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Light scalars that couple to leptons are common figures in beyond the Standard Model endeavors. Considering
a scalar that has universal and couplings to leptons only, we compute this leptophilic scalar contribution to the
e−e+ → τ+τ−S production cross section with S → ℓ+ℓ−. We later compare the expected signal with recent data
from the Belle collaboration collected near the resonance ϒ(4S) with L = 626 f b−1 of integrated luminosity to
place limits on the couplings-mass plane for the 4 MeV-6.5 GeV mass range to show that Belle stands a great
laboratory for light scalars, particularly excluding part of the parameter space in which the muon g-2 anomaly
is addressed.

I. INTRODUCTION

The Standard Model (SM) has successfully repro-
duced the precision tests carried out thus far [1]. Un-
derstanding the origin of the masses of elementary parti-
cles has been one of the fundamental endeavors in parti-
cle physics for several decades. The Higgs mechanism,
based on spontaneous symmetry breaking with the Higgs
boson as a key figure, triumphed with the discovery of
a new resonance with a mass of 125 GeV by both the
ATLAS [2] and CMS collaborations [3]. Nevertheless,
it is well known that the SM does not address neutrino
masses [4] or dark matter [5], and there is a controver-
sial new physics signal in the muon anomalous magnetic
moment [6]. Because of this several new physics mod-
els have been proposed. Many of these models feature
new scalar particles that are either heavier or, in some
cases, much lighter than the Higgs boson [7–20]. It is
often assumed that the new scalar particles mix with the
Higgs, and consequently the new scalar couples to SM
fermions proportionally to their masses in the context
of minimal flavor violation [21–23]. Generally speak-
ing, these light scalars are expected to couple to all SM
fermions, but data on meson decays strongly constrain
their couplings to quarks [24]. Therefore, models with
leptophilic scalars where couplings are present only to
leptons, have emerged in the literature in the context of
dark matter [25–36], neutrino masses [37], and the muon
anomalous magnetic moment [18, 38–42]. This has mo-
tivated the search for light scalars in low energy accel-
erators featuring lepton beams which offer a relatively
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cleaner environment [43–45] compared to hadron collid-
ers [46].

In particular, these collider searches are focused on
real scalar particles that couple to leptons as governed
by the Lagrangian,

Le f f =
1
2
(∂µ S)2 − 1

2
m2

s S2 + ∑
ℓ=e,µ,τ

ξℓ
mℓ

v
ℓℓS, (1)

where ξℓ is the flavor-independent coupling to lep-
tons (ℓ) with mass mℓ. In Eq.(1), it is assumed that the
new scalar mixes with the Higgs boson, which results in
its coupling to SM fermions being proportional to their
masses. This scenario can arise in simple extensions of
the SM and in lepton-specific Two Higgs Doublet Mod-
els [41]. In recent years, several groups, using differ-
ent statistical methods, have derived constraints on ξℓ

as a function of the scalar mass S, henceforth called (S)
[44, 47].
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FIG. 1: Dominant Feynman diagram for production of
the leptophilic scalar S in e+e− collisions following

Belle analysis.

That said, Belle collaboration has carried out searches
for light scalars in e+e− collisions, despite being origi-
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nally designed and optimized for the observation of CP
violation in the B meson system [48]. Notably, in 2001,
Belle, along with the BaBar experiment, observed CP
asymmetries consistent with SM predictions, a milestone
recognized with the 2008 Nobel Prize in Physics [48].
As the Belle detector features a spectrometer with rea-
sonable solid coverage, high quality vertexing, and good
charged particle tracking, and an excellent electromag-
netic calorimeter, it has been able to make important
contributions to charm physics, hadron spectroscopy, etc
[49]. In particular, Belle collaboration has conducted
searches for such a light leptophilic scalar using colli-
sions between 8 GeV electrons and 3.5 GeV positrons at
the KEKB collider [47]. The collision energy limits the
maximum scalar mass that can be probed. The relevant
Feynman diagram is exhibited in Fig.(1). The leptophilic
scalar is produced through Drell-Yan processes. Due to
the Drell-Yann production and the nature of the coupling
in Eq.(1), the dominant production channel stems from
the radiation of a leptophilic scalar from a tau-lepton,
primarily because of its mass. Due to kinematics, the de-
cay channels considered are the e+e− and µ+µ− pairs.
The cross-section of e+e− → τ+τ−S sharply falls with
the scalar mass [41]. The decay channel S → e+e− was
considered for 2me < mS ≤ 2mµ , while the S decay into
muon pairs was considered for 2mµ < mS ≤ 6.5 GeV.
For mS > 2mτ the cross section becomes too small. Al-
though for mS > 2mτ , the cross-section of the e+e− →
τ+τ−S,S → µ+µ− process decreases [41], we are still
able to set competitive limits till mS = 6.5GeV.

In this work, we used the latest upper limits derived by
the Belle collaboration on the cross section of the asym-
metric process e+e− −→ τ+τ−S (S −→ ℓ−ℓ+), to estab-
lish constraints on a truly universal coupling of a hypo-
thetical scalar S with leptons. The model we investigate
in this study differs subtly from the model in Eq. (1),
as in our case, the scalar S couples to leptons with an
universal coupling λ , and in fact, this generates a differ-
ent phenomenology. Our main motivation to do so is the
muon and electron anomalous magnetic moment.

The anomalous magnetic moment (g - 2) exemplifies
the predictive power of quantum field theory, as its pre-
cise measurement is vital for probing higher-order cor-
rections in perturbation theory [50]. Moreover, it may
hint the presence of new physics, once a discrepancy be-
tween the Standard Model (SM) prediction and the ob-
served value is found, which is precisely the case of the
muon anomalous magnetic moment. Taking a step back
we remind the reader that the Dirac equation predicts a
muon magnetic moment, M⃗ = gµ

e
mµ

S⃗, with gyromag-
netic ratio gµ = 2, where S is the spin. However, quan-
tum loop corrections yield small deviations from gµ = 2,
which are parameterized by the anomalous magnetic mo-

ment [51],

∆aℓ =
(g−2)ℓ

2
≡ λ 2

8π2

∫ 1

0
dz

(1− z)2(1+ z)
(1− z)2 + z(mS/mℓ)2 , (2)

where ℓ= e, µ and λ is coupling strength between a new
scalar particle with leptons. The anomalous magnetic
moment can be accurately measured taken advantage of
the principle of Larmor precession, whose frequency is
proportional to the magnetic field which the charged par-
ticle is immersed in [51, 52]. The muon g-2 has in-
trigued the community because a discrepancy between
theory and data has been witnessed in the past decades.
The hint for new physics reaches 5σ . The precise
value of this anomaly is subject to larger uncertainties
from hadronic corrections [53–55], nevertheless, we will
adopt the value ∆aµ = aexp

µ −aSM
µ = (2.49±0.48)×10−9

reported in [52, 56] from hereafter.
In a similar vein, the electron anomalous magnetic

moment has been constrained to be ∆aRb
e ≡ aExp,Rb

e −
aSM

e = (4.8±3.0)×10−13 [57]. The agreement between
the SM prediction and the observations is much better.
Anyway, our goal is to show that Belle has started cutting
in the parameter space of new physics interpretations for
the muon and electron anomalous magnetic moment.

Our paper is structured as follows: in Section I we de-
scribe Belle original analysis, in Section II we explain
how our study differs from Belle’s. In Section II we dis-
cuss our findings before concluding in Section IV.

II. BELLE DATA ANALYSIS

The Belle collaboration reports results about the
search for a new leptophilic scalar S [47]. The data
used in this analysis was recorded by the Belle experi-
ment, which was operated until June 2010, from the col-
lision of 8 GeV electrons with 3.5 GeV positrons at the
KEKB collider. The data-set corresponds to a luminos-
ity of 626 f b−1 collected after the upgrade of the silicon
vertex detector in October 2003. The processes analyzed
by the collaboration were e+e− → τ+τ−l+l−, for which
the number of events were measured for a given invari-
ant mass of a pair of electrons or muons (l±=e±,µ±).
For these processes, a resonance of the invariant mass
distribution compatible with the new scalar mass it was
expected, however, no signal was seen different from the
background. In absence of a signal, the Belle collabo-
ration imposed upper limits on the cross section of the
asymmetric collision e+e− −→ τ+τ−S (S −→ ℓ−ℓ+) at
the 90% confidence level [47]. We emphasize that this
analysis was based on Eq.(1). We are interested in ex-
ploring a different setup as we describe in the next sec-
tion.
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III. OUR ANALYSIS

Following this strategy and using the data analysis
from the Belle collaboration, we computed the produc-
tion cross-section e+e− −→ τ+τ−S (S −→ ℓ−ℓ+) for
a subtly different model, where the leptophilic scalar S
couples uniquely and universally with the charged lep-
tons of the standard model. The Lagrangian considered
is given by,

Le f f =
1
2
(∂µ S)2 − 1

2
m2

SS2 + ∑
ℓ=e,µ,τ

λℓℓS, (3)

where λ is a free parameter representing the universal
coupling of the scalar S with the SM-leptons. A coupling
of this nature can arise if the new scalar does not develop
a vacuum expectation value. In other words, it is an inert
scalar. This lagrangian is often taken as a benchmark in
experimental searches but one should bear in mind that is
not invariant under the SU(2)L×U(1)Y gauge symmetry,
but it could arise from effective operators of dimension-5
of the type 1

Λ
LH eR S, where Λ would be the associated

scale of new physics [58]. Anyway, we will set aside
any particular UV completion to focus on a more model-
independent approach based on the simplified lagrangian
Eq.(3). Moreover, we will assume that this inert scalar
has only diagonal couplings to avoid dangerous flavor
changing interactions [51].

Hence, the inert scalar can decay into fermion pairs
and photons with the following decay width,

ΓS = ∑
i=e,µ,τ

λ 2
i mS

8π

(
1− 4m2

i

m2
S

)3/2

+
α2m3

S
256π3

∣∣∣∣∣ ∑
i=e,µ,τ

gi

mi
F1/2

(
4m2

i

m2
S
,0
)∣∣∣∣∣

2

, (4)

where F1/2 is defined in the Appendix.
With this information, we have implemented the

model (3) in the Feynrules package, and then exported
the UFO (Universal Feynman Output) files [59]. These
UFO files were then used by the Madgraph Monte Carlo
event generator to calculate the cross section of the pro-
cesses of interest e+e− → τ+τ−S, with S → l+l− [60].

The top panel in Fig. (2) shows the branching ratios
of the decays of S as a function of its mass mS in linear
scale, highlighting the mass range used in this work for
collider analyses (mS ∼ 0.04− 20GeV). In this region,
the channel S → e+e− dominates for masses near 1GeV,
while S → µ+µ− starts competing once mS > 2mµ . For
higher masses, mS > 2mτ , the channel S → τ+τ− be-
comes sizeable. Notice that the decay into γγ is small
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FIG. 2: Branching ratio (BR) of the scalar
λ = 4.3×10−3.

reflecting the loop nature of the processes. The bottom
panel of Fig. (2) uses a log-log scale to capture in greater
detail the kinematic transitions and hierarchies of the
channels over a broader range (mS ∼ 10−3 −20GeV). In
Fig. (2), it is clear that the S → γγ channel dominates for
mS ≪ 2me due to kinematics. Once mS > 2me the decay
into e+e− dominantes. Additional kinematic threshold
happen when mS > 2mµ and mS > 2mτ . The oscillations
observed in S → γγ are due to interferences in the loop
calculation associated with the terms in Eq. (4).

Having that in mind, we have computed the cross sec-
tion for different values as function of mS, and com-
pared with the upper limit reported in [47]. For con-
creteness, we plotted in Fig.(3) the production cross sec-
tion for λ = 4.38× 10−3. In Fig.(3) the exclusion up-
per limit is delimited by the blue curve, and the theo-
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retical prediction driven by Eq.(3) is represented by the
red curve. The presence of meson resonances around
40MeV and 75MeV weaken the Belle sensitivity around
these masses. Setting aside these mass ranges, we con-
clude that mS > 86 MeV. This exclusion limit is highly
sensitive to the Yukawa coupling λ because the smaller
λ the smaller the production cross section.
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Electron final state upper limits

Observed

Leptoscalar model
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FIG. 3: Production cross section of the light scalar,
e+e− → τ+τ−S, with the scalar decaying into e+e−, for

λ = 4.38×10−3.

Following this reasoning, we compute the production
cross section above for different values of λ and find a
lower mass bound for the leptophilic scalar. This repeti-
tive procedure has been done for a large region of param-
eter space as shown in Fig.(4).

In Fig.(4), the orange region represents the exclusion
limit from Belle, the blue (grey) regions delimit the pa-
rameter space in which the muon (electron) anomalous
magnetic moments are reproduced in agreement with
[52]. We point out that while the muon g-2 favors a hint
for new physics, the electron g-2 features an excellent
agreement with the SM prediction. Our reasoning, be-
hind the regions in Fig.(4) was to find the values of λ vs
mS that reproduce ∆aµ and ∆ae as reported in [52, 57],
respectively. For mS < 100 MeV the favored region for
the muon g-2 is in conflict with the electron g-2, regard-
less of the Belle bound. For mS = 200−300 MeV, inter-
estingly, both muon g-2 and electron g-2 are addressed
for λ ∼ 7× 10−4. For mS > 1 GeV Belle cuts into the
parameter of the favored g-2. Hence, Belle represents a
great laboratory to test possible new physics interpreta-
tions of the muon and electron anomalous magnetic mo-

FIG. 4: The Orange region represents the exclusion
limit from Belle on the leptophilic scalar with universal
couplings to leptons. The blue and grey shaded regions

delimit the parameter space in which the muon
(electron) anomalous magnetic moment are reproduced.

ments, particularly for mS > 1 GeV. We emphasize that
our findings are applicable to light scalars that couple to
leptons with equal strength according to Eq.(3).

In summary, we conclude that a sub-GeV scalar can
nicely explain the g-2 anomaly in agreement with Belle
bounds.

IV. CONCLUSIONS

Light scalars coupling to leptons has been considered
as a possible solution to the muon g-2 anomaly. Collab-
orations typically assume that such scalar interact with
leptons proportionally to ξℓ = gℓ/

mℓ
v . In this case, the

hypothetical light scalar S couples stronger with heavier
leptons. Assuming that leptophilic scalar has universal
coupling to leptons, i.e., the scalar couples equally to all
charged leptons we computed its production cross sec-
tion, e+e− → τ+τ−S with S decaying into ℓ+ℓ−, and
compared our results with the experimental data from
Belle. In the end, we were able to impose λ < 4×10−3

across the mass range 4 MeV < mS < 6.5 GeV. In partic-
ular, our findings show that Belle excludes possible new
physics interpretations for the muon and electron anoma-
lous magnetic moment for mS > 1 GeV, highlighting its
importance concerning new physics searches. However,
in the mass region 200 MeV < mS < 300 MeV, such sub-
GeV scalar can nicely accommodate both measurements
of muon and electron anomalous magnetic moments.
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V. APPENDIX

In this appendix, we present the loop function relevant
for the S decay into γγ . The function F1/2 used in the

inert scalar decay rate can be derived using the Package
X program [58, 61],

F1/2(r,0) =−2r
[

1+(1− r)
(

arcsinr−1/2
)2

]
(5)

for r ≥ 1 or,

F1/2(r,0)=−2r

[
1− (1− r)

4

(
−iπ + log

(
1+

√
1− r

1−
√

1− r

))2]
(6)

for r < 1, where r = mi/mS.
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