
Higgs Portal Interpretation of the Belle II B+ → K+νν Measurement

David McKeen,1, ∗ John N. Ng,1, † and Douglas Tuckler1, 2, ‡

1TRIUMF, 4004 Wesbrook Mall, Vancouver, BC V6T 2A3, Canada
2Department of Physics, Simon Fraser University, Burnaby, BC V5A 1S6, Canada

(Dated: December 5, 2023)

The Belle II experiment recently observed the decay B+ → K+νν for the first time, with a
measured value for the branching ratio of (2.3± 0.7)× 10−5. This result exhibits a ∼ 3σ deviation
from the Standard Model (SM) prediction. The observed enhancement with respect to the Standard
Model could indicate the presence of invisible light new physics. In this paper, we investigate whether
this result can be accommodated in a minimal Higgs portal model, where the SM is extended by
a singlet Higgs scalar that decays invisibly to dark sector states. We find that current and future
bounds on invisible decays of the 125 GeV Higgs boson completely exclude a new scalar with a
mass ≳ 10 GeV. On the other hand, the Belle II results can be successfully accommodated if the
new scalar is lighter than B mesons but heavier than kaons. We also investigate the cosmological
implications of the new states and explore the possibility that they are part of an abelian Higgs
extension of the SM. Future Higgs factories are expected to place stringent bounds on the invisible
branching ratio of the 125 GeV Higgs boson, and will be able to definitively test the region of
parameter space favored by the Belle II results.

I. INTRODUCTION

Semi-leptonic decays of B mesons mediated by flavor
changing neutral currents (FCNCs) are extremely rare in
the Standard Model (SM), and are some of the cleanest
probes of beyond-the-SM physics (BSM). FCNC decays
of B mesons to charged leptons, such as b → sℓℓ transi-
tions, are in good agreement with SM prediction and have
placed stringent constraints on BSM particles coupled to
leptons. On the other hand, FCNC decays involving neu-
trinos in the final state are experimentally challenging to
measure because of the missing energy carried away by
SM neutrinos. Bounds from, for example, Belle on these
semi-invisible decays have been studied in the past and
led to stringent constraints on various BSM models.

Recently, the Belle II collaboration reported the first
evidence of the rare decay B+ → K+νν̄. The branching
ratio (BR) was measured with two methods: a conven-
tional hadronic-tag method and an novel inclusive-tag
method. The measured branching ratios using these two
methods are found to be [1–3]

BR(B+ → K+νν̄)had = (1.1+0.9
−0.8

+0.8
−0.5)× 10−5, (1)

BR(B+ → K+νν̄)incl = (2.7± 0.5± 0.5)× 10−5, (2)

where the first and second uncertainties are statistical
and systematic uncertainties, respectively. A combina-
tion of these two measurements yields the final result

BR(B+ → K+νν̄)exp = (2.3± 0.7)× 10−5. (3)

The Standard Model prediction for this rare decay is
[4]

BR(B+ → K+νν̄)SM = (4.29± 0.23)× 10−6, (4)

∗ mckeen@triumf.ca
† misery@triumf.ca
‡ dtuckler@triumf.ca

where the the tree-level contribution from B+ → τ+(→
K+ν̄)ν has been subtracted. We can immediately see
that the Belle II measurement using the hadronic tag is
consistent with the SM, while the inclusive measurement
has a 3.6σ tension with the SM prediction. The combined
result is in tension with the SM at 2.8σ.
This result can be interpreted as the presence of new

particles produced in B+ → K+ decays that are invisible
on the length scale of the Belle II detector, such as new
physics coupled to neutrinos or dark matter (see [4–10]
for recent studies). In particular, a new light particle X
that couples to a dark sector state χ can be produced
in the two-body decay B+ → K+X if mX ≲ mB , with
X decaying invisibly to dark sector states. On the other
hand, X can mediate the three-body decay B+ → K+χχ̄
if mX > mB . The presence of these light new particles
can enhance B+ → K++inv. and provide an explanation
for the Belle II result.

The enhancement compared to the SM prediction is
found by taking the difference between the Belle II com-
bined result and the SM prediction. We find that the BR
for the new physics contribution is

BR(B+ → K+ + inv.)NP = (1.9± 0.7)× 10−5. (5)

In this paper, we consider the possibility that a sin-
glet scalar S could accommodate the Belle II measure-
ment. In this scenario, a new scalar S mixes with the
SM Higgs h and communicates to the dark sector via
renormalizable interactions. The h − S mixing induces
couplings of S to SM fermions and new contributions to
B+ → K+ + inv. will arise when S decays invisibly to
dark sector states. We consider two scenarios for the dark
sector:

1. Singlet Higgs Portal: the dark sector consists of the
scalar S and dark fermions χ, and are both are pure
singlets (i.e. no additional dark gauge group). We
find that χ particles come into thermal equilibrium
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with the SM bath and have a relic abundance that
is larger than the observed dark matter abundance.
Hence, the dark fermions have to either be unstable
or need additional annihilation channels.

2. Dark Abelian Higgs Model: the dark sector states are
dark photons AD and a dark Higgs ΦD that arise in
a U(1)D extension of the SM. In this scenario, the
singlet Higgs carries a U(1)D charge and a vacuum
expectation value (VEV) that spontaneously breaks
the dark gauge symmetry. In addition, the dark pho-
ton kinetically mixes with the SM photon and is nat-
urally unstable. For a sufficiently long lifetime, the
dark photon appears as missing energy at Belle II.

In both scenarios, we find that if mS ≳ 5 GeV, the
Belle II measurement can be accommodated when the
mixing angle is relatively large O(0.1 − 1). However,
this is in tension with current constraints on the invisible
branching ratio of the SM Higgs and is completely ruled
out. This could be alleviated in more extended Higgs
sector models (e.g. two Higgs double models), where
the singlet mixes dominantly with the additional Higgs
bosons rather than the SM-like Higgs [11, 12]. In this
way, invisible SM Higgs decays can be avoided.

On the other hand, a light scalar with mS ≲ mB

can explain the Belle II results while being consistent
with current bounds on invisible SM Higgs decays. How-
ever, stringent bounds on invisible kaon decays rule out
the parameter space with mS ≲ mK . In the region
mK ≲ mS ≲ mB , we find that the Belle II result can be
successfully explained while being consistent with bounds
on other B meson decays such as B0 → K∗0νν.
In the future, the high-luminosity run of the LHC (HL-

LHC) is expected to constrain the SM Higgs invisible
BR to be < 0.025 and will rule out some of parameter
space that can explain the Belle II result. Future Higgs
factories such at the International Linear Collider (ILC)
[13], the Compact Linear Collider (CLIC) [14], or the
Future Circular Collider (FCCee) [15] are projected to
constrain the invisible branching ratio of the SM HIggs
to the sub-percent level, and can definitively test the pa-
rameter space of the Higgs portal model.

This paper is organized as follows. In Sec. II, we dis-
cuss the singlet Higgs portal model, the contribution to
B+ → K++inv., and additional constraints arising from
SM Higgs invisible decays and other meson decays. In
Sec. III we briefly discuss the early universe cosmology
of the dark fermions of the singlet Higgs portal model.
Sec. IV is devoted to Dark Abelian Higgs model. We
conclude in Sec. V.

II. SINGLET HIGGS PORTAL MODEL

We begin by introducing the singlet Higgs portal
model. We extend the Standard Model (SM) by an addi-
tional singlet scalar field S that mixes with the SM Higgs

boson H via the renormalizable interaction [16]

L ⊃ −ASHSH†H (6)

and we assume that S does not get a vacuum expectation
value.1

In addition, we add a dark sector Dirac fermion χ with
mass mχ that interacts with the new scalar via

LD = yDSχ̄χ. (7)

After electroweak symmetry breaking, S and H mix to
form mass eigenstates h and hD given by

H = h cos θ + hD sin θ, (8)

S = −h sin θ + hD cos θ (9)

where the mixing angle θ diagonalizes the scalar mass-
squared matrix. We identify h as the SM Higgs boson
discovered at the LHC with a mass mh = 125 GeV, and
the dark Higgs hD as the mediator between the dark
sector and the SM. In terms of the physical scalars, the
couplings to SM fermions and dark fermions are

L ⊃ h cos θ
∑
f

mf

v
f̄f − h sin θyDχ̄χ

+hD sin θ
∑
f

mf

v
f̄f + hD cos θyDχ̄χ

(10)

where mf is the mass of the SM fermion f and v = 246
GeV is the SM Higgs vacuum expectation value (VEV).
The interactions in Eq. (10) lead to FCNC decays of

kaons and B mesons mainly via a top-quark loop. The
effective Lagrangian for FCNC couplings of the Higgs
bosons to down quarks di,j is

Leff = cij(hD sin θ + h cos θ)d̄jPRdi + h.c., (11)

where

cij =
3
√
2

16π2

GFmim
2
t

v
VtiV

∗
tj (12)

is the effective coupling after integrating out the top
quark and W± boson in the loop. Vti,tj are CKM matrix
elements, mt is the top quark mass, and mi is the mass
of the initial state quark.

1 We will discuss the possibility that the scalar develops a vacuum
expectation value as well as the impact of the operator S2H†H
in Sec. IV.
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FIG. 1. Region of sin θ vs mS plane that can explain the Belle II excess at 2σ (blue shaded region) for the singlet Higgs portal
model. The central value from Eq. (5) is depicted by the dashed white curve, and the red horizontal lines are current and
future bounds on the invisible BR of the SM Higgs boson in Tab. I. We show additional constraints from K+ → π+ + inv. [17],
K0

L → π0νν [18] , and B0 → K∗0νν [19] in the gray shaded regions. The vertical dotted blue line denotes the transition from
two-body decays B → KS to three-body decays B → Kχχ.

A. Singlet Higgs Contribution to B+ → K+ + inv.

Together, the interactions in Eqs. (10) and (11) con-
tribute to decays of B mesons and kaons involving miss-
ing energy when yD ≳ (mµ/v) sin θ. In this regime,
the dark Higgs hD decays dominantly to a pair of dark
fermions. When mhD

< (mB − mK), B mesons un-

dergo two-body decays to kaons and on-shell dark Higgs
bosons, while three-body decays are mediated by off-
shell Higgs bosons when mhD

> mB . Similarly, the
dark Higgs is produced on-shell in kaon decays when
mhD

< (mK − mπ). The rates for these two-body de-
cays are

Γ(B+ → K+hD) =
|cbs|2 sin2 θ
64πm3

B+

|fBK
0 (m2

hD
)|2

(
m2

B+ −m2
K+

mb −ms

)2

λ1/2(m2
B+ ,m2

K+ ,m2
hD

), (13)

Γ(B0 → K∗0hD) =
|cbs|2 sin2 θ
64πm3

B0

|ABK
0 (m2

hD
)|2

(
1

mb +ms

)2

λ3/2(m2
B0 ,m2

K∗0 ,m2
hD

), (14)

Γ(K → πhD) =
|csd|2 sin2 θ
64πm3

K

|fKπ
0 (m2

hD
)|2

(
m2

K −m2
π

ms −md

)2

λ1/2(m2
K ,m2

π,m
2
hD

), (15)

where f0(q
2) and A0(q

2) are hadronic form factors for
B → K or K → π transitions that are evaluated at the
mass of the dark Higgs mhD

. The parameterization of
these form factors is discussed in App. A. The function

λ(a, b, c) = a2 + b2 + c2 − 2(ab + bc + ac) is the Källén
function. In Eq. (15), K ∈ {K+,K0} and π ∈ {π+, π0}.
The differential rates for the three-body decays B+ →

K+χχ̄ and B0 → K∗0χχ̄ are
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dΓ

dq2
(B+ → K+χχ̄) =

q2|fBK
0 (q2)|2

512π3m3
B+

(
m2

B+ −m2
K+

mb −ms

)2∣∣∣∣ cbs sin θ cos θ

q2 −m2
hD

+ imhD
ΓhD

− cbs sin θ cos θ

q2 −m2
h

∣∣∣∣2
×
(
1− 4m2

χ

q2

)3/2

λ1/2(q2,m2
B+ ,m2

K+), (16)

dΓ

dq2
(B0 → K∗0χχ̄) =

q2|ABK
0 (q2)|2

512π3m3
B0

1

(mb +ms)2

∣∣∣∣ cbs sin θ cos θ

q2 −m2
hD

+ imhD
ΓhD

− cbs sin θ cos θ

q2 −m2
h

∣∣∣∣2
×
(
1− 4m2

χ

q2

)3/2

λ3/2(q2,m2
B0 ,m2

K∗0). (17)

The total rate for three-body decays is found by inte-
grating these from q2min = 4m2

χ to q2max = (mB −mK)2.
In the equations above, ΓhD

is the total width of the
hD which is dominated by the decay rate into the dark
fermions and is

Γ(hD → χχ̄) =
y2D cos2 θ

8π
mhD

(
1− 4m2

χ

m2
hD

)3/2

. (18)

There are decay modes to SM fermions that are pro-
portional to (mf/v) sin θ and are subdominant when
yD > (mf/v) sin θ. This can be seen in Fig. 2 where
we show the region of yD − sin θ that can explain the
Belle II excess in the blue shaded region. As yD gets
smaller, the decay to muons starts to become important.
Because the couplings of the dark Higgs are proportional
to the fermion masses, there is an inherent lepton flavor
non-universality which is severely constrained by LHCb
measurements of RK and RK∗ , which are in agreement
with SM predictions [20, 21]. The bounds on the yD vs
sin θ parameter from tests in b → s transitions are de-
picted by the gray shaded region in Fig. 2 and exclude
yD ≲ 10−4.
The main result of this section is in Fig. 1, where we

show the region of sin θ − mhD
plane that can fit the

Belle II excess at the 2σ level (blue shaded region). We
see that a dark Higgs with mhD

≲ mB can explain the
Belle II excess with a mixing angle of sin θ ≃ 6 × 10−3,
while a heavier dark Higgs requires larger mixing angles.

B. Higgs Invisible Decays

After mixing, the SM Higgs couples to the dark sector
particles with strength yD sin θ. For mχ < mh/2, this
leads to invisible decays of the SM Higgs boson. The
decay width for this process is

Γ(h → χχ) =
y2D sin2 θ

8π
mh

(
1− 4m2

χ

m2
h

)3/2

. (19)

Currently, the strongest bound on invisible decays of
the SM Higgs boson are from LHC with BRh

inv < 0.13

10−4 10−3 0.01 0.1 1

sin θ

10−6

10−5

10−4

10−3

0.01

0.1

1

yD

mhD = 1 GeV

RK(∗)

FIG. 2. Region of yD vs sin θ plane that can explain the
Belle II result at 2σ (blue shaded region) in the singlet Higgs
portal with a dark Higgs mass mhD = 1 GeV. The central
value from Belle II is depicted by the dashed white curve.
Constraints from LFU tests RK(∗) are depicted by the gray
shaded regions.

[22, 23]. In the future, HL-LHC is expected to constrain
the invisible BRh

inv to be less than 2.5% [24]. Using the
expression in Eq. (19) and the SM prediction for the total
width of the Higgs Γh = 4.1 MeV, we can calculate the
BR for h → χχ as

BR(h → χχ) =
Γ(h → χχ)

Γh + Γ(h → χχ)
. (20)

It is straightforward to calculate a bound the SM Higgs
couplings to dark sector fermions. We find that the mix-
ing angle must satisfy

sin θ ≲

√
8π

mh
BRh

invΓh = 0.01 (4.5× 10−3) (21)

for LHC (HL-LHC) bounds. The bounds on this scenario
are depicted in Fig. 1 by the red solid and dashed lines
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for the LHC and HL-LHC, respectively. Current LHC
bounds rule out the region of parameter space the can
address the Belle II result when mhD

≳ mB , but are not
strong enough to rule out smaller mhD

masses. HL-LHC
will probe most of the favored parameter space.

The Higgs invisible BR is expected to be constrained
to be less than a percent at future Higgs factories, like
the ILC [25], CLIC [26], and FCCee [27]. The strongest
of these are from ILC and FCCee at 0.16% and 0.19%,
respectively, and are depicted in Fig. 1 by the dotted and
dot-dashed red lines.

If the Belle II result on B+ → K+νν is confirmed in
the future, then these experiments will be able to probe
the favored parameter space for the light singlet Higgs
scenario. The singlet Higgs portal model is an essen-
tial benchmark for future Higgs factories, as improved
bounds on (or a measurement of) BRh

inv will conclusively
rule out or confirm the model.

LHC 13% [22, 23]
HL-LHC 2.25% [24]
ILC 0.16% [25]
CLIC 0.69% [26]
FCCee 0.19% [27]

TABLE I. Current and future bounds on Higgs invisible BR
from the LHC[22, 23], HL-LHC [24], ILC [25], CLIC [26], and
FCCee [27].

C. B0 → K∗0 Decays

The effective operator in Eq. (11) also generates B de-
cays to vector mesons. In particular, the decay B0 →
K∗0νν has been searched for by Belle and they found an
upper bound on the branching ratio of [19]

BR(B0 → K∗0νν) < 1.8× 10−5. (22)

For mhD
< (mB −mK), this bound yields an additional

constraint on the minimal Higgs model

sin θ ≲ 6.2× 10−3. (23)

This bound is shown in Fig. 1 by the gray shaded region
region labeled “Belle II B0 → K∗0νν, and is beginning to
probe the blue shaded region that can explain the Belle
II result, excluding the central value for mhD

≲ 1 GeV.

D. Kaon Decays

In addition to contributions to rare B meson decays,
the h − S mixing generates contributions to rare kaon
decays, such as K+ → π+ + inv. and K0

L → π0 + inv.
Such decays are stringently constrained by the NA62[17]
and KOTO experiments [18, 28], respectively.

Recently, the NA62 experiment measured the BR for
the decay K+ → π+νν to be (10.6+4.0

−3.4 ± 0.9)× 10−11 at
68% C.L. [17]. This measurement was used to set limits
on the decay K+ → π+X where X is a (pseudo) scalar
boson. Upper limits on this decay are depicted in the
left plot Fig. 1 by the gray shaded region label “NA62
K+ → π+ + inv. We see that this excludes the favored
parameter space for mhD

≲ 200 MeV.
In addition, this same interaction leads to K0

L → π0 +
inv. decays, mimicking K0

L → π0 + νν. The latter decay
has recently searched for by the KOTO experiment and
an upper limit on the BR was found to be

BR(K0
L → π0νν) < 3.0× 10−9. (24)

We take this value as an upper limit on the K0
L → π0S

(K0
L → π0χχ) decay for the light (heavy) Higgs case.

Using Eq. (14), we obtain the approximate upper bound
for the lights scalar case of

sin θ ≲ 6.5× 10−4. (25)

This bound is depicted in Fig. 1 by the gray shaded re-
gion labeled “KOTO K0

L → π0νν”, and excludes mhD
≲

400 MeV.
To summarize the results, the preferred region of pa-

rameter space that fits the Belle II excess is a dark Higgs
with a mass mK ≲ mhD

≲ mB and a mixing angle with
the SM Higgs of sin θ ≃ 6× 10−6.

III. CAN THE DARK FERMIONS BE THE DM?

The dark fermions so far have no role beyond inducing
invisible hD decays. A natural question to ask is: can the
dark fermions constitute all of the DM of the universe?
To answer this question, we estimate the present-day χ
abundance in this simple model.

A. Freeze-out Abundance

As a first step we determine the value of the mixing
angle sufficient to bring the singlet scalar into equilibrium
with the SM plasma through inverse decays by equating
the rate for hD → ff̄ to the value of Hubble expansion
rate at T = mS ,

H(T ) = 1.67
√
g∗

T 2

MPl
≃ 10−18

(
T

GeV

)2

. (26)

where g∗(T ) is the effective number of relativistic degrees
of freedom at T and MPl ≃ 1.2× 1019 GeV is the Planck
mass. Doing so we find a critical value for the mixing
angle of

sin θcr ∼ 10−5

(
mµ

mf

)(
mhD

GeV

)1/2

, (27)
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where we have normalized on the rate for production via
the inverse decays of muons and taken the singlet scalar’s
mass to be a GeV. Crucially, values of the mixing angle
required to explain the Belle II signal are above this crit-
ical angle and therefore we conclude that the scalar is
brought into thermal equilibrium with the SM plasma.
Moreover, since Γ(hD → χχ̄) > Γ(hD → ff̄) [cf. Fig. 2],
the dark fermions are also brought into equilibrium.

The freeze-out abundance of the fermions is then de-
termined by their annihilation rate into SM particles. In
this model, this occurs through s-channel hD exchange.
Taking, e.g., mχ = 100 MeV, this annihilation is primar-
ily into e+e− pairs with a cross section

σvχ ≃ y2D sin2 θm2
e

4πv2
m2

χ

m4
hD

v2χ

≃ 4× 10−47 cm3

s

(
yD
10−4

)2(
sin θ

10−3

)2

×
(

mχ

100 MeV

)2(
1 GeV

mhD

)4

.

(28)

This (p-wave) annihilation cross section is rather small
and leads to an extremely large relic abundance,

Ωχh
2 ∼ 1020

(
10−4

yD

)2(
10−3

sin θ

)2

×
(
100 MeV

mχ

)2(
mhD

1 GeV

)4

,

(29)

which overcloses the Universe. Therefore, we have to
either introduce a new χ annihilation channel that does
not involve hD or allow χ to decay.

B. Modified cosmology and freeze-in

Can we modify the cosmology simply to avoid this con-
clusion? One possibility is to avoid bringing the singlet
scalar into equilibrium. This could be done, e.g., by re-
heating the Universe to a temperature T < mhD

or by
arranging hD to be much heavier in the early Universe
through thermal effects or a phase transition. In this case
χs are produced at T ∼ mχ through freeze-in, ff̄ → χχ̄.
The abundance that is obtained in this case is propor-
tional to the χχ̄ → ff̄ cross section,

Ωχh
2 ∼ 2× 10−3

(
yD
10−4

)2(
sin θ

10−3

)2

×
(

mχ

100 MeV

)4(
1 GeV

mhD

)4

,

(30)

where we have considered the production through µ+µ−

annihilation. Considering production through quarks
would increase this but not enough for χ to make up
the total observed dark matter density.

Note that it is possible to obtain the correct dark mat-
ter abundance for χ through freeze-in from the decays

of hD’s that have been brought into equilibrium. How-
ever, this requires yD ∼ 10−12 [29–31] which, as we see in
Fig. 2, would make the invisible decay of hD extremely
subleading, such that the Belle II signal could not be
explained.
We find that the dark fermions can not obtain the cor-

rect relic abundance without either modifying the stan-
dard cosmology or introducing further interactions. Be-
low, we will discuss a model that naturally includes new
interactions so that the states into which hD decays are
themselves unstable cosmologically.

IV. SIMPLEST DARK SECTOR

A well-motivated model in which the dark sector states
are naturally unstable is a dark U(1)D extension of the
SM. In this model, the scalar S is a component of a dark
field ΦS that has a U(1)D charge, and spontaneously
breaks the gauge symmetry when it gets a VEV. This
generates a mass for the dark photon AD. In this sce-
nario, we choose the masses so that the dark Higgs de-
cays to dark photons, which are unstable and decay to
SM fermions. The dark photons can be long-lived enough
such that they appear as missing energy at Belle II.2

The relevant terms in the Lagrangian for this model
are

L ⊃ −eϵQf f̄γ
µfA′

µ + |(∂µ + igDADµ)Φ|2

+ µH(H†H)− λH(H†H)2

+ µSΦ
2
S − λSΦ

4
S − λSHΦ2

S(H
†H), (31)

where we have already made the minimal substitution
Aµ → Aµ + ϵADµ to diagonalize the kinetic terms for
the SM photon Aµ and the dark photon ADµ. The dark
Higgs fields can be written in the unitary gauge as

ΦS =
1√
2
(vD + S) (32)

where vD is the VEV of dark Higgs.
The scalar S and the SM Higgs H mix as in Eq. (8) to

form mass eigenstates h and hD, with the mixing angle
now given by

sin θ ≈ λSHvvD
m2

h

, (33)

and the masses of the physical states

m2
h ≈ 2λHv2, m2

hD
≈ 2λSv

2
D. (34)

2 This model is the hidden Abelian Higgs model [43, 61], but since
we are interested in processes that happen at energies much be-
low the electroweak scale (∼ MW ) we consider dark photon mix-
ing with the SM photon only.
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FIG. 3. Existing and future constraints on visibly decaying dark photons. The gray shaded region are existing constraints from
[32–52]. Future projections from Belle II [53, 54], DarkQuest [55], DUNE [56], HPS [57], LDMX [58], LHCb [59], and SHiP
[60] are shown by the various colored curves. The solid black (dashed) lines are the expected 1− and 3−loop values of kinetic
mixing for vD = 10(50) GeV.

Stability of the scalar potential is guaranteed if (see
App. B for more details)

4λHλS − λ2
SH > 0, and λH , λS > 0. (35)

In terms of the physical masses of the Higgs bosons
and the mixing angle, the stability condition results in
the requirement mhD

> mh sin θ, or

mhD
≳ 0.7 GeV

(
sin θ

6× 10−3

)
, (36)

where we have normalized to the value of the mixing
angle needed to obtain the central value of the NP con-
tribution to B+ → K+ + inv.
After symmetry breaking, the dark photon acquires

a mass mAD
= gDvD, and the interactions of physical

Higgs bosons to dark photons are

L ⊃ g2DvDA′
µA

′µ(−h sin θ + hD cos θ). (37)

We can exchange the parameters of the Lagrangian for
physical parameters i.e.

{λH , λS , λSH , gD} → {mh,mS , sin θ,mAD
}, (38)

which, together with v, vD, are the set of parameters that
we can vary. We fix mh = 125 GeV and v = 246 GeV,
and we will consider different fixed values of vD. Then,
the remaining parameters to scan over are mhD

and sin θ.
In this way, everything from the singlet Higgs portal sce-
nario applies directly.

A. Dark Photon Parameter Space

Before discussing the effect of this model on B+ →
K+ + inv., we first consider the ϵ vs mAD

parameter
space of the dark photon to determine when it is long-
lived enough to appear as missing energy at Belle II. The
dark photon couples to SM fermions via kinetic mixing
with the SM photon, and is given by the first term L ⊃
−eϵQf f̄γ

µfA′
µ in Eq. (31). The decay rate of the dark

photon to a pair of leptons when mAD
≫ mℓ is

Γ(AD → ℓ+ℓ−) ≃ ϵ2e2

12π
mAD

=
1

3× 10−5 s

(
ϵ

10−8

)2(
mAD

100 MeV

)
,

(39)

while the decays to hadronic final states are given by

Γ(AD → hadrons) ≃ Γ(AD → µ+µ−)R(
√
s = mAD

),
(40)

where R ≡ σ(e+e− → hardrons)/σ(e+e− → µ+µ−) [62]
We show existing and future bounds on visibly decay-

ing dark photons in Fig. 3, where the gray shaded regions
depict existing constraints. We see that there are two re-
gions of the ϵ−mAD

plane for sub-GeV dark photons that
are unconstrained by existing experimental searches:

1. mAD
≳ 100 MeV with 10−8 ≲ ϵ ≲ 10−7

2. mAD
≳ 50 MeV with 10−6 ≲ ϵ ≲ 10−4.
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At Belle II, dark photons are produced in association
with a SM photon e+e− → γAD, and can decay to a
pair of charged particles if there are no lighter dark sec-
tor states for the dark photon to decay into. In the first
region, the dark photon has a decay length that is much
larger than the Belle II detector and escapes as missing
energy. Limits on invisibly decaying dark photons with
mAD

≳ 100 MeV from NA64 [63] and BaBar [64] con-
strain the kinetic mixing to be ϵ ≲ 10−3, and Belle II
is projected to improve this constraint to ϵ ≲ 3 × 10−4

[53, 65].

In the second region, it is possible that the dark pho-
ton appears visibly as a displaced vertex at Belle II. A
recent study on the Belle II sensitivity to long-lived dark
photons was presented in [54]. In this work it was shown
that decay lengths up to about 60 cm, corresponding to
ϵ ≳ 10−5, could be probed by reconstructing displaced
vertices. We show the projected sensitivity in Fig. 3 with
the blue curves labeled “Belle II (displaced)”. Longer de-
cay lengths up to a couple of meters could potentially be
probed in the outer layers of the Belle II detector.

For our purposes, the first region above would safely
result in the dark photons appearing as missing energy
in the b → s decays at Belle II. In the second region, one
could ensure that the dark photons appear as missing
energy by introducing a new state for them to decay into.
Interestingly, this state could be the dark matter and can
be searched for at experiments such as NA62 and the
upcoming LDMX [65, 66].

One can also ask what values of kinetic mixing should
be expected given the requirement on the level of Higgs
mixing to explain the Belle II signal. It is reasonable to
assume that there is matter charged under both U(1)D
and electromagnetism and that in the ultraviolet the mix-
ings λHS and ϵ vanish. Nonzero values for these mixings
arise after integrating out this heavy matter. This leads
to the Higgs portal interaction at one-loop,

λSH ∼ λ2λ2
D

16π2
, (41)

where λ and λD are Yukawa couplings. In such a case it
is also reasonable to assume that the kinetic mixing arises
at one loop from integrating out this matter, leading to

ϵ1−loop ∼ egD
16π2

∼ 4× 10−6

(
mAD

100 MeV

)(
50 GeV

vD

)
.

(42)

It is also possible to write models involving neutrino-
portal-type interactions that generate kinetic mixing only
at 3-loops through the Higgs mixing term [67],

ϵ3−loop ∼ egD
16π2

× λ2λ2
D

(16π2)
2 ≃ egD

16π2
× m2

h sin θ

16π2v vD

∼ 10−10

(
mAD

100 MeV

)(
50 GeV

vD

)2(
sin θ

10−3

)
,

(43)

where we have re-expressed the Yukawa couplings in
terms of the Higgs mixing angle. We show the ex-
pected 1- and 3-loop values of kinetic mixing in Fig. 3
for vD = 10, 50 GeV and sin θ = 6 × 10−3. We see that
these expected contributions can accommodate both of
the benchmark regions of mass and mixing mentioned
above.
Future experimental searches will shed light on these

benchmark regions as well. In Fig. 3, we show the
projected sensitivity of other experiments by the col-
ored curves. DUNE [56] (cyan curve) and SHiP [60]
(dashed green curve) can probe visibly decaying dark
photons with kinetic mixing of a few ×10−8, due to their
high intensity and long decay volumes. SHiP and Dark-
Quest [55] (purple curve) have sensitivity to visible dark
photons with shorter lifetimes, with kinetic mixing of
∼ 10−5.
For the remainder of this paper, we fix mAD

=
100 MeV and assume that the kinetic mixing is in the
two windows discussed above, such that the dark Higgs
decays to dark photons 100% of the time (when kinemat-
ically allowed), and the dark photons appear as missing
energy at Belle II.

B. Dark Higgs contrution to B+ → K+ + inv.

When the dark Higgs is lighter than the B mesons, it
is produced on-shell in two-body decays and Eqs. (13)-
(15) can be used to determine the preferred regions of
parameter space for the Belle II results and constraints
from other B,K decays. When mhD

> mB , B meson
decays to a pair of dark photons are mediated by the SM
Higgs and the dark Higgs. The differential decay rates
are given by
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FIG. 4. Same as Fig. 1 except for the Dark Abelian Higgs Model with vD = 10 GeV (left) and vD = 50 (right). In both plots
we fix the dark photon mass to mAD = 100 MeV. The dashed gray line depicts the stability condition of Eq. (35).

dΓ

dq2
(B+ → K+ADAD) =

|fBK
0 (q2)|2

8192π3m3
B+

(
m2

B+ −m2
K+

mb −ms

)2∣∣∣∣ cbs sin θ cos θ

q2 −m2
hD

+ imhD
ΓhD

− cbs sin θ cos θ

q2 −m2
h

∣∣∣∣2
× q4 − 4m2

AD
q2 + 12m4

AD

v2D

(
1− 4m2

AD

q2

)1/2

λ1/2(q2,m2
B+ ,m2

K+), (44)

dΓ

dq2
(B0 → K∗0ADAD) =

|ABK
0 (q2)|2

8192π3m3
B0

1

(mb +ms)2

∣∣∣∣ cbs sin θ cos θ

q2 −m2
hD

+ imhD
ΓhD

− cbs sin θ cos θ

q2 −m2
h

∣∣∣∣2
× q4 − 4m2

AD
q2 + 12m4

AD

v2D

(
1− 4m2

AD

q2

)1/2

λ3/2(q2,m2
B0 ,m2

K∗0), (45)

where, again, ΓhD
is the total decay rate of the the

dark Higgs and is dominated by decays to dark pho-
tons when vD ≲ (mµmh/v sin θ)

−1. The decay rate for
hD → ADAD is

Γ(hD → ADAD) =
m4

hD
− 4m2

hD
m2

AD
− 12m4

AD

32πmhD
v2D

×
√
1−

4m2
AD

m2
hD

.

(46)

For mixing angles that can address the Belle II results
for B+ → K+νν, we find that vD ≲ 3 TeV and the dark
Higgs decays invisibly.

In Fig. 4 we show the region of the sin θ −mhD
plane

that can explain the Belle II excess by the blue shaded
region, for vD = 10 GeV (left plot) and vD = 50 GeV
(right plot) and a fixed dark photon mass mAD

= 100
MeV. Similar to the singlet Higgs scenario of Sec. II, the
Belle II result can be explained when the mixing angle

sin θ ≃ 6×10−3 and a dark Higgs massmhD
≲ mB . How-

ever, stability of the scalar potential required by Eq. (35)
requires that mhD

≳ 500 MeV. We show this by the
dashed gray line in both plots of Fig. 4.

In addition, bounds from K+ → π+ + inv. [17], K0
L →

π0νν [18], and B0 → K∗0νν [19] are depicted bye the
gray shaded regions. Similar to the singlet Higgs por-
tal scenario, we observe that searches for invisible kaon
decays exclude mhD

≲ 400 MeV, while bounds from
B0 → K∗0νν exclude some of the parameter space that
can explain the Belle II excess.

C. Higgs Invisible Decays

Compared to the singlet Higgs portal model in Sec. II,
invisible decays of the SM Higgs boson has contributions
from both dark photons h → ADAD and dark Higgs
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bosons h → hDhD. The decay widths for these are

Γ(h → ADAD) =
sin2 θ

32πmh

m4
h − 4m2

hm
2
AD

− 12m4
AD

v2D

×
√

1−
4m2

AD

m2
h

,

(47)

Γ(h → hDhD) =
sin2 θ

64π

m3
h

v2D

√
1−

4m2
hD

m2
h

. (48)

Bounds on SM Higgs invisible BR from LHC (HL-
LHC) in Tab. I require

sin θ

vD
≲ 1.3× 10−4 (5.9× 10−5) GeV−1, (49)

and are depicted in Fig. 4 by the solid and dashed red
lines, respectively. For vD = 10 GeV we see that cur-
rent LHC bounds on Higgs invisible decays exclude all of
the parameter space favored by the Belle II excess. By
increasing the dark Higgs VEV to vD = 50 GeV, these
bounds weaken and we see that the current LHC bounds
are just starting to exclude the blue region in the right
plot of Fig. 4. In the future, HL-LHC will probe all of
the parameter space for vD = 50 GeV.

V. CONCLUSION

We have studied the compatibility of the recent Belle
II evidence for B → K + inv. with new physics that
couples to the SM through the Higgs portal. We have
shown that, unless the Higgs sector is extended, limits
on the invisible branching of the Higgs boson force the
new states to be below the B mass. If this excess holds
up, kinematic information using the large expected Belle
II dataset in the future might be able to shed light on
the mass of the light state produced in B → K decays.

Since the signal we study involves missing energy, it
is natural to ask whether it can be the dark matter
required by cosmological and astrophysical observation.
We find that generically, the new states must be coupled
strongly enough to be brought into equilibrium with the
SM plasma in the early Universe, but not strongly enough
to deplete their density to acceptable levels if they are
cosmologically stable.

Motivated by this, we studied a simple, well-motivated
dark sector consisted of a U(1)D gauge symmetry that is
spontaneously broken by the VEV of a scalar field. This
scalar can mix with the SM Higgs boson with the re-
quired strength to be produced in b → s transitions and
subsequently decay into the U(1)D gauge bosons. These
gauge bosons, dark photons, can either decay back into
SM states with a lifetime long enough to appear as miss-
ing energy at Belle II or into lighter dark sector states
that could comprise the dark matter. The mass and ki-
netic mixing of the dark photons required by the Belle II

excess falls into allowed regions of parameter space that
are also well-motivated by top-down considerations.
A number of upcoming experiments and measurements

are well poised to probe this explanation of the Belle II
signal. In particular, the HL-LHC and proposed Higgs
factories will improve the limits on the invisible Higgs
width by an order of magnitude, directly testing the
Higgs portal interpretation of the B → K + inv. signal.
Additionally, in the case that the Higgs-mixed scalar de-
cays into dark photons, searches for long-lived particles at
DUNE, SHiP, DarkQuest, and Belle II will target favored
regions of ϵ and mA′ . Furthermore, missing-momentum
searches such as NA62 and LDMX could probe the pos-
sibility that the dark photon decays into dark matter.
Note, while this work was being completed, a related

study that considered light new vector and axion-like par-
ticles as explanations for the Belle II results appeared
[68].
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Appendix A: Form Factors in B,K meson decays

The hadronic matrix elements for B → K,K∗ decays,
whereK andK∗ denote a pseudoscalar and vector kaons,
respectively, are given by [69]

⟨K(k)|q̄b|B(p)⟩ = m2
B −m2

K

mb −ms
fBK
0 (q2) (A1)

⟨K(k)|q̄γ5b|B(p)⟩ = 0 (A2)

⟨K∗(k)|q̄b|B(p)⟩ = 0 (A3)

⟨K∗(k)|q̄γ5b|B(p)⟩ = −iϵ∗K∗,νq
ν 2mK∗

mb +ms
ABK

0 (q2),

(A4)

where q2 = (p − k)2, and f0, A0 are q2-dependent form
factors. Similarly, for the decays of pseudoscalar kaons
to pions K → π decay we have

⟨π(k)|q̄b|K(p)⟩ = m2
K −m2

π

ms −md
fKπ
0 (q2). (A5)

Note, the K → π form factor fKπ
0 is close to unity for

the 0 < q2 ≲ (mK −mπ)
2 [70, 71].

The form factors for B meson decays can be written
in the Bharucha-Straub-Zwicky (BSZ) parameterization
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as [72]

Fi(q
2) =

1

1− q2/m2
R

∑
k=0,1,2

ak
[
z(q2)− z(0)

]k
, (A6)

where mR is a resonance mass, and

z(t) =

√
t+ − t−√

t+ − t0√
t+ − t+

√
t+ − t0

, (A7)

with t0 = t+(1−
√

1− t−/t+) and t± = (mB±mP,V )
2.

The inputs parameters ak and mR are given in Tab. II
[5].

mR [GeV] a0 a1 a2

B → K 5.630 0.332 0.335 3.72×10−3

B → K∗ 5.336 0.342 -1.147 2.372

TABLE II. Parameters for B → P, V form factors in the BSZ
parmaterization.

Appendix B: Minimization and Stability of the
Scalar Potential of the Dark Abelian Higgs Model

The scalar potential of the Dark Abelian Higgs Model
is

V (H,ΦS) = −µH(H†H) + λH(H†H)2

− µSΦ
2
S + λSΦ

4
S + λSHΦ2

S(H
†H), (B1)

and minimum of the scalar potential is found by taking
first derivatives with respect to the scalar fields. This is
equivalent to taking derivatives with respect to the VEVs
and setting all field values to zero [73, 74], and we obtain

∂V

∂v
= v(−µ2

H + λHv2 +
1

2
λSHv2D) = 0 (B2)

∂V

∂vD
= vD(−µ2

S + λsv
2
D +

1

2
λSHv2) = 0, (B3)

which we can use to rewrite the mass paramaters µ2
S,H .

Alternatively, we can use these equations to get ex-
pressions for the VEVs:

v =
λSµ

2
H − 1

2λSHµ2
S

λHλS − 1
4λ

2
SH

, vD =
λHµ2

S − 1
2λSHµ2

H

λHλS − 1
4λ

2
SH

, (B4)

and we can that to have positive-definite VEVs requires

λSµ
2
H − 1

2
λSHµ2

S > 0, (B5)

λHµ2
S − 1

2
λSHµ2

H > 0 (B6)

Stability of the scalar potential is found by taking the
determinant of the Hessian matrix, and we have

∂2V

∂v2
∂2V

∂v2D
−

(
∂2V

∂v∂vD

)2

= v2v2D(4λHλS − λ2
SH) > 0. (B7)

Since v, vD ̸= 0, stability of the scalar potential is fulfilled
if

4λHλS − λ2
SH > 0, and λH , λS > 0 (B8)
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