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We use a recent lattice determination of the vector and axial Ds → γ form
factors at high squared momentum transfer q2 to infer their Bs → γ counter-
parts. To this end, we introduce a phenomenological approach summarized as
follows. First, we describe the lattice data with different fit templates moti-
vated by vector-meson dominance, that is expected to hold in the high-q2 region
considered. We identify reference fit ansaetze with one or two physical poles,
that we validate against alternative templates. Then, the pole residues can be
unambiguously related to the appropriate couplings involving the pseudoscalar,
the vector mesons concerned, and the photon—or tri-couplings—and the latter
can be expressed as sums over quark magnetic moments, weighed by their e.m.
charges. This description obeys a well-defined heavy-quark scaling, that allows
to parametrically scale up the form factors to the Bs → γ case. We discuss a
number of cross-checks of the whole approach, whose validation rests ultimately
in a first-principle determination, e.g. in lattice QCD. Finally, we use our ob-
tained form factors to reassess the SM prediction of B(Bs → µ+µ−γ) in the
range

√
q2 ∈ [4.2, 5.0] GeV, where an experimental measurement is awaited.

1. Introduction

Recently, the LHCb collaboration set a first limit on the rare-and-radiative decay B0
s →

µ+µ−γ for q2 > (4.9 GeV)2 [1, 2] via the “indirect” method of extracting this decay as
a shoulder of B0

s → µ+µ− [3]. This comes with several advantages: it allows to use the
established di-muon trigger rather than a dedicated one; it avoids an inefficient photon
detection and reconstruction; it measures the decay in the high-q2 region, which is largely
immune from resonance pollution, is mostly sensitive to semi-leptonic Wilson coefficients,
as opposed to dipole operators, and is the best accessible to lattice-QCD simulations aimed
at first-principle determinations of the necessary Bs → γ form factors (FFs).
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The amplitude for this decay arises from two distinct sets of contributions. In a first
set the required e.m. current Je.m. acts on the final-state dimuon, and it does not enter
the matrix element involving the initial Bs, the final γ and the weak-transition operator
Ow. This contribution is often denoted as “final-state radiation” (FSR). The second set of
contributions involves the T -product of Je.m.Ow, and may be referred to as “initial-state
radiation” (ISR).1 The main points are [3] that interference between the ISR and FSR
amplitudes is completely negligible in the full kinematic range; that ISR and FSR dominate
the spectrum in two separate regions of q2, respectively below and above (5 GeV)2; and
that FSR is well-understood, and subtracted from the measured B0

s → µ+µ− rate. As a
consequence, ISR gives rise to a well-defined observable. In particular, LHCb’s current
limit [1, 2]

B(B0
s → µ+µ−γ)[q2 > (4.9 GeV)2] < 2.0× 10−9 , (1)

effectively covers only the limited range
√
q2 ∈ [4.9, 5.0] GeV, whilst the measurement could

go as low as 4.2 GeV—below which broad-charmonium pollution becomes non-negligible.
Denoting the observable in this range as B(B0

s → µ+µ−γ)[4.2, 5.0], we remark that its SM
prediction ranges from 2× 10−10÷ 3× 10−10 with the quark-model FFs of Refs. [4, 5] to a
figure about one order of magnitude (o.o.m.) larger with the LCSR FFs of Ref. [6]. This
larger prediction would suggest that the next B0

s → µ+µ−γ update by LHCb with the
same “indirect” method may well be a measurement, not a limit. Further theoretical work
to narrow down such range of SM prediction is thus urgently required to back a possibly
imminent update of eq. (1).

Due to the fortunate circumstance of negligible resonance pollution in our range of
interest

√
q2 ∈ [4.2, 5.0] GeV, the SM prediction rests entirely on controlling the Bs → γ

FFs. The dominant ones in this region are FV and FA, defined as [7]

〈γ(k, ε)|s̄γµγ5b|B̄(p)〉 = ie
(
ε∗µp · k − kµε∗ · p

) FA(q2)

mB0
s

,

〈γ(k, ε)|s̄γµb|B̄(p)〉 = e εµε∗pk
FV (q2)

mB0
s

, (2)

where p, k denote momenta, with q2 = (p−k)2, ε a polarization vector, and ε the antisym-
metric tensor.2

The FV,A FFs have been calculated in a handful of works. They include the mentioned
Ref. [4], that uses a relativistic quark model, updated in Ref. [5] and to be referred to
as KMN; Ref. [8] (BBW), using soft-collinear effective theory and rigorous factorization
methods, thereby valid for q2 < 6 GeV2 only, and of course outside the region dominated
by the φ resonance; Ref. [6] (JPZ), which uses a light-cone sum-rules (LCSR) approach.

1This component includes photon emission by the Standard-Model d.o.f. integrated out at the weak scale.
Hence the ISR designation is not very accurate. It is intended to designate anything other than FSR.

2Eq. (2) assumes the convention ε0123 = +1.
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Note that KMN and JPZ results are stated to be reliable for every q2 in the physical region,
although in either case the main constraints are defined for low q2. Comparing JPZ with
KMN FFs, one finds sizeable, several-100%, differences,3 leading to the mentioned o.o.m.
difference between the corresponding branching-ratio predictions.

The goal of this paper is to reappraise the high-q2 FFs and the ensuing branching-ratio
prediction. To this end, we start from the recent Lattice QCD (LQCD) computation [10]
of the hadronic FFs entering in radiative P → γ`ν decays, where P = π, K, D, Ds.

4 For
our purpose, we will be mainly interested in the Ds-meson case. Concerning Ds → γ`ν
decays, Ref. [10] provides direct access to the region of low xγ in the range 0.05 . xγ . 0.4,
where

xγ ≡
2p · k
m2
Ds

= 1− q2

m2
Ds

. (3)

Low xγ corresponds to high q2. In particular, note that the specific high-q2 region [4.2, 5.0]2

GeV2 of interest for the Bs → µµγ measurement of Ref. [3] corresponds to xγ ∈ [0.39, 0.13],
which neatly overlaps with the range covered by Ref. [10] for Ds → γ`ν decays. Our
purpose is therefore to estimate the Bs → γ counterpart of Ref. [10], awaiting a direct
determination of the same on the lattice. Our estimation will be based on heavy-quark
scaling arguments and will be used for a new determination of our observable of interest,
namely B(B0

s → µ+µ−γ)[4.2, 5.0], within the SM.
The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we analyze the LQCD data for Ds → γ`ν

decays in Ref. [10]. Here we discuss different functional ansaetze to fit the data in our
range of interest, and establish a connection with the continuum and chiral extrapolations
described at the end of Section V of Ref. [10]. In Section 3 we present our phenomenological
approach to extrapolate our Ds-sector results to the Bs case. Here we also compare our
findings with other FF results in literature. In Section 4 we discuss our SM prediction of
B(B0

s → µ+µ−γ)[4.2, 5.0]. Finally, Section 5 presents our conclusions.

2. The hadronic form factors in Ds → γ`ν decays

2.1. Introduction

Our stated aim is to compute the hadronic Bs → γ FFs in the high-q2 region, which
corresponds to a low photon energy. This supports a parametrization of the FFs inspired
by Vector Meson Dominance (VMD). Following Ref. [12] and focusing, for instance, on the
vector case, we have

〈γ|s̄γµb|B̄s〉 '
∑

λ

〈0|s̄γµb|B∗s (ελ)〉〈B∗s (ελ)|Bsγ〉
q2 −m2

B∗s

, (4)

3A low-q2 comparison (including the respective errors) between JPZ and BBW may be found in Ref. [9].
4A new study of lattice-QCD methods to determine the FFs for radiative leptonic decays of pseudoscalar

mesons has appeared very recently [11].
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where the r.h.s. matrix elements are defined as

〈0|s̄γµb|B∗s (ελ)〉 = ελµmB∗s fB∗s ,

〈Bs(p′)γ(p, ελ′)|B∗s (q, ελ)〉 = e εηεqp′gB∗sBsγ . (5)

with analogous formulæ for the axial-vector case [12].
Eq. (4) plus the axial-vector-channel analogue may then be applied to the dispersion

representation of the hadronic FFs. For comparison with other results present in the
literature, let us mention the alternative notation [6]

V⊥(q2) = −FV (q2) , V‖(q
2) = −FA(q2) , (6)

where the FFs FV,A(q2) were introduced in eq. (2). Focusing again on the vector case for
simplicity, we have

V⊥(q2) =
1

π

∫ ∞

0
dt

Im[V⊥(t)]

t− q2
=

r⊥
1− q2/m2

B∗s

+ ... (7)

where the dots represent one- as well as multi-particle contributions from states heavier
than the B∗s . Making use of eq. (4), we can then relate the residue r⊥to the “tri-coupling”
gB∗sBsγ as

r⊥ =
mBsfB∗s
mB∗s

gB∗sBsγ . (8)

A parameterization of the V‖(q
2) FF analogous to eq. (7), with resonant mass mBs1 and

residue r‖, leads to

r‖ =
mBsfBs1
mBs1

gBs1Bsγ . (9)

2.2. LQCD data for Ds → γ`ν decays and VMD ansatz

2.2.1. Basic application to V Ds
⊥

Let us consider the LQCD data in Ref. [10] for Ds → γ decays, which have been directly
computed in the region 0.05 . xγ . 0.4, i.e. at low xγ . We analyze these data by extending
to the Ds sector the ansaetze in eqs. (7)-(9). In what follows, we will then refer to the
hadronic FFs in the Ds sector as V Ds

⊥,‖(q
2), which we parameterize as

V Ds
⊥[‖](q

2) =
1

π

∫ ∞

0
dt

Im[V Ds
⊥[‖](t)]

t− q2
=

r
D∗s [Ds1]
⊥[‖]

1− q2/m2
D∗s [Ds1]

+ ... (10)

where the residues r are related to the tri-couplings via the relations

r
D∗s
⊥ =

mDsfD∗s
mD∗s

gD∗sDsγ , rDs1‖ =
mDsfDs1
mDs1

gDs1Dsγ . (11)
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We then use the LQCD data in Ref. [10] to infer the numerical values of the residues, which
we then translate into predictions for the tri-couplings gD∗sDsγ and gDs1Dsγ . We deem this
exercise instructive also in view of a direct comparison of our results with the literature
available. We are aware of two other estimates5 of gD∗sDsγ : the direct determination by
HPQCD [14]

gD∗sDsγ = 0.10(2) GeV−1 , (12)

as well as the LCSR computation [15]

gD∗sDsγ = 0.60+0.19
−0.18 GeV−1 . (13)

The ansatz in eq. (10)—with only the first term on the r.h.s.—yields the following value

for the residue r
D∗s
⊥

r
D∗s
⊥ = 0.015(2), χ2 = 32, p-value < 10−6 . (14)

Note that this value is lower than the residues that could be inferred from the tri-couplings
in eqs. (12)-(13), namely r

D∗s
⊥,HPQCD = 0.025 (5) and r

D∗s
⊥,LCSR = 0.15 (5), respectively. The

result in eq. (14) uses only the data in the region xγ ∈ [0.1, 0.4] (including their correla-
tions) as inputs of our fit. Unless specified otherwise, this range will be our reference one
throughout our analysis, because the corresponding data are directly computed on (rather
than extrapolated from) the lattice, and because this may be the most conservative range
for VMD to hold—i.e. we expect VMD to hold to a lesser degree in a larger range. The
numerical value of the residue in eq. (14) generates the blue band of fig. 1 (top left), where
the LQCD data are also shown for comparison. As is visually evident, and as also shown
by the p-value in eq. (14), the blue band does not reproduce at all the LQCD data used as
inputs.

2.2.2. Discussion of alternative fitting ansaetze

The fitting template described in eq. (10) may be justified through the following underlying
physical picture: close to the q2 endpoint of the Ds → γ FFs, the Dsγ system has a total
invariant mass close to that of the first vector (the D∗s) or axial (the Ds1) excited state—
and the same quantum numbers. So the FF may plausibly follow a VMD ansatz [12], as
previously discussed. Concretely, the assumption in eq. (11) of a single, physical pole may
be unrealistic, as also suggested by fig. 1 (left panel). Both in the V Ds

⊥ and V Ds
‖ channels,

one may in particular consider the following ansaetze:

P A single, physical pole, corresponding to the first physical excited state. In this
case, one fits for the residue alone, and the latter is related unambiguously to the

5In principle one could envisage a direct determination from experiment [13], but the D∗s lifetime is
unfortunately not available.

5



1.4 1.6 1.8 √
q2 [GeV]

0.00

0.05

0.10

V
⊥

Desiderio et al. E fit

P fit

Desiderio et al. data

LQCD Extrapolation

1.4 1.6 1.8 √
q2 [GeV]

0.00

0.05

0.10

V
⊥

Desiderio et al. E fit

PP fit

Desiderio et al. data

LQCD Extrapolation

1.4 1.6 1.8 √
q2 [GeV]

0.00

0.05

0.10

V
⊥

Desiderio et al. E fit

E fit

Desiderio et al. data

LQCD Extrapolation

1.4 1.6 1.8 √
q2 [GeV]

0.00

0.05

0.10

V
⊥

Desiderio et al. E fit

PE fit

Desiderio et al. data

LQCD Extrapolation

Figure 1: Form factor V Ds
⊥ (

√
q2) vs.

√
q2. The black vs. grey points are the data from

Ref. [10], respectively directly computed in LQCD, or extrapolated. Only the
directly computed data are used as inputs of our fits, while the extrapolated
data are shown for completeness (see text for further details). The orange band
is the result of the pole-like fit in the end of Section V of Ref. [10]. From top left
to bottom right: P fit (blue), eq. (14); PP fit (green), eq. (17); E fit (red), eq. (19);
PE fit (grey), eq. (18).

tri-coupling [12]. This P ansatz is thus parameterized as

Vχ(q2) =
rχ1

1− q2/m2
ph1

, with χ =⊥, ‖ , (15)

and we fit for rχ1 only, whilst mph1 is a physical mass with known value.

PP Like fit P, but including also a second, physical pole, to the extent that this second-
excited-state mass is also known. This ansatz makes sense if the two excited states
have both an invariant mass close to that of the Dsγ system in the q2 region covered
by the lattice data we are using. This PP ansatz is thus parameterized similarly as eq.
(15), but for two fitted residues rχ1 and rχ2, and two fixed masses mph1 and mph2.
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Both residues belong to physical poles, and thus can be related to tri-couplings via
eq. (11).

E A single effective pole, with a fitted residue rχ1 and a fitted mass mχ1. This ansatz
may provide an economic way to take into account the first resonance as well as the
structure above it in a single pole parametrization. However, because an E fit is not
a physical pole (with namely a fixed physical mass), the residue cannot be related to
the tri-coupling of a particular meson state.

PE Like fit P, plus an effective pole, which would account for higher resonances or for the
continuum. One would then fit for two additional parameters with respect to a P fit,
namely the residue and the pole of the effective pole term. This ansatz may be justi-
fied by a similar argument as for the PP one—in particular, the continuum threshold
may be estimated as sth = (mDs +mρ)

2. This PE ansatz is thus parameterized as

Vχ(q2) =
rχ1

1− q2/m2
ph1

+
rχ2

1− q2/m2
χ2

, (16)

where we fit for rχ1, rχ2, and the mass of the second pole mχ2, whereas mph1 is,
again, fixed.

PPE Like fit PP, but including also a further, effective pole. In the conventions of the
previous examples, such PPE ansatz fits for the parameters rχ1, rχ2, rχ3 and mχ3.

2.2.3. Application to V Ds
⊥

In the nomenclature introduced in the previous section, PP or PE fits to the data may
provide a more realistic description of V Ds

⊥ (q2). In fact, above the D∗s(2112) meson, there
exists at least one further 1− resonance, the D∗s1(2700) [13], whose mass is just underneath
the expected continuum threshold. The above two states may be well described through a
PP fit, which yields

r⊥1 = 0.009± 0.003 , r⊥2 = 0.029± 0.005 , ρ(r⊥1 , r⊥2) = −0.44 ,

χ2 = 1.5 , p-value = 0.48 . (17)

We verify the consistency of these values with a PE ansatz, where we replace the measured
mD∗s1

with the parameter m⊥2, determined by the fit. We obtain

r⊥1 = −0.00(2) , r⊥2 = 0.04(2) , m⊥2 = 2.7(4) GeV ,

ρ(r⊥1 , r⊥2) = −0.97 , ρ(r⊥1 ,m⊥2) = −0.63 , ρ(r⊥2,m⊥2) = +0.52 ,

χ2 = 2.0 . (18)

Throughout the text ρ represents the correlation between the parameters in argument. We
note that either of the PP and PE fits give more weight to the second than to the first
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resonance, as is apparent from the residue values. In fact, one may further perform a PP

fit where the first residue is constrained by the HPQCD result in eq. (12), via a Gaussian
prior. This, however, results in a sizeable increase in the χ2 value. A further verification
of the relative role of the two resonances may be obtained through an E fit, akin to the
phenomenological fit performed in Ref. [10], but for the range of LQCD data considered.
Our E fit yields

r⊥1 = 0.034(4) , m⊥1 = 2.34(7) GeV , ρ(r⊥1,m⊥1) = −0.34 ,

χ2 = 1.0 . (19)

The outcome residue is close to the second residue of the PP fit, and the outcome mass is
about 10% larger than the D∗s ’s. All of PP, PE and E fits are shown in fig. 1. While the PP-
and E-fit results are very similar to the pole-like fit in Ref. [10], the PE fit yields a larger
uncertainty in the high q2 region.6

In short, a P fit does not describe the data well—see eq. (14) and blue band in fig. 1, first
panel. PP or PE fits provide a much improved description, but they give more weight to the
second than to the first resonance (see residue values), this conclusion being confirmed by
an E ansatz. Remarkably, a physical interpretation of this result may be obtained within
the model in Ref. [16], which suggests that the second pole of the vector channel has a
larger decay width (to the “ground-state” pseudo-scalar meson plus the photon) than the
first pole, as a result of a larger coupling and larger phase space, i.e. because of accidental
reasons.7 Another, more circumstantial explanation is the paucity of data we have at our
disposal. In any case, the PP, PE or simply E ansaetze provide mutually consistent results.
Concretely, the PP fit is equivalent to the pole-like fit performed in Ref. [10], but we think
it has the advantage of providing a plausible physical interpretation. We thus pick the PP

result as reference.
From eqs. (17) and (8), and using the numerical values of the meson decay constants in

Appendix A, we can infer the following prediction for the tri-coupling associated with the
first pole in the vector channel

gD∗sDsγ = 0.04(1) GeV−1 . (20)

The determinations in eqs. (12) and (20) are in tension at the ∼ 2.5σ level. This may be
due to the correlations among the LQCD data, which contain the information about the
extrapolation of V Ds

⊥ (xγ) at xγ = 0 performed in Ref. [10]. Note that correlations modify
drastically the result on the residue—in particular an uncorrelated fit returns the same

6A natural question is whether the limited number of LQCD data used—as mentioned, only those directly
calculated on the lattice, but including their correlations—may imply that the PE fit is unreliable, the
total number of degrees of freedom in the fit being one in this case. We have checked this possibility by
repeating the PE fit in the enlarged region xγ ∈ [0, 0.6], with basically identical results than in eq. (18).

7Note that this interpretation holds for the Bd,s case. With the information in Ref. [17] we are unable to
pursue a similar interpretation for the Ds case.
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residue one would obtain with the HPQCD estimate of the tri-coupling in eq. (12) and
Ref. [14]. Finally, both these values are sizeably lower than, and appear inconsistent with,
the LCSR determination in eq. (13).

2.2.4. Application to V Ds

‖

A similar strategy as the one discussed in Sec. 2.2.3 can be applied to V Ds
‖ (q2) as well. The

spectrum of physical resonances in this channel consists of two very closely spaced states,
the Ds1(2460) and the Ds1(2536). We thus expect that a simple P ansatz (see eq. (10)),
with a mass fixed to 2.5 GeV, will fit well the data. We obtain

r‖1 = −0.036(2) , χ2 = 13 , p-value = 0.004 , (21)

corresponding to the blue band in the top left panel of fig. 2.8 As a cross-check, we also
consider an E fit, where we let the pole mass be determined by the fit. We get

r‖1 = −0.047(4) , m‖1 = 2.8(2) GeV , ρ(r‖1,m‖1) = +0.75 ,

χ2 = 1.0 . (22)

This fit is shown in fig. 2 (top right panel). Comparing the two results we note that, al-
though the physical Ds1(2460)-meson mass used in the P fit is not exactly what is preferred
by data, the P fit represents a good approximation of the result of the E fit, as also clear
from fig. 2. This statement is also supported by the similarity of the residues in the P vs.
the E fit, which is a non-trivial finding—the corresponding comparison fails in the vector
channel, for reasons we have also discussed.

Yet another cross-check is represented by the PE fit

V Ds
‖ (xγ) =

r‖1

1− m2
Ds

(1−xγ)

m2
Ds1

+
r‖2

1− m2
Ds

(1−xγ)

m2
‖2

. (23)

for which we obtain

r‖1 = 0.03(7) , r‖2 = −0.08(7) , m‖2 = 2.9(4) GeV ,

ρ(r‖1, r‖2) = −1 , ρ(r‖1,m‖2) = +0.63 , ρ(r‖2,m‖2) = −0.62 ,

χ2 = 2.0 . (24)

We note in particular that m‖2 is consistent with mDs1 , and that the central value for
r‖1 + r‖2 is very close to the residue determination in either of fits P or E, eqs. (21)-(22), as
one may also expect given the proximity of mDs1(2460) and mDs1(2536). The PE fit is shown

8To ease comparison with other results present in literature for the Bs sector, fig. 2 shows the absolute
values of the FF V Ds

‖ and of LQCD data.

9



in fig. 2. As in the vector case, the larger uncertainties affecting both the residues, and
especially the mass of the effective pole, translate into a large uncertainty in the predicted
FF at high q2.

The above results show again a coherent picture, and we take the P-fit result as our
reference for the axial case. Using eq. (11) and the numerical values of the meson decay
constants in Appendix A we infer the value of the tri-coupling gDs1Dsγ as

gDs1Dsγ = −0.23(2) GeV−1 . (25)
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Figure 2: Form factor V Ds
‖ (

√
q2) vs.

√
q2. Colour code and fitting ansaetze as in fig. 1.

In great synthesis, the different fitting ansaetze attempted do support a well-defined
VMD interpretation for both the vector and the axial FF, in the form of a PP fit in the
vector channel and of a P fit in the axial one. These results come with a clear-cut advantage
for our purposes. Given that the poles in a P or PP fit are physical, these fits lend themselves
to an extrapolation procedure guided by heavy-quark scaling, that will allow us to predict
the Bs counterparts of these FFs. This is the subject of the next section.
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3. Extrapolation from the Ds to the Bs case

3.1. Preliminaries

Our aim in this section is to use the analysis in Sec. 2 to infer the hadronic FFs entering
in Bs → γ`+`− decays.

The very first observation to be made is that theDs and theBs mesons have different elec-
tric charges. In particular, as spelled out in Ref. [10], V‖ includes a structure-independent
contribution proportional to the e.m. charge of the decaying meson and which would dom-
inate at low values of xγ . Hence this contribution has to be subtracted off the Ds-case FF
before any extrapolation to the Bs case, where such contribution is absent. Fortunately,
the LQCD data in Ref. [10] are free from this infrared-divergent contribution. Presenting
FFs with such contribution subtracted, as advocated in Ref. [10], is thus advantageous at
least in our context.

Our Ds-case analysis in Sec. 2 led to the conclusion that a P fit is adequate to describe the
axial-vector FF V‖, whereas we necessitate a PP ansatz for the vector FF V⊥. We assume

the same functional forms in the Bs case. We accordingly describe the FF V Bs
‖ (q2) through

a P ansatz, and the FF V Bs
⊥ (q2) through a PP ansatz. Needless to say, this assumption can

only be validated once the “Bs counterpart” of Ref. [10] will be available. In the axial-
vector case, the mass of the P-pole particle, the Bs1(5830), is taken from the PDG [13];
in the vector case, the first mass required by the PP fit, the B∗s ’s, is again taken from the
PDG. We note at this juncture that, although heavier resonances have been observed, their
JP quantum numbers are yet to be established. As a consequence, our second pole mass
required, to be referred to as B∗s1 in analogy with the Ds-case, is taken from a quark model,
see the 23S1 row of table 1 in Ref. [16], mB∗s1

= 6.012(50) GeV. With these ingredients, we
can thus write

V Bs
⊥ (q2) =

rBs⊥1

1− q2/m2
B∗s

+
rBs⊥2

1− q2/m2
B∗s1

, (26)

V Bs
‖ (q2) =

rBs‖

1− q2/m2
Bs1

. (27)

The residues rBs⊥1, rBs⊥2 and rBs‖ are expected to obey relations analogous to the ones in

eq. (11). Their Ds-sector counterparts have been determined in Sec. 2 through direct fits
of LQCD data, see in particular eqs. (17) and (21). We want to use these determinations
as a starting point for an extrapolation to the Bs sector, that we describe next.

3.2. Parameterizing the tri-couplings with the quarks’ magnetic moments

The residues in eqs. (26) and (27) can be related to g
B

(∗)
sJ Bsγ

tri-couplings (with B
(∗)
sJ

denoting the appropriate excited state in the vector or axial channel) via relations similar
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to eqs. (11). Following Ref. [12], these tri-couplings can in turn be parameterized as the sum
of the magnetic moments of the valence quarks, each term in the sum being weighted with
the electric charge of the corresponding quark. At variance with Ref. [12], we consider both
the heavy- and the light-quark terms in such sums, i.e. we do not sit in the heavy-quark
limit. Hence, in the axial case this parameterization yields

gDs1Dsγ = −Qsµ‖s +Qcµ
‖
c ,

gBs1Bsγ = −Qsµ‖s +Qbµ
‖
b , (28)

where the quantities µ
‖
s, µ

‖
c snd µ

‖
b are the strange-, charm-, and bottom-quark magnetic

moments in the axial channel and, obviously, Qs = Qb = −1/3, Qc = +2/3.
The above parameterization is useful because the magnetic moment of a fermion scales

with the inverse of the mass of the same fermion. Then we may express µ
‖
c and µ

‖
b as

functions of µ
‖
s, i.e.

µ‖c =
ms

mc
µ‖s , µ

‖
b =

ms

mb
µ‖s . (29)

In these relations, the quark masses are to be understood as “constituent” masses, with
values to be taken from e.g. Refs. [16, 17]. In such approach, the only unknown quantity

describing both gDs1Dsγ and gBs1Bsγ is thus µ
‖
s that can, however, be directly inferred from

the results of Sec. 2. Hence, taking the values of the meson decay constants fDs1 and fBs1
from Appendix A and recalling eqs. (11) and (27)-(28), we obtain a determination of the
axial FF V Bs

‖ .

This strategy can be extended to the vector FF V Bs
⊥ . Our starting point in this case,

V Ds
⊥ , has been found to require two poles, see Sec. 2.2.3. This implies two different tri-

couplings in the Ds sector, that we want to extrapolate to the Bs sector. We parameterize
these couplings, as described above, in terms of magnetic moments times charges of the
respective quarks9

gD∗sDsγ = Qsµ
⊥1
s +Qcµ

⊥1
c ,

gD∗s1Dsγ = Qsµ
⊥2
s +Qcµ

⊥2
c ,

gB∗sBsγ = Qsµ
⊥1
s +Qbµ

⊥1
b ,

gB∗s1Bsγ = Qsµ
⊥2
s +Qbµ

⊥2
b . (30)

Note that we have introduced two different magnetic moments, for instance µ⊥1
s and µ⊥2

s in
the case of the strange quark, which allow to distinguish between the two different poles.10

9Note that similar relations can be found for instance in [14] for the study of the D∗s → Dsγ decays on
the lattice.

10The sign difference in the strange-quark contribution in eqs. (28) and (30) is due to the opposite behaviour
of the vector and the axial currents under charge conjugation. In the limit of degenerate valence quarks,
this sign difference implies that the axial-sector tri-coupling vanishes. This is supported by the decay
pattern of, for instance, cc̄ states. While the vector-cc̄ decay J/Ψ→ ηcγ exists, the axial-cc̄ counterpart
χ1c → ηcγ does not [13].
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We then determine the magnetic moment µ⊥is from the residue rDs⊥i (i = 1, 2) in eq. (17),
taking into account the correlation between the two residues, ρ(r⊥1, r⊥2) = −0.44 as in
eq. (17). To this end, we performed a “bootstrap” analysis, where we sample 105 instances
of the residues rDs⊥1 and rDs⊥2 through a multivariate Gaussian distribution. From this sample

we then infer mean values, uncertainties and correlation of the Bs-sector counterparts, rBs⊥1

and rBs⊥2.

Quark magnetic moments Bs → γ FFs parameters

µ⊥1
s −0.22(8) rBs⊥1 0.017± 0.006

µ⊥1
b −0.019(6) rBs⊥2 0.088± 0.030

µ⊥2
s −2.6(8) rBs‖ −0.043± 0.004

µ⊥2
b −0.22(6) ρ(r⊥1, r⊥2) −0.21

µ
‖
s −0.46(4)

µ
‖
b −0.038(3)

Table 1: (Left) Numerical values for the valence-quarks’ magnetic moments in the vector
and axial sectors, as inferred from LQCD data [10] and from the scaling in eq. (29).
(Right) Parameters of the Bs → γ FFs following the notations of eqs. (26), (27).

3.3. Results for the V⊥,‖ form factors

This section presents our results for V Bs
⊥,‖ as obtained from the parameterization and ex-

trapolation procedure described above. Table 1 shows the values of the vector and the axial
magnetic moments of the strange quark and the bottom quark, and lists the corresponding
residues of the bottom sector, that enter the parameterization in eqs. (26), (27). Figure 3
displays the corresponding FFs entering the Bs → γ decay, namely V Bs

⊥ (left panel) and

V Bs
‖ (right panel).11 Our determination is compared with the other ones in literature men-

tioned in the Introduction, namely the quark-model FFs of Ref. [5] updating Ref. [4], and
the LCSR FFs of Ref. [6]. The main comment of practical importance to be made is that,
in the indicative range

√
q2 ∈ [4.2, 5.0] GeV relevant for the “indirect” measurement [3] of

B(Bs → µ+µ−γ), our determination is in good agreement with the KMN one, while being
largely inconsistent with the JPZ one. Specifically, the figure suggests a difference in V⊥
(the FF giving the dominant contribution in our q2 range of interest) by a factor between
∼ 2 and ∼ 5 at respectively the lower and upper bounds of the mentioned

√
q2 range. This

11In the right panel of fig. 3, we plot the absolute value of V Bs
‖ , as done for V Ds

‖ .
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has strong consequences on the prediction of the integrated branching ratio, recalling that
the latter has quadratic dependence on the FFs. This difference may be traced back to the
different values of the tri-couplings.

4.25 4.50 4.75 5.00 5.25√
q2 [GeV]

0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

2.0

V
⊥

4.25 4.50 4.75 5.00 5.25√
q2 [GeV]

0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

2.0

V
‖

KMN

JPZ

This work

Figure 3: Form factors V Bs
⊥ (q2) (left panel) and V Bs

‖ (q2) (right panel). The colour code is
detailed in the legend. The acronyms KMN and JPZ refer to the determinations
in Refs. [5] and [6]. The vertical lines at 4.2 and 5.0 GeV mark a possible
reference region for the “indirect” measurement of B(Bs → µ+µ−γ).

3.4. On the heavy-quark scaling of the meson decay constants

In principle, another possibility to infer the behaviour of the hadronic FFs in Bs → `+`−γ
decays would be to assume a well-defined scaling of the meson decay constants f in the

heavy-quark (HQ) limit. A scaling often quoted in the literature is f ∼ m
−1/2
q , where mq

is the mass of the HQ. Then, starting from the Ds-sector decay constants, we may infer
the Bs-sector ones (or viceversa), using this scaling.

In the vector-FF case, we observe general consistency between the determination shown
in blue in fig. 3—that does not make any scaling assumption on the decay constants—and
the determination obtained by scaling the decay constants as described. On the other hand,
we observe sizeable differences in the axial-FF case. The reason for the difference is to be
traced back in the numerical values of the meson decay constants listed in App. A. In fact,
by using those values we can determine the scaling of the meson decay constants directly
from LQCD data, separately in the vector and axial channel. Denoting the resonances as
BV1,V2,A and DV1,V2,A, this means that

fBV1,V2,A(mBV1,V2,A
)nV1,V2,A = fDV1,V2,A(mDV1,V2,A

)nV1,V2,A , (31)

neglecting short-distance corrections [18]. In the pseudoscalar-meson case nV1,V2,A is as-
sumed to be 1/2. Note that eq. (31) allows the two poles in the 1− channel to have different
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scaling relations. Eq. (31) implies

nV1,V2,A =
log(fBV1,V2,A/fDV1,V2,A)

log(mDV1,V2,A
/mBV1,V2,A

)
. (32)

Taking the parameters on the r.h.s. from the data in App. A we find

nV1 = 0.212(22) , nV2 = −0.07(25) , nA = −0.630(89) , (33)

where we have simply propagated the uncertainties affecting the meson decay constants.
These relations, and especially the axial-channel ones, display a sizeable departure from
the usual HQ scaling n ' 1/2.

This discussion warrants further investigations of the coefficients nV1,V2,A directly on the
lattice. From a practical point of view, and as already mentioned, sizeable differences in
the axial channel (as opposed to the vector channel) have only a limited impact on the SM
prediction for B(Bs → µ+µ−γ) at high q2, to which we turn next.

4. Prediction of the Bs → µµγ branching fraction

4.1. Preliminaries

Using our results on the Bs → γ FFs, we now provide a SM prediction of the single-
differential (in q2) as well as integrated branching fraction of the Bs → µ+µ−γ decay,
in the region of high q2. The Bs → µ+µ−γ amplitude consists of two components, one
known as “direct emission” (DE), ADE, where both the weak operator and the e.m. cur-
rent have to be evaluated between the external meson and photon; the other known as
bremsstrahlung, ABrems, where the e.m. current is evaluated between the external di-
lepton and the vacuum. Explicit formulae may be found in existing literature and will not
be repeated here. Specifically, for notation and a clearheaded overall discussion we refer
the reader to Ref. [8]; useful formulae can be found in Refs. [4, 5, 19]—the latter discussing
the sign of the interference term according to the fB convention followed.

The amplitude’s calculation involves four hadronic matrix elements. The vector and
axial ones, whose FFs have been the focus of the preceding sections, have been defined in
eq. (2). The two further matrix elements necessary are the tensor and axial-tensor ones,
defined as

〈γ(k, λ)|s̄σµνbqν |B̄0
s (q + k)〉 = ie εµλ

∗qkFTV (q2, 0) ,

〈γ(k, λ)|s̄σµνγ5bqν |B̄0
s (q + k)〉 = e (λ∗µ qk − kµ λ∗q)FTA(q2, 0) . (34)

with the shorthand εµλ
∗qk ≡ εµαβδλ∗αqβkδ and the notation dictionary FTV = −T⊥, FTA =

−T‖, see e.g. [20].
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With the Bs → µ+µ−γ amplitude one can compute the single-differential branching frac-
tion in q2 as a sum of three components, often denoted as dΓ(1),(2),(12)/dq2 and due to DE,
to bremsstrahlung, and to the interference between the two, respectively. The interference
component is negligible throughout the full kinematic range;12 the DE component quickly
dominates for

√
q2 below 5.0 GeV [3]; finally, the bremsstrahlung component is summed

to all orders and corrected for in the Bs → µµ observable [21]. These circumstances
make the DE-only component of B(Bs → µ+µ−γ) a well-defined observable in the range√
q2 ∈ [4.2, 5.0] GeV. This component coincides with the Bs → µ+µ−γ contribution fitted

in the analyses of Refs. [1, 2] along with the purely leptonic modes, the latter understood to
be fully photon-inclusive [22]. Besides, all Bs decays are understood to be corrected for the
sizeable lifetime difference of the mass eigenstates of the B0

s − B̄0
s system [23, 24, 25]. We

next discuss the inclusion and treatment of the different sources of hadronic uncertainties.

4.2. Form-factor parametrization

For the Bs-sector V⊥,‖ FFs we use the parameterization summarized in table 1, and dis-
cussed in Secs. 2-3. On the other hand, our approach does not give us access to the tensor
FFs T⊥,‖, see eq. (34). In the absence of a lattice-QCD computation of these quantities in
the high-q2 region, whether in the Ds sector or directly in the Bs one, we estimate their
impact on the prediction of our observable of interest by either resorting to the KMN or
JPZ determinations in [5, 6], or else by setting T⊥,‖ = 0. This approximation is meaningful
because T⊥,‖ give small contributions in the high-q2 region of concern to us. When adopt-
ing the JPZ parametrization, we accordingly use the standard deviations and correlations
it comes with; in the case of the KMN parametrization, we consider variations of ±20%
around the central values provided for Fi(0), i = V,A, TV, TA, see [5]. Such 20% figure
is not meant as a realistic assessment of the KMN-FF errors, which are simply unknown;
we use it for indicative purposes, to namely provide an idea of the impact of a 20% FF
variation on the B(Bs → µ+µ−γ) prediction.

4.3. Charmonium resonances

Our kinematic region of interest,
√
q2 ∈ [4.2, 5.0] GeV, is close to, or it overlaps with,

the mass peaks of the broad-charmonium resonances ψ(3770), ψ(4040), ψ(4160), ψ(4415).
(In our numerics we also include the ψ(2S), whose mass peak mψ(2S) = 3686.10(6) MeV
is narrower and sizeably below our reference kinematic region.) In order to include these
resonances in the amplitude, we follow the approach of Ref. [7] where resonances are
included as properly normalized Breit-Wigner (BW) poles that shift the Wilson coefficient

12We find variations . 3% in the integrated observable in our range of interest, when calculating it with
Γ(1) alone or with Γ(1) + Γ(12). Such variation is well within the current theoretical error, dominated by
the FF determination. This variation should however be kept in mind, and can trivially be taken into
account if the FF error were to shrink to the percent level.
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C9. In our case, such shift involves the five vector mesons V mentioned, and reads

C9 → C9 −
9π

α2
C̄
∑

V

|ηV |eiδV
m̂V B(V → µ+µ−) Γ̂Vtot

q̂2 − m̂2
V + im̂V Γ̂Vtot

. (35)

Here C̄ = C1+C2/3+C3+C4/3+C5+C6/3, and C9 stands for Ceff
9 (q2), the sum total of the

perturbatively calculable contributions [26, 27]. Hatted quantities are normalized by the
appropriate power of mB0

s
to make them dimensionless. As noted in Ref. [8], the resonant

shift above will not lead to a double counting of part of the short-distance contributions,
because this shift is (formally) of higher order in the heavy-quark expansion.

The uncertainty inherent in this shift is encoded in the BW normalisation factors and
phases that we scan over with uniform and independent distributions in the ranges |ηV | ∈
[1, 3], δV ∈ [0, 2π). This approach is expected to provide a conservative way to account
for deviations from naive factorisation (|ηV | = 1 and δV = 0).13 We take unity as the
reference value for all of |ηV |, whereas for δV we use the central values from the BESIII
determination in Ref. [30].

4.4. Numerical analysis

We are now in a position to discuss the prediction of the branching fraction of Bs → µ+µ−γ
in the high-q2 region where it can be measured through the indirect method. The numerical
inputs other than the FF parametrization in table 1 are summarized in App. B. We present
our results in two different forms: on the one hand the single-differential branching fraction
in q2, on the other the integrated branching fraction in the high-q2 region as a function of
the lower bound of integration q2

min, defined as

B(B0
s → µ+µ−γ)[

√
q2

min,mB0
s
] =

∫ m2
B0
s

q2min

dB
dq2

dq2 . (36)

This definition allows to directly compare with the experimental measurement of the ISR
component, e.g. the upper limit set by LHCb [1, 2] uses q2

min = (4.9 GeV)2.
The first result of importance is the difference in the prediction obtained with the three

parametrizations under consideration in this work. In fig. 4, we compare the ISR compo-
nent of eq. (36) in the range [4.2 GeV,mB0

s
], with all sources of uncertainties taken into

account. As expected, our parametrization is well below—by an order of magnitude—
the prediction using the LCSR computation from Ref. [6], and turns out to be in good
agreement with the computation of Ref. [5].

A further remark concerns the question of the dominant component of the theory error.
A breakdown of the uncertainties between FFs and charmonium resonances is provided
in fig. 5, for the differential and integrated branching fractions. The FF uncertainties are

13It was found that |ηV | ' 2.5 and δV ' π well describe B → Kµ+µ− data [28, 29].
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seen to be largely dominant over the uncertainties induced by the modeling of charmonium
resonances, as was already observed in previous work [20, 9]. Since charmonium resonances
escape any rigorous treatment, it is fortunate that, in this region, their contribution is small.
In turn, while FF uncertainties are still large, a first-principle approach to their calculation
exists, at least in this region, hence their error is reducible. Finally, in table 2 we provide
the predictions and uncertainties of the branching fraction in the range [4.2 GeV,mB0

s
] for

the three parametrizations considered.
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Figure 4: (Left) dB(Bs → µ+µ−γ)dq2 using the form-factor parametrization from this
work (blue), Ref. [5] (orange) or Ref. [6] (green), see also color code in the leg-
end. (Right) Integrated branching fraction as a function of

√
q2

min as defined
in eq. (36). The vertical dashed lines correspond to different q2

min-values for the
integration range, in particular q2 = (4.9 GeV)2 has been used by the LHCb
analysis of Refs. [1, 2]; the value q2 = (4.2 GeV)2 represents a realistic lower limit
for a more extended analysis.

5. Conclusions

We provide a new estimate of the vector and axial form factors for Bs → γ, which constitute
the most important theoretical input for the prediction of B(Bs → µ+µ−γ) at high q2,
whose measurement via the indirect method is anticipated, following the recent LHCb
limit [1, 2].

For this estimate, we adopt an approach that uses Ds → γ form factors directly computed
on the lattice and scales them up to their Bs counterparts using a suitable parameterization
whose dependence on the heavy-quark mass is well-established. Our approach has three
main premises: vector-meson dominance, which is expected to hold in the high-q2 region
of interest to us, in the form of an expansion of the spectral density into one or more
physical poles; the relation between the residues of the poles and the effective coupling,
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Figure 5: Differential (top) and integrated (bottom) branching fraction of Bs → µ+µ−γ.
Color codes and vertical lines as in fig. 4. Left and right panels include only FF
and respectively charmonium-resonance uncertainties.

or tri-coupling, between the appropriate vector meson, the ground-state pseudoscalar, and
the photon; the parameterization of the tri-coupling in terms of quark magnetic moments.

Although each of these hypotheses is phenomenological, as opposed to first-principle,
we seek validation through a number of cross-checks discussed in the text, which return
a quite coherent picture. One reason why our approach has chances of being reliable is
that the extrapolation is in the direction charm→ bottom. In other words, we expect that
our procedure would have been much less reliable in the opposite direction, namely if the
lattice-QCD data were in the bottom sector and we had to extrapolate them to the charm
sector.

We use our inferred Bs → γ form factors to reappraise the theory prediction for B(Bs →
µ+µ−γ) in the range

√
q2 ∈ [4.2 GeV,mB0

s
], or subranges thereof, which represents a

likely window for the experimental measurement. Our results are summarized in fig. 4 and
table 2.

The validation of our approach rests ultimately in a first-principle calculation of the
Bs → γ form factors, e.g. the Bs counterpart of the calculation in Ref. [10]. This being
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B(B0
s → µ+µ−γ)[4.2 GeV,mB0

s
]

this work (1.63± 0.80)× 10−10

KMN [5] (1.83± 0.69)× 10−10

JPZ [6] (1.90± 0.53)× 10−9

Influence of the choice of T⊥,‖
(with V⊥,‖ from this work)

T⊥,‖ from KMN (1.22± 0.70)× 10−10

T⊥,‖ from JPZ (0.92± 0.58)× 10−10

T⊥,‖ = 0 (1.63± 0.80)× 10−10

Table 2: (Top) Integrated branching fraction in the [4.2 GeV,mB0
s
] range for the three

Bs → γ FF parametrizations discussed in the text. (Bottom) Influence on the
integrated branching ratio of the choice of the tensor FFs between either the
KMN or the JPZ parametrizations, or neglecting these FFs (T⊥,‖ = 0).
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Figure 6: Integrated Bs → µ+µ−γ branching fraction as a function of q2
min (see eq. (36)),

using V⊥,‖ from this work, and T⊥,‖from either KMN [5], or JPZ [6], or set to

zero, see also legend.

spelled out, our approach lends itself to certain well-defined lines of development.
First and foremost, our approach may be made more systematic, by careful inclusion, in

the description of the relevant hadronic form factors, of basic properties such as analitic-
ity, unitarity and the general form expected for the dispersion relation [31, 32, 33, 34,
35, 36]. Possible avenues in this respect include the recent Dispersion-Matrix method of
Refs. [37, 38], which has been recently applied to many charged-current semileptonic tran-
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sitions [39, 40, 41, 42], or the dispersive-bounds approach of Refs. [43, 44], deployed for
several neutral-current semi-leptonic transitions [45, 46, 47]. The question is whether a
similar theoretical framework may be also applicable to hadronic FFs entering in rare-
and-radiative meson decays such as those considered in the present work. This question
is particularly relevant in view of lattice determinations of the FFs entering in Bs → γ
decays, since it is not guaranteed that these data will cover the whole physical kinematical
region

√
q2 ∈ [2mµ,mB0

s
].
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A. Meson decay constants

The values of, and references for, the meson decay constants used in this work are summed
up in table 3, along with the computational methods employed. For the D∗s1 and B∗s1
states we are only aware of quark-model computations. One could argue that it would be
possible to access such decay constants using a scaling law similar to the one applied to
the tri-couplings, and discussed in Sec. 3.2. We discuss hereafter why such a procedure
would not lead to an accuracy satisfactory for the present study. The scaling of the meson

decay constants is often referred to be ∼ m
−1/2
H , with mH the mass of a heavy meson

H. This scaling originates from the normalization of a heavy meson H with velocity v in
heavy-quark effective theory (HQET [63], for reviews see [64, 65]),

〈0|q̄γµγ5Q|H〉HQET = iavµ =
1√

2mH
〈0|q̄γµγ5Q|H〉QCD , (37)

where the r.h.s. refers to the ordinary relativistic matrix element. Neglecting short-distance
corrections [18], the constant a does not depend on the heavy flavor, and thus yields the
scaling law14

fH ∝
a√
mH

. (38)

One could then hope to use such a scaling law to relate the decay constants of excited meson
states differing by the heavy-quark flavour, e.g. the Ds and the B0

s . The accuracy one may
expect from such a strategy can be put to the test using the latest LQCD determinations
of the decay constants. Referring to table 3 for the numerical values, one can namely
compare the values of the product

√
mH × fH for different heavy flavored mesons. The

results are plotted in fig. 7 for H = Ds, B
0
s , in the pseudoscalar, vector and axial-vector

14The decay constant is defined as 〈0|q̄γµγ5Q|H〉 ≡ ifHpµ following Ref. [50]. The overall sign on the r.h.s.
is relevant for the correct sign of the interference term in B(Bs → µ+µ−γ), see beginning of Sec. 4.1.
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JP Charm sector, in MeV

0− fDs 249.9(0.5) [48, 49, 50] LQCD Nf = 2 + 1 + 1

1− fD∗s 270.5(2.9) [14, 51, 52, 53, 54] LQCD

1− fD∗s1 101(20) [55, 56] Quark Model

1+ fDs1 194(12) [57] LQCD

JP Bottom sector, in MeV

0− fBs 230.3(1.3) [48, 58, 59, 60, 50] LQCD Nf = 2 + 1 + 1

1− fB∗s 221.6(3.9) [61, 51, 53] LQCD

1− fB∗s1 107(21) [55, 56] Quark Model

1+ fBs1 334(15) [62, 15] LCSR

Table 3: Inputs for the meson decay constants, in MeV. The quoted value is the weighted
average of all determinations in the references provided. The values of fDs and fBs
are exactly the ones reported in Ref. [50]. The quoted value for fB∗s follows from
the computation of the ratio fB∗s /fBs in Ref. [53] plus the value of fBs averaged
in [50]. An uncertainty of 20% is associated to the Quark-Model computation of
Refs. [55, 56]. As discussed in the text, this figure is used for reference only, i.e.
to test whether this determination agrees with the scaling law within 20% or not.
The rightmost column describes the method used.

cases, assigning a 20% uncertainty to the scaling law for reference only. We see that the
values predicted by the scaling law do not agree within this reference 20% level for the
pseudoscalar and axial-vector cases suggesting that, in order to reproduce LQCD data,
one would need further power-suppressed terms in the HQET expansion. We can estimate
the relative size b/mh of such terms in the case of the pseudoscalar and the first pole of
the vector and axial channels by fitting the respective LQCD data to

fH ×
√
mH = a

(
1− b

mh

)
, (39)

where, again, we neglect short-distance corrections [18]. Note that mh denotes the heavy-
quark mass mh (a separate entity than mH) and that we use the kinetic scheme for the
quark masses. The results are summarized in table 4. The LP contributions to the pseu-
doscalar and vector channels agree with each other, but not with the axial channel. The
latter appears to require a subleading-power correction to the decay-constant scaling law as
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large as 70% at the charm mass, and 20% at the bottom mass, whereas the corresponding
corrections in the pseudoscalar and vector channel are somewhat more contained. The
consistency between the a values in the pseudoscalar and vector channels, and their dif-
ference with the axial-channel value are entirely expected, and so are the sizes of the
power-suppressed corrections. For instance, Ref. [51] studied the analogous scaling of the
ratio between the vector and the pseudoscalar, finding power-suppressed corrections of
about 30% at the charm mass and 3% at the bottom mass. Such corrections (to ratios)
are then directly comparable with the difference between the corresponding corrections in
table 4. This comparison shows very good consistency at the bottom mass. At the charm
mass we observe a more contained correction, of (43− 30)% = 13%, but we should keep in
mind that our eq. (39) does not include terms of order (1/mh)2, that are instead accounted
for in the parameterization of Ref. [51]. Such corrections will change our b/mc values by
at least O(10%).

Parameters Pseudoscalar Vector Axial-vector

a (GeV3/2) 0.61 0.56 1.03

b (MeV) 552 394 896

b
mc

43% 30% 70%

b
mb

13% 10% 21%

Table 4: Parameters of an HQET-inspired expansion of the product fH ×
√
mH according

to eq. (39). The last two lines quantify the importance of next-to-leading-power
corrections in the c and b case, respectively.

B. Table of inputs

In table 5 we collect all our inputs. None of the parameters listed contributes a non-
negligible part of the theory uncertainties in B(Bs → µ+µ−γ), with the exception of
the broad-charmonium phases δV , whose treatment is discussed in Sec. 4.3. Any omitted
parameter is taken from Ref. [8]. The CKM input is taken from the latest ‘global Standard-
Model analysis’ and ‘New-Physics fit’, which are available from [66, 67, 68, 69]. Similar
results may be obtained from [70, 71].

References

[1] LHCb collaboration, R. Aaij et al., Analysis of Neutral B-Meson Decays into Two

23



Parameter Value Ref. Parameter Value Ref.

mB0
s

5.36688 GeV
[13]

αs(mZ) 0.1179

[13]τBs 1.520× 10−12 s ∆ΓB0
s

0.084× 10−12 s

fBs 0.2303 GeV [72] αe.m.(mb) 1/132.1

mb(mb) 4.18 GeV

[13]

λ 0.225

[66, 68]
mc(mc) 1.27 GeV A 0.828

mpole
b 4.78 GeV ρ̄ 0.160

mpole
c 1.67 GeV η̄ 0.347

mψ(2S) 3.686 GeV

[13]

Γψ(2S) 0.294× 10−3 GeV

[13]

mψ(3770) 3.774 GeV Γψ(3770) 27.2× 10−3 GeV

mψ(4040) 4.039 GeV Γψ(4040) 80× 10−3 GeV

mψ(4160) 4.191 GeV Γψ(4160) 70× 10−3 GeV

mψ(4415) 4.421 GeV Γψ(4415) 62× 10−3 GeV

B(ψ(2S)→ ``) 8.0× 10−3

[13]

δψ(2S) 0

[30]

B(ψ(3770)→ ``) 9.6× 10−6 δψ(3770) 0

B(ψ(4040)→ ``) 10.7× 10−6 δψ(4040) 133× π/180

B(ψ(4160)→ ``) 6.9× 10−6 δψ(4160) 301× π/180

B(ψ(4415)→ ``) 2.0× 10−5 δψ(4415) 246× π/180

Table 5: List of input parameters.

Muons, Phys. Rev. Lett. 128 (2022) 041801, [2108.09284].

[2] LHCb collaboration, R. Aaij et al., Measurement of the B0
s → µ+µ− decay properties

and search for the B0 → µ+µ− and B0
s → µ+µ−γ decays, Phys. Rev. D 105 (2022)

012010, [2108.09283].

[3] F. Dettori, D. Guadagnoli and M. Reboud, B0
s → µ+µ−γ from B0

s → µ+µ−, Phys.
Lett. B 768 (2017) 163–167, [1610.00629].

[4] D. Melikhov and N. Nikitin, Rare radiative leptonic decays B(d,s) —> l+l- gamma,
Phys. Rev. D 70 (2004) 114028, [hep-ph/0410146].

[5] A. Kozachuk, D. Melikhov and N. Nikitin, Rare FCNC radiative leptonic

24

http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.128.041801
http://arxiv.org/abs/2108.09284
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.105.012010
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.105.012010
http://arxiv.org/abs/2108.09283
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2017.02.048
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2017.02.048
http://arxiv.org/abs/1610.00629
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.70.114028
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0410146


Bs,d → γl+l− decays in the standard model, Phys. Rev. D 97 (2018) 053007,
[1712.07926].

[6] T. Janowski, B. Pullin and R. Zwicky, Charged and neutral Bu,d,s → γ form factors
from light cone sum rules at NLO, JHEP 12 (2021) 008, [2106.13616].

[7] F. Kruger and L. M. Sehgal, Lepton polarization in the decays b —> X(s) mu+ mu-
and B —> X(s) tau+ tau-, Phys. Lett. B 380 (1996) 199–204, [hep-ph/9603237].

[8] M. Beneke, C. Bobeth and Y.-M. Wang, Bd,s → γ`¯̀ decay with an energetic photon,
JHEP 12 (2020) 148, [2008.12494].

[9] A. Carvunis, F. Dettori, S. Gangal, D. Guadagnoli and C. Normand, On the effective
lifetime of Bs→ µµγ, JHEP 12 (2021) 078, [2102.13390].

[10] A. Desiderio et al., First lattice calculation of radiative leptonic decay rates of
pseudoscalar mesons, Phys. Rev. D 103 (2021) 014502, [2006.05358].

[11] D. Giusti, C. F. Kane, C. Lehner, S. Meinel and A. Soni, High-precision
determination of radiative-leptonic-decay form factors using lattice QCD: a study of
methods, 2302.01298.

[12] D. Becirevic, B. Haas and E. Kou, Soft Photon Problem in Leptonic B-decays, Phys.
Lett. B 681 (2009) 257–263, [0907.1845].

[13] Particle Data Group collaboration, R. L. Workman et al., Review of Particle
Physics, PTEP 2022 (2022) 083C01.

[14] G. C. Donald, C. T. H. Davies, J. Koponen and G. P. Lepage, Prediction of the D∗s
width from a calculation of its radiative decay in full lattice QCD, Phys. Rev. Lett.
112 (2014) 212002, [1312.5264].

[15] B. Pullin and R. Zwicky, Radiative decays of heavy-light mesons and the f
(T )
H,H∗,H1

decay constants, JHEP 09 (2021) 023, [2106.13617].

[16] S. Godfrey, K. Moats and E. S. Swanson, B and Bs Meson Spectroscopy, Phys. Rev.
D 94 (2016) 054025, [1607.02169].

[17] S. Godfrey and K. Moats, Properties of Excited Charm and Charm-Strange Mesons,
Phys. Rev. D 93 (2016) 034035, [1510.08305].

[18] M. Neubert, Symmetry breaking corrections to meson decay constants in the heavy
quark effective theory, Phys. Rev. D 46 (1992) 1076–1087.

[19] D. Guadagnoli, D. Melikhov and M. Reboud, More Lepton Flavor Violating
Observables for LHCb’s Run 2, Phys. Lett. B 760 (2016) 442–447, [1605.05718].

25

http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.97.053007
http://arxiv.org/abs/1712.07926
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP12(2021)008
http://arxiv.org/abs/2106.13616
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0370-2693(96)00413-3
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9603237
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP12(2020)148
http://arxiv.org/abs/2008.12494
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP12(2021)078
http://arxiv.org/abs/2102.13390
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.103.014502
http://arxiv.org/abs/2006.05358
http://arxiv.org/abs/2302.01298
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2009.10.017
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2009.10.017
http://arxiv.org/abs/0907.1845
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/ptep/ptac097
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.112.212002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.112.212002
http://arxiv.org/abs/1312.5264
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP09(2021)023
http://arxiv.org/abs/2106.13617
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.94.054025
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.94.054025
http://arxiv.org/abs/1607.02169
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.93.034035
http://arxiv.org/abs/1510.08305
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.46.1076
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2016.07.028
http://arxiv.org/abs/1605.05718


[20] D. Guadagnoli, M. Reboud and R. Zwicky, B0
s → `+ `−γ as a test of lepton flavor

universality, JHEP 11 (2017) 184, [1708.02649].

[21] N. Davidson, T. Przedzinski and Z. Was, PHOTOS interface in C++: Technical and
Physics Documentation, Comput. Phys. Commun. 199 (2016) 86–101, [1011.0937].

[22] A. J. Buras, J. Girrbach, D. Guadagnoli and G. Isidori, On the Standard Model
prediction for BR(Bs,d to mu+ mu-), Eur. Phys. J. C 72 (2012) 2172, [1208.0934].

[23] I. Dunietz, R. Fleischer and U. Nierste, In pursuit of new physics with Bs decays,
Phys. Rev. D 63 (2001) 114015, [hep-ph/0012219].

[24] S. Descotes-Genon, J. Matias and J. Virto, An analysis of Bd,s mixing angles in
presence of New Physics and an update of Bs → K̄0∗anti−K0∗, Phys. Rev. D 85
(2012) 034010, [1111.4882].

[25] K. De Bruyn, R. Fleischer, R. Knegjens, P. Koppenburg, M. Merk and N. Tuning,
Branching Ratio Measurements of Bs Decays, Phys. Rev. D 86 (2012) 014027,
[1204.1735].

[26] K. G. Chetyrkin, M. Misiak and M. Munz, Weak radiative B meson decay beyond
leading logarithms, Phys. Lett. B 400 (1997) 206–219, [hep-ph/9612313].

[27] C. Bobeth, M. Misiak and J. Urban, Photonic penguins at two loops and mt

dependence of BR[B → Xsl
+l−], Nucl. Phys. B 574 (2000) 291–330,

[hep-ph/9910220].

[28] J. Lyon and R. Zwicky, Resonances gone topsy turvy - the charm of QCD or new
physics in b→ s`+`−?, 1406.0566.

[29] LHCb collaboration, R. Aaij et al., Observation of a resonance in B+ → K+µ+µ−

decays at low recoil, Phys. Rev. Lett. 111 (2013) 112003, [1307.7595].

[30] BES collaboration, M. Ablikim et al., Determination of the Ψ(3770), ψ(4040),
ψ(4160) and ψ(4415) resonance parameters, eConf C070805 (2007) 02,
[0705.4500].

[31] S. Okubo, Exact bounds for k-l-3 decay parameters, Phys. Rev. D 3 (1971)
2807–2813.

[32] S. Okubo, New improved bounds for k-l-3 parameters, Phys. Rev. D 4 (1971)
725–733.

[33] C. Bourrely, B. Machet and E. de Rafael, Semileptonic Decays of Pseudoscalar
Particles (M →M ′`ν`) and Short Distance Behavior of Quantum Chromodynamics,
Nucl. Phys. B 189 (1981) 157–181.

26

http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP11(2017)184
http://arxiv.org/abs/1708.02649
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cpc.2015.09.013
http://arxiv.org/abs/1011.0937
http://dx.doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-012-2172-1
http://arxiv.org/abs/1208.0934
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.63.114015
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0012219
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.85.034010
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.85.034010
http://arxiv.org/abs/1111.4882
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.86.014027
http://arxiv.org/abs/1204.1735
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0370-2693(97)00324-9
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9612313
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0550-3213(00)00007-9
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9910220
http://arxiv.org/abs/1406.0566
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.111.112003
http://arxiv.org/abs/1307.7595
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2007.11.100
http://arxiv.org/abs/0705.4500
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.3.2807
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.3.2807
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.4.725
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.4.725
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0550-3213(81)90086-9


[34] L. Lellouch, Lattice constrained unitarity bounds for anti-B0 —> pi+ lepton-
anti-lepton-neutrino decays, Nucl. Phys. B 479 (1996) 353–391, [hep-ph/9509358].

[35] I. Caprini, L. Lellouch and M. Neubert, Dispersive bounds on the shape of anti-B
—> D(*) lepton anti-neutrino form-factors, Nucl. Phys. B 530 (1998) 153–181,
[hep-ph/9712417].

[36] C. G. Boyd, B. Grinstein and R. F. Lebed, Precision corrections to dispersive bounds
on form-factors, Phys. Rev. D 56 (1997) 6895–6911, [hep-ph/9705252].

[37] M. Di Carlo, G. Martinelli, M. Naviglio, F. Sanfilippo, S. Simula and L. Vittorio,
Unitarity bounds for semileptonic decays in lattice QCD, Phys. Rev. D 104 (2021)
054502, [2105.02497].

[38] G. Martinelli, S. Simula and L. Vittorio, Constraints for the semileptonic B→D(*)
form factors from lattice QCD simulations of two-point correlation functions, Phys.
Rev. D 104 (2021) 094512, [2105.07851].

[39] G. Martinelli, S. Simula and L. Vittorio, |Vcb| and R(D)(∗)) using lattice QCD and
unitarity, Phys. Rev. D 105 (2022) 034503, [2105.08674].

[40] G. Martinelli, S. Simula and L. Vittorio, Exclusive determinations of |Vcb| and
R(D∗) through unitarity, Eur. Phys. J. C 82 (2022) 1083, [2109.15248].

[41] G. Martinelli, S. Simula and L. Vittorio, Exclusive semileptonic B → π`ν` and Bs →
K`ν` decays through unitarity and lattice QCD, JHEP 08 (2022) 022, [2202.10285].

[42] G. Martinelli, M. Naviglio, S. Simula and L. Vittorio, —Vcb—, lepton flavor
universality and SU(3)F symmetry breaking in Bs→Ds(*)`ν` decays through
unitarity and lattice QCD, Phys. Rev. D 106 (2022) 093002, [2204.05925].

[43] C. Bobeth, M. Chrzaszcz, D. van Dyk and J. Virto, Long-distance effects in
B → K∗`` from analyticity, Eur. Phys. J. C 78 (2018) 451, [1707.07305].

[44] N. Gubernari, D. van Dyk and J. Virto, Non-local matrix elements in
B(s) → {K(∗), φ}`+`−, JHEP 02 (2021) 088, [2011.09813].

[45] N. Gubernari, M. Reboud, D. van Dyk and J. Virto, Improved theory predictions and
global analysis of exclusive b → sµ+µ− processes, JHEP 09 (2022) 133,
[2206.03797].

[46] T. Blake, S. Meinel, M. Rahimi and D. van Dyk, Dispersive bounds for local form
factors in Λb → Λ transitions, 2205.06041.

[47] Y. Amhis, M. Bordone and M. Reboud, Dispersive analysis of Λb → Λ(1520) local
form factors, 2208.08937.

27

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0550-3213(96)00443-9
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9509358
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0550-3213(98)00350-2
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9712417
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.56.6895
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9705252
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.104.054502
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.104.054502
http://arxiv.org/abs/2105.02497
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.104.094512
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.104.094512
http://arxiv.org/abs/2105.07851
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.105.034503
http://arxiv.org/abs/2105.08674
http://dx.doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-022-11050-0
http://arxiv.org/abs/2109.15248
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP08(2022)022
http://arxiv.org/abs/2202.10285
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.106.093002
http://arxiv.org/abs/2204.05925
http://dx.doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-018-5918-6
http://arxiv.org/abs/1707.07305
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP02(2021)088
http://arxiv.org/abs/2011.09813
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP09(2022)133
http://arxiv.org/abs/2206.03797
http://arxiv.org/abs/2205.06041
http://arxiv.org/abs/2208.08937


[48] A. Bazavov et al., B- and D-meson leptonic decay constants from four-flavor lattice
QCD, Phys. Rev. D 98 (2018) 074512, [1712.09262].

[49] N. Carrasco et al., Leptonic decay constants fK , fD, and fDs with Nf = 2 + 1 + 1
twisted-mass lattice QCD, Phys. Rev. D 91 (2015) 054507, [1411.7908].

[50] Flavour Lattice Averaging Group (FLAG) collaboration, Y. Aoki et al.,
FLAG Review 2021, Eur. Phys. J. C 82 (2022) 869, [2111.09849].

[51] ETM collaboration, V. Lubicz, A. Melis and S. Simula, Masses and decay constants
of D*(s) and B*(s) mesons with Nf = 2 + 1 + 1 twisted mass fermions, Phys. Rev. D
96 (2017) 034524, [1707.04529].

[52] B. Blossier, J. Heitger and M. Post, Leptonic Ds decays in two-flavour lattice QCD,
Phys. Rev. D 98 (2018) 054506, [1803.03065].

[53] R. Balasubramamian and B. Blossier, Decay constant of Bs and B∗s mesons from
Nf = 2 lattice QCD, Eur. Phys. J. C 80 (2020) 412, [1912.09937].

[54] χQCD collaboration, Y. Chen, W.-F. Chiu, M. Gong, Z. Liu and Y. Ma, Charmed
and φ meson decay constants from 2+1-flavor lattice QCD, Chin. Phys. C 45 (2021)
023109, [2008.05208].

[55] N. Devlani and A. K. Rai, Spectroscopy and decay properties of the Ds meson, Phys.
Rev. D 84 (2011) 074030.

[56] N. Devlani and A. K. Rai, Spectroscopy and decay properties of B and Bs mesons,
Eur. Phys. J. A 48 (2012) 104.

[57] G. S. Bali, S. Collins, A. Cox and A. Schäfer, Masses and decay constants of the
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Figure 7: Product
√
mH × fH as a function of the heavy quark mass, (top left) for the

pseudoscalar 0− meson, (top right) vector meson 1−, and (bottom) axial-vector
meson 1+. The red bands correspond to the predictions of leading-power (LP)
HQET using the bottom sector computations of LQCD, the blue bands using
the charm sector computations, and the green bands represent the NLP HQET
expansion using computations from both sectors.
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