last line applies to m2
a± ∈ [1.1, 6.0] GeV2.

After production, the singlet can decay into fermion
pairs. For the leptonic decay modes, we obtain:

Γ(a± → `+`−)

ma±

=
(C±e )2

``

8π

(
1− 4m2

`

m2
a±

)3/2 (1/2)

. (11)

III. PHENOMENOLOGICAL ANALYSIS

In what follows, we explore the impact of an on-shell
a± exchange to the neutral B-anomalies. As in this case
interference effects are negligible, the electron channel
plays the leading role in the analysis. We therefore set
B(a± → e+e−) = 1.

Our exploration of the singlet solutions to the anoma-
lies is two-fold. First, we present predictions for several
observables associated to the B → K(∗)e+e− distribu-
tions assuming that a± explains RK(∗) within 2σ. The
aim of this study is to quantify the experimental improve-
ment required to probe the most interesting regions of
the singlet parameter space. Secondly, we translate that
parameter space into the allowed range of singlet cou-
plings and mass in order to infer potential constraints
from other data.

A. Impact on B → Ke+e− observables

If the NP couples only to electrons and reduces the
RK tension within the SM, it must also produce an ef-
fect on B(B → Ke+e−); see Tab. I. The majority of
shifts produced on this observable, which are in this case
independent of whether the NP is off- or on-shell, are
within the SM uncertainty; see App. B. An improvement

of O(10%) in the experimental bound would allow the
probing of the present setup; see Eq. (A.10).

The angular observables associated to the B → Ke+e−

distribution [6],

1

Γ`
dΓ`

d cos θ
=

1

2
F `H +

3

4
(1− F `H)

(
1− cos2 θ

)
+A`FB cos θ ,

(12)
provide another straightforward route to test the NP hy-
pothesis being particularly sensitive to its nature. In
the SM and similarly for new vector/axial interactions,
F `H ∝ m2

` such that it is completely negligible in the elec-
tron channel: F eH < 10−6. In turn, A`FB is zero at tree
level in the SM, as it requires non-vanishing scalar, or
pseudoscalar together with tensor, interactions. These
arise in the SM only from higher dimensional operators
or loop corrections inducing, even at NLO, a negligible
A`FB ∼ m2

`/m
2
W [6]. Note that this couple of observables

is normalized to the decay rate so that, as RK , they are
expected to be cleaner observables than Γ`.

Being null tests of the SM, these angular observ-
ables could therefore provide a powerful probe of NP
even if the contribution of the latter is small. In fact,
FH ∝ |CS,P |2, hence being significantly enhanced if gen-
erated by a scalar (S) or pseudoscalar (P) exchange. Us-
ing the model-independent relation [6]

RK

(
1− FµH − C

SM +
F eH
RK

)
= 1 , (13)

where CSM remains unaltered by the presence of S/P
interactions, we find that

F eH = 1−RK(0.99922± 0.00029) . (14)

Note that FµH remains SM-like in the hypothesis underly-
ing this work. Using Eq. (14), we find that the solutions
compatible with the data on RK in our setup produce
values of F eH . 0.3, which are one order of magnitude
larger than even FµH in the SM [6]; see Fig. 1. No data
currently available can probe these large SM deviations.

On the other hand, AeFB < 0.1% even for the largest
values of the Wilson coefficients that can accommodate
the RK anomaly. For this reason, the contributions from
OS,P , generated by scalars of different CP-charge (see
Eq. (5)), would remain undetermined by the proposed
angular analysis.

B. Impact on B → K∗e+e− observables

The B → K∗e+e− distribution is much richer than
the one just analysed, being described by several angular
coefficients [49]:

d4Γ`∗

dq2 d cos θl d cos θK∗ dφ
=

9

32π
I`(q2, θl, θK∗ , φ) , (15)
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ma± [GeV] B(B → Ke+e−) [10−7] B(B → K∗e+e−) [10−7] FL(B → K∗e+e−)[10−1] AFB(B → K∗e+e−)[10−2]

1.5 [1.8± 0.3, 2.2± 0.4] [2.6± 0.4, 4.5± 0.6] [4.0± 0.2, 6.9± 0.4] [0.5± 1.6, 0.9± 2.7]

0.6 SM-like [1.4± 0.2, 2.4± 0.4] [1.7± 0.3, 2.9± 0.5] [−8.9± 0.7,−5.1± 0.4]

TABLE I. On-shell NP predictions for b → se+e− observables involved in charged and neutral B-meson decays at µ = mb.
Different q2 cuts are considered: [1.1, 6.0] GeV2 and [0.045, 1.1] GeV2 in the first and second lines, respectively. The range of
values span the compatibility with RK(∗) data within 2σ.

0.6 0.7 0.8 0.9 1.0

0.0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

0.6

FIG. 1. Correlations between b → se+e− observables assuming the presence of (pseudo)scalar NP only in the electron sector:
RK vs. F eH (left) and RK∗ vs. Rφ (right). The green (yellow) shaded area denotes the 1σ (2σ) experimental error range of
RK(∗) .

where

I`(q2, θl, θK∗ , φ) = Is1 sin2 θK∗ + Ic1 cos2 θK∗ (16)

+ (Is2 sin2 θK∗ + Ic2 cos2 θK∗) cos 2θl

+ I3 sin2 θK∗ sin2 θl cos 2φ+ I4 sin 2θK∗ sin 2θl cosφ

+ I5 sin 2θK∗ sin θl cosφ

+ (Is6 sin2 θK∗ + Ic6 cos2 θK∗) cos θl

+ I7 sin 2θK∗ sin θl sinφ

+ I8 sin 2θK∗ sin 2θl sinφ+ I9 sin2 θK∗ sin2 θl sin 2φ .

The coefficients Ii (with the flavour superscript implicit)
are functions of q2 only. Particularly, the pseudoscalar
operators affect Ic1 while the scalar ones affect in addi-
tion I5, Ic6 and I7 and therefore the observables defined
upon these variables such as dΓ`∗/dq2, P `′5 , P

`′
6 , F

`
L and

A`∗FB [49, 50]. Among these, only the last two observables
are normalized to Γ`∗. Even so, the P `′ are considered
to be largely free from hadronic uncertainties [50].

As in the previous case, the electrophilic NP
that accommodates the RK∗ data must also impact
B(B → K∗e+e−); see Tab. I. Only the smallest values of
this branching ratio compatible with the anomaly solu-
tions are within the SM uncertainties at 1σ. An improve-
ment of O(30%) in the measurement would be required

to probe the full interval; see Eq. (A.11).

Furthermore, it is clear that any deviation in RK∗
should propagate to other LFU ratios sensitive to the
b → se+e− transition, such as Rφ. Using Eq. (10), we
find that if a± is responsible for the deviations found in
RK∗ at 1σ, then Rφ ∈ [0.53, 0.84] should be observed.
The expected correlation between the two observables is
shown in Fig. 1.

Importantly, the on-shell exchange of the particle can
affect differently B(Bs → e+e−) and B(B → K∗e+e−) as
long as the resonant peak is sufficiently separated from
that of the B-mesons: in such case, the on-shell enhance-
ment allows sufficiently small fermion couplings to pro-
duce a sizable effect in RK∗ on resonance while leaving
almost no imprint in B(Bs → e+e−) (we find that all
corrections to the latter are within the SM uncertainty
at 1σ). This represents a striking difference with respect
to the off-shell regime where the NP corrections to the
semileptonic rate required to explain the RK∗ data are
too large to comply with Bs → e+e− constraints; see
App. D.

This on-shell effect can only enhance observables sen-
sitive to C2

S,P ; see App. C for details. If an observable
is instead sensitive only to the interference of the SM
Wilson coefficients with CS,P , the corresponding contri-
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butions are numerically irrelevant given the small values
of the Wilson coefficients involved (antecipating the re-
sults in Tab. II). Besides that, the S/P contributions to
the angular observables via interference terms are sup-

pressed by at least one power of me/
√
q2, with me de-

noting the electron mass. This implies that both P ′5,6
remain SM-like. Particularly, P e′6 which is a null test of
the SM is found to be < 10−8 including corrections from
the NP.

Observables sensitive only to the (negligible) NP inter-
ference effects can however be corrected if normalized to
the decay width Γ`∗, like F `L and A`∗FB , and if measured in

the resonant intervals [0.045, 1.1]∪ [1.1, 6.0] GeV2. More
explicitly, a normalized observable O of this kind, in the
presence of NP on-shell, gets the following correction rel-
atively to its SM values:

O = OSM 1

1 +

(
BeNP

BeSM

) , (17)

where BeNP ≡ B(B → K∗a±) in the underlying assump-
tion of our study. Equivalently, as the same statement
goes for RK∗ , we can write

O = OSM

(
RK∗

RSM
K∗

)
. (18)

The corresponding predictions are given in Tab. I. Two
mass benchmark points are studied∗: ma± = 1.5 GeV
(so that the singlet lies within the central q2-bin) and
ma± = 0.6 GeV (so that it lies within the low q2-bin of
RK∗). As can be checked, both F eL and Ae∗FB can only
become smaller, up to O(50%), than their SM values in
order to comply with explanations to RK∗ data.

Besides the previous ones, a particularly interesting
observable proposed in Ref. [51] to probe S/P NP is M2,
defined as

〈M2〉bin ≡ −
∫

bin
dq2 (Ic1 + Ic2)∫
bin

dq2 Ic2
, (19)

where Ic1 contains contributions ∝ |CS,P |2. If these coef-
ficients are not generated by the UV, M2 vanishes in the
limit of massless leptons [51], which is in any case a good
approximation to take here as q2 � m2

e in the relevant
energy bins. On the contrary, if such contributions are
present, M2 6= 0 even in the massless limit constituting
a smoking-gun of S/P NP†. Making use of the enhance-

∗ Note that the relation (couplings, mass) that accommodates the
neutral anomalies is basically flat as long as ma± lies within the
bin window.
† Another observable dubbed S2(I27 ) was proposed in Ref. [51] to

probe new scalar interactions, which vanishes in their absence.
Being I7 ∼ Im(NP×SM), S2 can be affected by the same on-shell
enhancement as M2. We do not consider it explicitly since it is
a function of other eight angular coefficients that would have to
be determined experimentally.

a+(1.5 GeV) a+(0.6 GeV)

RK(∗) bin [1.1, 6] [0.045, 1.1]∣∣(C+
d

)
sb

+
(
C+
d

)
bs

∣∣ [1.0, 2.1]× 10−9 0∣∣(C+
d

)
sb
−

(
C+
d

)
bs

∣∣ [1.1, 5.2]× 10−9 [0.6, 3.7]× 10−9∣∣(Ce)+ee∣∣ 2.0× 10−5 2.9× 10−5

TABLE II. Scalar singlet parameter space compatible with
the RK(∗) anomalies within 2σ in the q2 range indi-
cated in the first line. The allowed range for the
singlet-quark coupling is obtained by fixing the elec-
tron one by the prompt resonance condition. The val-
ues of the pseudoscalar couplings read the same upon
the relabeling of |(C+

d )sb ± (C+
d )bs| → |(C−d )sb ∓ (C−d )bs| and

|(C+
e )``| → |(C−e )``|.

ment on-shell, we find:

〈Me
2 〉

1.1
0.045 ∈ [0.19± 0.04, 2.7± 0.6] , (20)

〈Me
2 〉

6.0
1.1 ∈ [0.12± 0.02, 1.15± 0.23] ,

for a singlet that lies within the low and central energy
bins, respectively, and which explains the corresponding
RK∗ anomaly within 2σ. In comparison, assuming the
SM only, 〈Me

2 〉
6.0
1.1 <10−6.

Finally, we remark that for non-scalar NP, the previous
considerations do not hold. Since e.g. a new spin-1 field
can source the same operators as the SM, interference
effects usually play the leading role and are sufficient to
explain the B-anomalies [8–12], unlike what is found in
the scalar setup. In that case, Eq. (18) is no longer valid,
neither the argument that the most sensitive angular ob-
servables would be those dependent on the NP2.

C. Additional new physics constraints

Across the range 2mµ < ma± <
√

6 GeV, the ex-
otic singlet can provide an explanation not only to RK
but also RK∗ . Interestingly, as shown in Tab. II, this
is accomplished for a single quark coupling being non-
zero: (C±d )bs ∼ 10−9. Note that in this case, as-
suming B(a± → e+e−) ∼ 100%, the solutions are inde-
pendent of the S/P nature of the NP; see Eq. (6).
We have explicitly checked, setting the singlet coupling
to quarks to the maximum allowed value by measure-
ments of B(B → K(∗)e+e−), in Eqs. (A.11) and (A.10),
that the 2σ (1σ) solutions to the anomalies require
B(a± → µ+µ−) < 30 (10)%. This value becomes at least
50% smaller taking into account the bounds set by the
LHCb collaboration from dedicated searches of di-muon
resonances [52, 53]. The assumed electrophilic character
of the singlet is then a very robust assumption.

In the LHCb analyses of RK(∗) , both the kaon and
the dilepton system produced in B → K(∗)`+`− pro-
cesses are required to come from the same vertex. This
translates into a lower bound on the singlet coupling to
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electrons, (C±e )ee & 10−5, to ensure it is prompt. The
angular analyses presented in the previous section are in-
dependent of the specific value of the electron coupling.
The latter can be however constrained by measurements
of the anomalous magnetic moment of the electron ∆ae.
In the limit ma± � me, the leading order (1-loop) con-
tributions of a± to this observable read, respectively:

∆aa+e ≈ (C+
e )2

ee

m2
e

8π2m2
a+

(
log

(
m2
a+

m2
e

)
− 7

6

)
; (21)

∆aa−e ≈ −(C−e )2
ee

m2
e

8π2m2
a−

(
log

(
m2
a−

m2
e

)
− 11

6

)
. (22)

These expressions agree with the results in Refs. [54, 55].
In the relevant parameter space presented in Tab. II,
the NP contributions to ∆ae are however . 10−16, and
hence 3 orders of magnitude smaller than the uncertain-
ties of the experimental measurements based on Caesium
atoms, ∆aCs

e = (−88± 36)× 10−14 [56], as well as those
based on Rubidium atoms, ∆aRb

e = (48±30)×10−14 [57].

On the other hand, searches in electron-positron col-
liders could potentially set important constraints on the
electron coupling and therefore on the singlet lifetime,
namely via the process e+e− → γa±, a± → e+e−. The
latter was analysed by BaBar in the relevant energy range
in the context of dark photon models [58]. While a recast
of the corresponding bounds is non-trivial as the inter-
pretation takes into account both the electron and muon
channels, it is reported that the 90% CL limits on the
cross section typically reach the level of O(1−10) fb. As
can be seen in Fig 2, for the minimum electron coupling
compatible with the RK(∗) anomalies, the corresponding
cross section is well beyond that reach. Belle II [59] could
potentially set stronger constraints on the process of in-
terest, given the large amount of data expected to be
collected by the detector. Assuming conservatively the
same experimental efficiency reported by BaBar, we can
roughly estimate the observation of O(100) signal events
at Belle II with an integrated luminosity of 50 ab−1.

Finally, as firstly pointed in Ref. [33], there is the
possibility that a golden singlet close to the 1.1 GeV2

threshold accommodates the anomalies in all bins ex-
plored so far. We dedicate the next section to study-
ing this case. Otherwise, the compatibility of explana-
tions to the central bin anomalies with those address-
ing the tension in the low-q2 bin cannot be attained
via an on-shell particle. The data on this low bin
alone can be explained at 2σ by a singlet lying within
the [0.045, 0.15] ∪ [0.25, 0.7] GeV2 bins of q2; the corre-
sponding allowed range of couplings for a 600 MeV res-
onance is presented in Tab. II, for illustration purposes.
Other mass values within [0.045, 1.1] GeV2 are excluded
by binned measurements of dB/dq2(B → K∗e+e−); see
Eqs. (A.4)-(A.12).

1.0 1.2 1.4 1.6 1.8 2.0 2.2 2.4

0.0166

0.0168

0.0170

0.0172

0.0174

0.0176

FIG. 2. Production cross section of the electrophilic
(pseudo)scalar at e+e− colliders with

√
s = 10.58 GeV, as a

function of the mass. The electron coupling is set by the
prompt condition; see Tab. II. The results have been ob-
tained with MadGraph5 aMC@NLOv3 [60, 61] with an
UFO model obtained by means of FeynRules [62]. Events
were generated for a photon pseudo-rapidity |ηγ | < 1.55 cor-
responding to | cos θγ | < 0.91. (This approximately spans the
acceptance region of the BaBar calorimeter [63].)

IV. GOLDEN SCALAR EXCHANGE

To the threshold solutions, experimental effects play
an important role as, in consequence of the fact that
the di-lepton mass resolution at LHCb is imperfect, res-
onant effects from a particle close to the bin thereshold
can be partially smeared back into the measured q2-bin.
We have included these effects by means of a gaussian
function sensitive to the extremes of the relevant energy
window [32], in order to find the statistical significance of

the three bin anomaly solution, for ma± ≈
√

1.1 GeV. We
quantified this solution including also a non-zero muon
coupling to infer the impact of the latter on the phe-
nomenological analysis.

With this aim, we have constructed a χ2-function
based on a gaussian likelihood including the two
most significant bins of RK∗ , RK , the bounds on
B(B → K(∗)e+e−) and B(Bs → e+e−); see section A.
Regarding the semileptonic bounds, we use the measure-
ments provided by the Belle collaboration (see App. A),
to avoid experimental correlations between different anal-
yses using the same dataset from which RK(∗) is deter-
mined. When including observables measured by the
same experiment, we make a rough guess of the corre-
lations by assuming the systematic uncertainties to be
fully correlated. All experimental errors of observables
entering into the fit are symmetrized. To remain under
a conservative approach, we assume a 100% correlation
for the theoretical errors associated to the branching ra-
tios quoted above (since, for example, the same CKM
elements are used for their computation). We have ne-
glected the NP contribution to the theory uncertainties,
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××

(a) Quark-coupling parameter space. (b) Lepton-coupling parameter space.

FIG. 3. Preferred regions of the golden scalar parameter space where all RK(∗) anomalies can be solved simultaneously; see the
text for details. Plots for the pseudoscalar are identical upon the relabeling of the axes: |(C+

d )sb ± (C+
d )bs| → |(C−d )sb ∓ (C−d )bs|

and |(C+
e )``| → |(C−e )``|.

since their effects are small in comparison to the SM ex-
pectations. Overall, we have checked that the described
procedure has a small impact on the resulting fit.

Together with the previous observables, the con-
straint on F eL presented in Eq. (A.13) is included in
the fit, since this angular observable is measured in a
bin where the

√
1.1 GeV resonance is localized (other-

wise the effects are expected to be totally negligible,
as argued in previous sections). Other data sensitive
to the muon channel is included as well, namely mea-
surements of B(Bs → µ+µ−) [64] and the bounds set
on B(B → K(∗)a±, a± → µ+µ−) by the LHCb collabo-
ration [52, 53]. The results are presented in Figs. 3(a)
and 3(b), where the preferred regions of NP couplings at
68% (95%) CL are shown in green (yellow).

Fig. 3(a) spans the |(C+
d )sb − (C+

d )bs| vs. |(C+
d )sb +

(C+
d )bs| parameter space, after profiling the χ2-function

over the scalar-lepton couplings. The results of the
fit including only the LFU ratios, that is, ignoring
all other constraints, are also shown in the regions
enclosed by dashed lines. The shaded grey regions are
excluded at 95% CL by the semileptonic constraints,
under the assumption that the singlet decays 100% into
electrons. The black cross in this figure, corresponding to(
|(C+

d )sb − (C+
d )bs|, |(C+

d )sb + (C+
d )bs|

)
∼ (3.2, 2.1)× 10−9,

is the best-fit value in this case, with χ2
min/6 ≈ 1.03

(10 − 4 = 6 is the number of d.o.f. in the fit). For
the best-fit singlet couplings, we can also examine how
much better the exotic singlet is at explaining the data
than the SM. This is done by computing the pull,√
χ2

SM − χ2
min ∼ 5.02.

In Fig. 3(b) we present instead the preferred regions

of the |(C+
e )ee| vs. |(C+

e )µµ| parameter space. The χ2-
function is now profiled over the scalar-quark couplings;
the preferred regions of the parameter space correspond
to values of the latter close to the the best fit point in
Fig. 3(a). The dark gray region in this figure signals
the regime where the resonance becomes non-prompt
(Γa < 0.02 eV). While lepton couplings of the same
order of magnitude (but satisfying |(C+

e )µµ| < |(C+
e )ee|)

are compatible with the fit including only the LFU ra-
tios, we observe that |(C+

e )µµ| . 10−1|(C+
e )ee| in order

to comply with the other constraints.

In comparison, a (pseudo)scalar that couples with
Higgs-like strength to the SM fermions, or an ALP com-
prising only shift-invariant interactions, has a reduced
phase space in the plots above. Indeed, taking for exam-
ple the ALP case, after re-expressing the derivative inter-
actions with fermions in the Yukawa basis, the operators
take the form cyψaΨLΦΨR/fa, with c < 1 to make sense
of a perturbative expansion. Due to the Yukawa sup-
pression, the Wilson coefficients required in this frame-
work to make the ALP decay promptly into electrons are
c/fa & 10−2 GeV−1. Therefore, even for a cutoff rela-
tively close to the EW scale, Λ = 4πfa ∼ 1 TeV, the
prompt condition implies that c . 1, within but close
to the perturbative bound. Not having to beat the elec-
tron mass suppression, the generic singlet can naturally
accommodate a larger phase space, with all couplings in
Fig. 3(b) being perturbative even for larger values of Λ.

Ultimately, the analysis in this section shows that a 1
GeV spin-0 resonance can accommodate the anomalies
observed in the three q2-bins of RK(∗) , at the level of 1σ.
This holds for masses within the range [1.04, 1.07] GeV.
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Note that these values are stable against QED cor-
rections [65], unlike the kinematic solutions close to
the di-muon threshold analysed in Refs. [32, 66]. For
smaller/larger mass values, such as those explored in the
previous section, the smearing effect is irrelevant.

It is interesting to note that the data on B-anomalies
parameterized in the singlet model suggests a flavour
structure that is very different for quarks and leptons:
schematically, Ce ∼ diag(x, 0, 0) and Cd ∼ diag(0, 0, y)
in the UV could lead to the appearance of the couplings
in Fig. 3, with the non-diagonal bs entry arising due to
the running in the renormalization group [36]. Although
the construction of a flavour model that produces these
effects will be present in a work on progress, power count-
ing suggests that the loop and CKM suppressions inher-
ited from this running allow O(x) ∼ O(y) as a solu-
tion. Additional non-diagonal entries in Cd would also
arise, however, suppressed by the previous factors, that
could further constrain the singlet parameter space under
a given flavour hypothesis.

V. CONCLUSIONS

The flavour physics arena has been under intense ac-
tion since the so-called B-anomalies started to defy the
SM-only scenario. In Ref. [33], an interesting candidate
to explain the data on neutral currents was identified:
an axion-like particle that is produced on-shell in the
semileptonic B-decays. In this work, we show that the
exchange of a more general scalar singlet, comprising
shift-breaking interactions with the SM fermions, offers
a noticeably wider parameter space. On top of that,
we study the pattern of experimental effects that the
scalar solutions to the RK(∗) anomalies would leave in
other observables, that goes well beyond the claim that
scalar/pseudoscalar operators can be neglected in most
b → se+e− data analyses (although the statement typi-
cally holds within the SMEFT [49]).

Within this framework, we have argued that the data
on the LFU ratios favors a singlet that decays sizably
into electrons. In turn, (semi)leptonic and angular ob-
servables could distinguish the spin-0 nature of this can-
didate, as well as its on-shell character. Summarizing
our findings, we have shown that a (pseudo)scalar with a
squared mass within the [1.1, 6.0] GeV2 range can simul-
taneously explain the central RK(∗) bin anomalies within
2σ, leading to:

1. Up to O(10 − 30)% corrections in the exclusive
B(B → K(∗)e+e−) with respect to the SM pre-
dictions;

2. Negligible effects in the leptonic Bs → e+e− decay;

3. Enhancement of the observables FH(B → Ke+e−)
and M2(B → K∗e+e−), which are in essence null
tests of the SM, up to levels of O(0.1);

4. Subleading contributions to all P ′i (B → K∗e+e−)
observables, that are therefore expected to remain
SM-like;

5. Deviations in the Rφ ratio with respect to the SM
prediction, reaching values & 0.5;

6. Corrections to all normalized observables associ-
ated to the B → K∗e+e− distribution and which
are only sensitive to the NP at linear order, such
as FH and AFB . These corrections are predicted
to be proportional to those induced in RK∗ .

All these effects are expected to occur in the same bins
where the RK(∗) anomalies are observed. While the pre-
vious observables could potentially also be able to dif-
ferentiate between scalar/pseudoscalar interactions, we
have found that, for the smallness of the fermion cou-
plings involved, the CP nature of the new particle would
remain undetermined, assuming that CP is a symmetry
of the new physics sector.

Due to the on-shell enhancement, the electron coupling
does not directly contribute to the effects stated above,
but it is of major importance to guarantee that the reso-
nance is prompt and that it decays mostly into electrons,
a requirement to explain the RK(∗) anomalies. We have
found that the impact of the new physics on (g − 2)e
data is negligible. On the other hand, improved sensi-
tivity to the process e+e− → a±γ, a± → e+e− at future
electron-positron colliders could probe this prompt con-
dition. The latter implies a cross section of the given
process of O(10−2) fb at

√
s = 10.58 GeV.

Not only combined solutions to the central anomalies
are possible in this framework, but also a simultaneous
explanation of the data measured in the low q2-bin of
RK∗ , at the level of 1σ. This requires, however, a res-
onance very close to the 1.1 GeV2 threshold. Solutions
of this type could be straightforwardly tested in updated
RK(∗) analyses with a different binning that avoids the
overlap between the energy intervals, as suggested in
Ref. [33]. On the other hand, the solutions to the central
bin anomalies described above are expected to hold even
for different choices of the bin extremes. Given the non-
trivial pattern of effects left on other observables, these
solutions could be probed with new data associated to
the semileptonic distributions in the electron channel.
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Appendix A: Observables

The b→ se+e− transition induced by a (pseudo)scalar
particle exchange can impact several observables. Among
those, the ones that have been determined experimentally
and set the most important constraints in our setup are:

• The RK ratio measured in the central q2-bin and
RK∗ in both low and central bins by the LHCb
collaboration:

〈RK〉6.01.1 = 0.846+0.042
−0.039

+0.013
−0.012 [1] , (A.1)

〈RK∗〉6.01.1 = 0.69+0.11
−0.07 ± 0.05 [2] , (A.2)

〈RK∗〉1.10.045 = 0.66+0.11
−0.07 ± 0.03 [2] , (A.3)

where here and in the following only the most con-
straining intervals of q2 [GeV2] are shown.

• The branching ratio B(Bs → e+e−) constrained to
be < 11.2 × 10−9 at 95% CL by the LHCb collab-
oration [67];

• The differential semileptonic branching ratio
dBe(∗)/dq2 ≡ dB/dq2(B → K(∗)e+e−) determined
by the LHCb collaboration in various energy bins.
Integrating over the energy:

〈Be∗〉0.0500
0.0004 = (2.1± 0.4)× 10−7 [33] ; (A.4)

〈Be∗〉0.15
0.05 = (2.6± 1.2)× 10−8 [33] ; (A.5)

〈Be∗〉0.25
0.15 = (6.1± 6.2)× 10−9 [33] ; (A.6)

〈Be∗〉0.40
0.25 = (2.1± 0.9)× 10−8 [33] ; (A.7)

〈Be∗〉0.70.4 = (2.2± 1.0)× 10−8 [33] ; (A.8)

〈Be∗〉1.00.7 = (1.1± 0.7)× 10−8 [33] ; (A.9)

〈Be〉6.01.1 = (14.01+0.98
−0.83 ± 0.69)× 10−8 [68] . (A.10)

• The Belle collaboration has provided complemen-
tary information on these decays, namely by pro-
viding measurements in the following bins:

〈Be∗〉6.01.1 = (1.8± 0.6)× 10−7 [69] ; (A.11)

〈Be〉6.01.0 = (1.66+0.32
−0.29 ± 0.04)× 10−7 [70] . (A.12)

• The angular observable F eL, related to the K∗ po-
larization in the B → K∗e+e− distribution, which
was measured by the LHCb collaboration [71]:

〈F eL〉
1.12
0.002 = 0.16± 0.06± 0.03 . (A.13)

For all angular observables, we do not consider pre-
vious measurements that average over electrons and
muons since they cannot be applied in a straight-
forward way and are typically subject to larger un-
certainties [72].

• The P e′i observables associated to the
B → K∗e+e− decay, some of which have been
measured by the Belle collaboration [73], namely

〈P e′5 〉
6.0
1.0 = −0.22+0.39

−0.41 ± 0.03 . (A.14)

Appendix B: SM Inputs

All the SM inputs used in this work are listed below.
The corresponding values are obtained with Flavio[74].
1. Branching and flavour ratios〈
BSM(B0

s → φe+e−)
〉6.0

1.1
= (2.64± 0.32) × 10−7 (B.1)〈

BSM(B0
s → φµ+µ−)

〉6.0
1.1

= (2.63± 0.32) × 10−7 (B.2)

〈BeSM〉
6.0
1.0 = (1.75± 0.32) × 10−7 (B.3)

〈BeSM〉
6.0
1.1 = (1.71± 0.29) × 10−7 (B.4)

〈BµSM〉
6.0

1.1 = (1.71± 0.29) × 10−7 (B.5)

〈Be∗SM〉
6.0
1.1 = (2.34± 0.34) × 10−7 (B.6)〈

Bµ∗SM

〉6.0
1.1

= (2.33± 0.36) × 10−7 (B.7)

〈Be∗SM〉
1.1
0.045 = (1.29± 0.20) × 10−7 (B.8)〈

Bµ∗SM

〉1.1
0.045

= (1.22± 0.20) × 10−7 (B.9)〈
RSM
φ

〉6.0
1.1

= 0.99644± 0.00057 (B.10)〈
RSM
K

〉6.0
1.1

= 1.00078± 0.00029 (B.11)〈
RSM
K∗
〉6.0

1.1
= 0.99644± 0.00057 (B.12)〈

RSM
K∗
〉1.1

0.045
= 0.926± 0.004 (B.13)

2. Angular observables

〈F SM
L (B0 → K∗e+e−)〉6.01.1 = 0.76± 0.04 (B.14)

〈ASM
FB(B0 → K∗e+e−)〉6.01.1 = 0.01± 0.03 (B.15)

〈F SM
H (B → Kµ+µ−)〉6.01.1 = 0.0239± 0.0003 (B.16)

〈F SM
H (B0 → K∗e+e−)〉1.10.045 = 0.31± 0.05 (B.17)

〈ASM
FB(B0 → K∗e+e−)〉1.10.045 = −0.094± 0.007 (B.18)

〈F SM
L (B0 → K∗e+e−)〉1.120

0.002 = 0.18± 0.04 (B.19)



10

Appendix C: On-shell enhancement

The on-shell enhancement of a given observable can be
understood from the narrow-width approximation, that
is, the fact in the limit Γa±/ma± � 1, the contribution
from a tree level particle exchange can be approximated
by ∣∣∣∣ (Ce)``

(q2 −m2) + imΓ

∣∣∣∣2 =
(Ce)

2
``

mΓ

mΓ

(q2 −m2)2 + (mΓ)2

≈
π (Ce)

2
``

mΓ
δ(q2 −m2) . (C.1)

where we have made use of the following identity:

δ(x) =
1

π
lim
ε→0

ε

x2 + ε2
. (C.2)

The Γ dependence on the denominator makes the observ-
able insensitive to the coupling (Ce)`` on resonance. The
a± subscript is implicit.

The same type of enhancement can be obtained if an
observable is sensitive to the imaginary part of the prop-
agator squared:

Im

{
(Ce)``

(q2 −m2) + imΓ

}2

=
(Ce)

2
``

mΓ

(mΓ)3

[(q2 −m2)2 + (mΓ)2]
2

≈
π (Ce)

2
``

2mΓ
δ(q2 −m2) . (C.3)

On the contrary, no on-shell enhancement occurs in
interference terms, as

(Ce)``
(q2 −m2) + imΓ

= (Ce)``
(q2 −m2)− imΓ

(q2 −m2)2 + (mΓ)2
(C.4)

≈ (Ce)``
(q2 −m2)

(q2 −m2)2 + (mΓ)2
− iπ (Ce)`` δ(q

2 −m2) .

Appendix D: Comparison with off-shell exchange

A combined explanation to the central bin anomalies
via an off-shell (pseudo)scalar exchange is ruled out given
the incompatibility of the RK∗ solutions with Bs → e+e−

data [33]. Furthermore, the constraints imposed by
measurements of the latter give very weak prospects
to constrain the (pseudo)scalar parameter space via the
B → K∗e+e− angular observables [49]. On the other
hand, the effects in B → Ke+e− observables are ex-
pected to be similar to those reported in section III A.
Given that the effective operators contributing to each
anomaly have opposite parity in our framework and that
the RK(∗) data have different statistical significance, we
identify in this section the (less interesting) parameter
space where a heavy singlet can explain solely the RK
anomaly. (For the complementary case of a very light

a+ (10 GeV) a− (10 GeV)∣∣(C+
d

)
sb

+
(
C+
d

)
bs

∣∣ 3.3× 10−5 —∣∣(C+
e

)
ee

∣∣ [5.8, 12]× 10−3 —∣∣(C−d )
sb
−

(
C−d

)
bs

∣∣ — 1.1× 10−4∣∣(C−e )
ee

∣∣ — [1.7, 3.7]× 10−3

TABLE III. Heavy singlet parameter space compatible with the
RK anomaly within 2σ. The allowed range for the singlet-
electron coupling is obtained by fixing the quark coupling to
its maximum allowed value by ∆Ms constraints.

resonance, no room is left for even one-anomaly solu-
tions [33].)

In this high-mass regime, bounds from meson mixing
provide the strongest constraints on the singlet coupling
to quarks. Fixing the latter to the maximum value al-
lowed by data at 2σ [75] and using the values for the SM
prediction obtained in Refs. [76, 77], we identify the min-
imum values of the electron coupling that solve the RK
anomaly within 2σ; see Tab. III. Solutions with larger
significance are found for central values in the quoted in-
terval; for instance, |(C±e )ee| ∈ [7.7 (2.3), 11 (3.3)]× 10−3

explain the RK data at the 1σ level.

The predictions for Γ(B → Ke+e−) presented in Tab. I
hold for a heavy scalar that solves the RK tension cou-
pling only to electrons, as well as the correlation RK
vs. F eH shown in the left panel of Fig. 1. A remark is
however in order: to explain the RK data via an on-shell
exchange, very small values of the fermion couplings com-
bined are allowed (see Tab. II), about six orders of magni-
tude smaller than those required for a particle that is ex-
changed off-shell. This can have an impact on other data
such as ∆ae that is analysed below. The fact that both
cases generate the same effect in F eH can be explained by
the on-shell enhancement that makes F eH much larger on
resonance than off resonance, by a factor of 1/(C±e )2

ee;
see App. C.

In turn, the values of the electron coupling compatible
with the RK solutions can be constrained by measure-
ments of ∆ae. Using Eqs. (21) and (22), together with
the values presented in Tab. III, we find:

∆aa+e ∈ [2.1, 8.9]× 10−14 , (D.1)

∆aa−e ∈ −[0.17, 0.81]× 10−14 .

Both these values are incompatible with the experimental
measurement based on Caesium atoms within 2σ (but so
is the SM) [78]. Regarding the measurements with Ru-
bidium atoms, both values are within the experimental
uncertainty. Due to the discrepancy between the two
measurements, plus the fact that the tree level singlet-
photon coupling can arise in the singlet EFT (impacting
∆ae), such constraints should be taken with care.



11

[1] LHCb Collaboration, R. Aaij et. al., Test of lepton
universality in beauty-quark decays, Nature Phys. 18
(2022), no. 3 277–282, [arXiv:2103.11769].

[2] LHCb Collaboration, R. Aaij et. al., Test of lepton
universality with B0 → K∗0`+`− decays, JHEP 08
(2017) 055, [arXiv:1705.05802].

[3] Belle Collaboration, J. T. Wei et. al., Measurement of
the Differential Branching Fraction and
Forward-Backward Asymmetry for B → K(∗)`+`−,
Phys. Rev. Lett. 103 (2009) 171801, [arXiv:0904.0770].

[4] BaBar Collaboration, J. P. Lees et. al., Measurement
of Branching Fractions and Rate Asymmetries in the
Rare Decays B → K(∗)l+l−, Phys. Rev. D 86 (2012)
032012, [arXiv:1204.3933].

[5] G. Hiller and F. Kruger, More model-independent
analysis of b→ s processes, Phys. Rev. D 69 (2004)
074020, [hep-ph/0310219].

[6] C. Bobeth, G. Hiller, and G. Piranishvili, Angular
distributions of B̄ → K̄`+`− decays, JHEP 12 (2007)
040, [arXiv:0709.4174].

[7] HPQCD Collaboration, C. Bouchard, G. P. Lepage,
C. Monahan, H. Na, and J. Shigemitsu, Standard Model
Predictions for B → K`+`− with Form Factors from
Lattice QCD, Phys. Rev. Lett. 111 (2013), no. 16
162002, [arXiv:1306.0434]. [Erratum: Phys.Rev.Lett.
112, 149902 (2014)].
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