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The measurements on the lepton flavor universality violation in semileptonic b → s and

b→ c transitions hint towards a possible role of new physics in both sectors. Motivated by

these anomalies, we investigate the lepton flavor violating B → K∗
2 (1430)µ±τ∓ decays. We

calculate the two-fold angular distribution of B → K∗
2 `1`2 decay in presence of vector, axial-

vector, scalar and pseudo-scalar new physics operators. Later, we compute the branching

fraction and lepton forward-backward asymmetry in the framework of U
2/3
1 vector leptoquark

which is a viable solution to the B anomalies. We find that the upper limits are B(B →

K∗
2µ

−τ+) ≤ 0.74× 10−8 and B(B → K∗
2µ

+τ−) ≤ 0.33× 10−7 at 90% C.L.
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I. INTRODUCTION

In recent times, one of the most exciting results in the flavor physics is the violation of lepton

flavor universality (LFU) in the semileptonic B meson decays (for a recent review, see Ref. [1]).

These decays are mainly mediated by neutral current transition b → s`+`− and charged current

transition b → c`ν̄. In b → s`+`− sector, the measured values of LFU ratios RK(∗) = B(B →

K(∗)µ+µ−)/B(B → K(∗)e+e−) deviate at the level of 2.5-3.0σ from their Standard Model (SM)

predictions [2–5]. In addition to RK(∗) , some discrepancies are also reported in the observables

related to b → sµ+µ− decays such as B(Bs → φµ+µ−), B(Bs → µ+µ−), angular distribution of

B → K∗µ+µ− etc [6–9]. A number of studies has been performed to explain all these deviations

in both model-independent (see for example Refs. [10–17]) as well as in specific new physics (NP)

models such as Z ′ boson [18–23], Leptoquark [24–26] etc.

On the other hand, the flavor ratios in b → c`ν̄ transition are defined as RD(∗) = B(B →

D(∗)τ ν̄)/B(B → D(∗)`ν̄), where ` = e or µ [27–35]. The present world averages of RD(∗) , including

the correlation, are ∼ 3σ away from their SM predictions [36]. Besides, the measured value of the

ratio RJ/ψ = B(Bc → J/ψτν̄)/B(Bc → J/ψµν̄) is found to be ∼ 2σ higher than its SM value [37].

In this context, various groups have proposed explanations in a model-independent approach [38–

45] and also in different NP models. Some of the simplified NP models may include a new vector

boson [46–49], a charged scalar [50–57] or a Leptoquark [58–62].

Several attempts are made to come up with a combined explanation of anomalies in both neutral

current and charged current transitions [63–69]. Among those, the Leptoquark (LQ) solution is

quite interesting and popular. However, the LQ could be either a scalar or a vector depending

on its spin. A review on all kinds of LQs can be found in Ref. [70]. Among all the LQs, the

vector U1 with charge +2/3, a SU(2)L singlet, is a very good candidate which can explain all these

deviations.

The hints of LFU violation in B decays automatically lead to a possibility of having lepton

flavor violation (LFV) in B decays [18, 71]. Recent works on flavor violating Λb baryonic decays

can be found in Refs. [72, 73]. In this work, we study the flavor violation in B → K∗2`1`2, where

K∗2 is higher excited spin-2 state of K∗ meson. This decay is mediated by b → s`1`2 where we

consider `1, `2 = µ or τ . The flavor conserving B → K∗2`
+`− decay has already been well studied

within the SM as well as in the NP models [74–80]. In particular, BaBar [81] and Belle [82] have

already observed the radiative decay B → K∗2γ and the measured branching ratio is as comparable

to that of B → K∗γ. In this paper, we calculate the two-fold differential decay distribution of
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B → K∗2`1`2 in the presence of vector, axial-vector, scalar and pseudo-scalar NP operators. Then

we investigate the sensitivity of the branching ratio and the forward-backward asymmetry in the

U1 LQ model. In doing that, first we obtain the allowed NP parameter spaces of the model by

using the most relevant constraints from the flavor observables. Finally, we compute the upper

limits of these two observables in the U1 model.

The paper is organized as follows. In sec.II, we start with the b → s`1`2 NP Hamiltonian and

calculate two-fold decay distribution of B → K∗2`1`2 decay. In sec.III, we discuss the U1 LQ model

and investigate its effect on the observables of B → K∗2µ
±τ∓ decays. In sec. IV, we present our

conclusions.

II. DECAY DISTRIBUTION OF B → K∗
2 `1`2

The LFV b→ s`1`2 decays are not allowed in the SM. Therefore, the NP effective Hamiltonian

for b→ s`1`2 transition can be written as

Heff = −αemGF√
2π

V ∗tsVtb
∑

i=V,A,S,P

(CiOi + C ′iO′i), (1)

where αem is the fine-structure constant, GF is the Fermi constant, Vts and Vtb are the Cabibbo-

Kobayashi-Maskawa (CKM) matrix elements. The Heff contains four types of NP operators, vec-

tor(V), axial-vector(A), scalar(S) and pseudo-scalar(P), which can be expressed as

O(′)
V = [s̄γµPL(R)b][`2γµ`1], O(′)

A = [s̄γµPL(R)b][`2γµγ5`1],

O(′)
S = [s̄PR(L)b][`2`1], O(′)

P = [s̄PR(L)b][`2γ5`1]. (2)

Here PL(R) = (1 ∓ γ5)/2 are the chirality operators. We note that the electromagnetic penguin

operator O7 (appears in b→ s`` decay):

O7 =
mb

e
(s̄σµνPRb)F

µν (3)

cannot generate LFV contributions due to the universality of electromagnetic interaction. The NP

Wilson coefficients (WCs) C
(′)
V,A,S,P contain the short distance physics whereas the long-distance

physics are embedded into the B → K∗2 hadronic matrix elements. For B → K∗2 transition, the

hadronic matrix elements for V and A currents can be parameterized in terms of four form factors
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V (q2) and A0,1,2(q2). These can be written as [83]

〈K∗2 (k, ε∗)|s̄γµb|B(p)〉 = − 2V (q2)

mB +mK∗2

εµνρσε∗Tνpρkσ,

〈K∗2 (k, ε∗)|s̄γµγ5b|B(p)〉 = 2imK∗2
A0(q2)

ε∗T · q
q2

qµ + i(mB +mK∗2
)A1(q2)

[
ε∗µT −

ε∗T · q
q2

qµ
]

−iA2(q2)
ε∗T · q

mB +mK∗2

[
(p+ k)µ −

m2
B −m2

K∗2

q2
qµ

]
, (4)

where p and k are the four momentum of B and K∗2 mesons, respectively. However, applying

equation of motion, it can be shown that the matrix element of B → K∗2 transition for the scalar

interaction (s̄b) vanishes and that for the pseudo-scalar interaction leads to

〈K∗2 (k, ε∗)|s̄γ5b|B(p)〉 = −
2imK∗2

A0(q2)

mb +ms
(ε∗T · q). (5)

The polarization vector of K∗2 is discussed in Appendix A. All form-factors have been calculated

within the perturbative QCD approach [83] and also in Light-Cone QCD sum rule technique [84–

86]. In this work, we follow the form factors derived using the QCD sum rule from Ref [86]. Within

this technique, the q2-dependent form factors are parameterized as

FBqT (q2) =
FBqT (0)

1− a(q2/m2
Bq

) + b(q2/m2
Bq

)2
, (6)

where FBqT ≡ A0,1,2(q2), V (q2). The values of three parameters, in Eq. (6), FBK
∗
2 , a and b are

listed in Table I.

F [FBK
∗
2 (0), a, b]

A1 [0.14± 0.02, 1.23, 0.49]

A2 [0.05± 0.02, 1.32, 14.9]

A0 [0.25± 0.04, 1.57, 0.10]

V [0.16± 0.02, 2.08, 1.50]

TABLE I: B → K∗
2 form factors, obtained in the LCSR calculation, are fitted to the 3-parameter form in

Eq. (6).

The three body B → K∗2`1`2 decay can be described by the leptonic polar angle θ` and leptonic

mass squared q2 = (p − k)2. We take the θ` angle as the angle made by the `1 lepton w.r.t. to

the di-lepton momentum in B rest frame. In terms of these two variables, we find the two-fold

differential decay distribution as follows

d2Γ

dq2d cos θ`
= A(q2) +B(q2) cos θ` + C(q2) cos2 θ`, (7)
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where

C(q2) =
3

8
β2

+β
2
−

{(
|A‖L|

2 + |A⊥L |2 − 2|A0
L|2
)

+ (L→ R)
}
, (8)

B(q2) =
3

2
β−β+

{
Re
[
A⊥∗L A

‖
L − (L→ R)

]
+
m+m−
q2

Re
[
A0∗
L A

t
L + (L→ R)

]
+
m+√
q2

Re
[
A∗S(A0

L +A0
R)
]
− m−√

q2
Re
[
A∗SP (A0

L −A0
R)
]}

, (9)

A(q2) =
3

4

{
1

4

[(
1 +

m2
+

q2

)
β2
− +

(
1 +

m2
−
q2

)
β2

+

](
|A‖L|

2 + |A⊥L |2 + (L→ R)
)

+
1

2

(
β2

+ + β2
−
) (
|A0

L|2 + |A0
R|2
)

+
4m1m2

q2
Re
[
A0
RA

0∗
L +A

‖
RA
‖∗
L +A⊥RA

⊥∗
L −AtLAt∗R

]
+

1

2

(
β2
− + β2

+ − 2β2
−β

2
+

) (
|AtL|2 + |AtR|2

)
+

1

2

(
|ASP |2β2

− + |AS |2β2
+

)
+

2m−√
q2
β2

+Re
[
AS(AtL +AtR)∗

]
− 2m+√

q2
β2
−Re

[
ASP (AtL −AtR)∗

]}
. (10)

Here m± = (m1 ±m2), β± =
√

1− (m`1
±m`2

)2

q2
and the expressions of transversity amplitudes A’s

are given in Appendix B. In Appendix C, we describe the lepton helicity amplitudes used in our

analysis. Integrating Eq. (7) over θ`, we get the differential decay rate

dΓ

dq2
= 2

(
A+

C

3

)
(11)

whereas the lepton forward-backward asymmetry is found to be

AFB(q2) =
1

dΓ/dq2

(∫ 1

0
d cos θ`

dΓ

d cos θ`dq2
−
∫ 0

−1
d cos θ`

dΓ

d cos θ`dq2

)
=

B

2
(
A+ C

3

) . (12)

III. THE VECTOR SU(2)L SINGLET LQ

We consider the weak singlet vector LQ U
2/3
1 since it can give rise to a good explanation of both

types of anomalies in b→ c`ν̄ and b→ sµ+µ− transitions, simultaneously [65, 66, 68]. In fact, this

LQ model attracts a lot of attention in the literature. The interaction Lagrangian between the U1

LQ and the SM fermions can be written as [70]

L
U

2/3
1

= hijL Q̄iLγµLjLU
µ
1 + hijR d̄iRγµ`jRU

µ
1 + h.c., (13)

where hijL,R are the LQ couplings with the generation indexes i, j, QL(LL) is the SM left-handed

quark (lepton) doublet and dR(`R) is the right-handed down quark (lepton) singlet. We consider
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the minimal framework where hijR = 0. We also assume that the LQ coupling to the first generation

is zero. This leads to the following flavor structure of the LQ couplings

hL =


0 0 0

0 h22
L h23

L

0 h32
L h33

L

 . (14)

To calculate the NP parameters hL’s, one needs to consider all the relevant constraints from low

energy observables. In U1 LQ model, these constraints would include from 2q2` processes. In

Table II, we list the observables which gives potential constraints on the NP parameters. These

observables mainly include all b→ sµ+µ− data, flavor ratios in b→ cτ ν̄ and measured LFV decays

in b→ s`1`2.

Transforming the LU1 into mass basis and using the Fierz transformations, one can express the

NP WCs of b→ s`+i `
−
j and b→ cτ ν̄ in terms of the LQ couplings. In presence of U1 LQ, the vector

and axial-vector NP WCs of b→ s`+i `
−
j can be written as

CijV = −CijA =
π√

2GFVtbV
∗
tsαem

h2i
L h

3j∗
L

M2
U1

. (15)

All observables in b → sµ+µ− sector depend on h22
L h

32
L combination. Here we use the constraint

Cµµ9 = −Cµµ10 for all b → sµ−µ+ data which is already obtained from a global fit to the data.

However, the LFV observables depend on h23
L h

32
L (h22

L h
33
L ) combination for b→ sµ−τ+ (b→ sµ+τ−)

transition. We use the expressions of LFV observables from Ref. [65].

In case of b→ cτ ν̄, the NP WC can also be expressed in following form

CVL =
1

2
√

2GFM2
U1

h33∗
L

[
h33
L + (Vcs/Vcb)h

23
L

]
, (16)

where CVL is the NP WC of the NP operator OVL = (c̄γµPLb)(τ̄ γ
µPLν). The expressions for the

flavor ratios in b→ c`ν̄ can be found in Ref. [87]. In our analysis, we assume the LQ mass to be 1

TeV.

Now we perform a χ2 fit to find the NP parameter space allowed by the current flavor data.

The χ2 function is defined as

χ2(hijL ) =
∑
k

(Otheory
k (hijL )−Oexpt

k )2

σ2
total,k

, (17)

where Otheory
k is the theoretical prediction, Oexpt

k is the experimental central value and σtotal,k is the

total uncertainty (theoretical and experimental errors are added in quadrature) for each observable.

The measured values and the upper limits of each observable are listed in Table II which went into
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Sector Observable Measurement

b→ sµ+µ− All b→ sµ+µ− Cµµ9 = −Cµµ10 = −0.46± 0.07 [22]

RD 0.340± 0.027± 0.013 [36]

b→ cτ ν̄ RD∗ 0.295± 0.011± 0.008 [36]

RJ/ψ 0.71± 0.17± 0.18 [37]

B(B+ → K+τ−µ+) < 4.5× 10−5, 90% C.L. [88]

LFV B(B+ → K+τ+µ−) < 2.8× 10−5, 90% C.L. [88]

B(Υ→ τ±µ∓) < 3.3× 10−6, 90% C.L. [88]

B(τ → τφ) < 8.4× 10−8, 90% C.L. [88]

TABLE II: List of observables and their measured values used into the U
2/3
1 LQ fit.

the fit. In order to include the upper limits into the fit, we have calculated the central values and

the error such that we get the same numbers at 90% CL (or at 1.645σ). The allowed NP couplings

are obtained by minimizing the χ2. For the minimization, we use the CERN Minuit library [89].

We obtain the NP parameter space in the planes of h22
L -h33

L and h23
L -h32

L allowed at 90% C.L. which

are shown in Fig. 1.

1.0 0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0
h33

L

1.00

0.75

0.50

0.25

0.00

0.25

0.50

0.75

1.00

h22 L
X1

0

90%C. L.

0.4 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.4
h23

L

1.00

0.75

0.50

0.25

0.00

0.25

0.50

0.75

1.00

h32 L
X1

0

90%C. L.

FIG. 1: The plot on the left (right) panel represents the allowed 90% C.L. region in the h22L -h33L (h23L -h32L )

plane for MU1
= 1 TeV.

We calculate the predictions of branching ratios and the forward-backward asymmetries of

B → K∗2µ
±τ∓ decays for the allowed NP parameter space. In order to do that, we choose a

benchmark point from each of the plots which could give the maximum allowed values of the

observables. From the left plot of Fig. 1, we pick h22
L h

33
L = −0.007 whereas from the right plot, we
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choose h23
L h

32
L = 0.033. At 90% C.L., we find the maximum values of branching fractions to be

B(B → K∗2µ
−τ+) ≤ 0.73× 10−8, B(B → K∗2µ

+τ−) ≤ 0.33× 10−7 (18)

and the forward-backward asymmetries to be

AFB(B → K∗2µ
−τ+) ≤ 0.36, AFB(B → K∗2µ

+τ−) ≤ −0.12. (19)

We also plot the differential branching ratio and the forward-backward asymmetry as a function of

q2 for the same NP benchmark points. The plots are shown in Fig. 2. From both the differential

branching ratio plot and Eq. (18), it is evident that B(B → K∗2µ
+τ−) > B(B → K∗2µ

−τ+). From

the AFB plot, we find that the AFB(q2) of B → K∗2µ
−τ+ is positive through out the all q2 region.

However, the AFB(q2) of B → K∗2µ
+τ− has a zero-crossing point at q2 = 11 GeV2.

B→K2
*τ+μ-

B→K2
*τ-μ+

4 6 8 10 12 14
0.00

0.01

0.02

0.03

0.04

0.05

q2 (GeV2 )

(d
B
r/
d
q
2
)×
10

-
7

B→K2 *τ+μ-

B→K2 *τ-μ+

4 6 8 10 12 14
-0.4

-0.2

0.0

0.2

0.4

q2 (GeV2 )

A
F
B
(q
2
)

FIG. 2: The plots on the left and right panels represent the differential branching ratio and the forward-

backward asymmetry as a function of q2, respectively. In each plot, the red and blue curves represent

B → K∗
2 τ

+µ− and B → K∗
2 τ

−µ+ decays, respectively. These are the predictions for the benchmark points

h23L h
32
L = 0.033 and h22L h

33
L = −0.007 which could give rise to a maximum values of two observables at 90%

C.L

IV. CONCLUSIONS

Inspired by the present B physics anomalies, we investigate the LFV B → K∗2µ
±τ∓ decays.

These decays are forbidden in the SM and hence any hint of these decays would imply a smoking

gun signal of physics beyond the SM. In this work, we compute the two-fold angular distribution

of B → K∗2`1`2 in presence of vector, axial-vector, scalar and pseudo-scalar NP interactions. From

the differential decay distribution, we extract two observables the branching fraction and the lepton

forward-backward asymmetry. Finally, we calculate these observables in the vector U1 LQ model
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which is a very popular model in explaining all the B anomalies. In particular, we compute the

upper limits of the branching fraction and the forward-backward asymmetry at the 90% confidence

level. We hope these upper limits may be measurable at LHCb.
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Appendix A: Polarization of K∗
2

The polarization εµν(n) of tensor meson K∗2 , which has four momentum (k0, 0, 0,~k), can be

written in terms of the spin-1 polarization vectors [90]

εµν(±2) = εµ(±1)εν(±1),

εµν(±1) =
1√
2

[εν(±)εν(0) + εν(±)εµ(0)] ,

εµν(0) =
1√
6

[εµ(+)εν(−) + εν(+)εµ(−)] +

√
2

3
εµ(0)εν(0), (A1)

where the spin-1 polarization vectors are defined as

εµ(0) =
1

mK∗2

(
~kz, 0, 0, k0

)
, εµ(±) =

1√
2

(0, 1,±i, 0) (A2)

We study B → K∗2`1`2 decay where we have two leptons in the final state so in this case,

the n = ±2 helicity states of the K∗2 is not realized. Therefore a new polarization vector is

introduced [85]

εTµ(h) =
εµνp

ν

mB
(A3)

The explicit expressions of polarization vectors are

εTµ(±1) =
1

mB

1√
2
ε(0).pεµ(±) =

√
λ√

8mBmK∗2

εµ(±), (A4)

εTµ(0) =
1

mB

√
2

3
ε(0).pεµ(0) =

√
λ√

6mBmK∗2

εµ(0), (A5)
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where λ(m2
B,m

2
K∗2
, q2) = m4

B+m4
K∗2

+q4−2(m2
Bm

2
K∗2

+m2
Bq

2 +m2
K∗2
q2) is the usual Kallen function.

On the other hand, the virtual gauge boson can have three types of polarization states, longitudinal,

transverse and time-like, which have following components

εµV (0) =
1√
q2

(−|~qz|, 0, 0,−q0) , εµV (±) =
1√
2

(0, 1,±i, 0) , εµV (t) =
1√
q2

(q0, 0, 0, qz) (A6)

where qµ = (q0, 0, 0, qz) is four momentum of gauge boson.

Appendix B: Transversity Amplitudes

The vector and axial-vector transversity amplitudes can be expressed as

A0L,R = N

√
λ√

6mBmK∗2

1

2mK∗2

√
q2

[
(CV− ∓ CA−)

[
(m2

B −m2
K∗2
− q2)(mB +mK∗2

)A1 −
λ

mB +mK∗2

A2

]]
,

A⊥L,R = −
√

2N

√
λ√

8mBmK∗2

[
(CV+ ∓ CA+)

√
λV

mB +mK∗2

]
,

A‖L,R =
√

2N

√
λ√

8mBmK∗2

[
(CV− ∓ CA−)(mB +mK∗2

)A1

]
,

ALt = N

√
λ√

q2
√

6mBmK∗2

[√
λ(CV− − CA−)A0

]
,

ARt = N

√
λ√

q2
√

6mBmK∗2

[√
λ(CV− + CA−)A0

]
, (B1)

where CV± = (CV ± C ′V ), and CA± = (CA ± C ′A). The transversity amplitudes for scalar, pseu-

doscalar interactions can be written as

AS = 2N

√
λ√

6mBmK∗2

[√
λ(CS − CS′)A0

]
,

ASP = 2N

√
λ√

6mBmK∗2

[√
λ(CP − CP ′)A0

]
. (B2)

The normalization constant N is given by

N =

[
G2
Fα

2
e

3 · 210π5m3
B

|VtbV ∗ts|2q2β+β−λ(m2
B,m

2
K∗2
, q2)1/2B(K∗2 → Kπ)

] 1
2

. (B3)

Appendix C: Lepton helicity amplitudes

Apart from the hadronic matrix elements, we also need the leptonic matrix elements to compute

the decay distribution. To calculate these, we use the method outlined in refs. [91, 92]. The leptonic

matrix elements are defined as 〈`1(λ1)¯̀
2(λ2)|¯̀ ΓX`|0〉 = ū(λ1)ΓXv(λ2) = L(λ1, λ2) where ΓX are
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actually the leptonic parts of the NP operators given in Eq. (2). The spinors of particle u and

anti-particle v are defined as

u 1
2

=



√
E1 +m`1

0√
E1 −m`1

0

 , u− 1
2

=


0√

E1 +m`1

0

−
√
E1 −m`1

 , v 1
2

=



√
E2 −m`2

0

−
√
E2 +m`2

0

 , v− 1
2

=


0√

E2 −m`2

0√
E2 +m`2


where the lepton energies are defined as E1,2 =

√
m2

1,2 + λ(q2,m2
1,m

2
2)/4q2 and it gives E1 +E2 =√

q2. The spinors are normalised as ū(λ1)u(λ2) = δλ1λ22m`1 and v̄(λ1)v(λ2) = −δλ1λ22m`2 . Using

these, we find the following expressions of lepton helicity amplitudes

LL,R(1/2, 1/2, 0) = (m−β+ ±m+β−) /2 (C1)

LL,R(−1/2,−1/2, 0) = (m−β+ ∓m+β−)/2 (C2)

LL,R(1/2, 1/2, 1) = (m+β− ±m−β+)/2 (C3)

LL,R(−1/2,−1/2, 1) = (m+β− ∓m−β+)/2 (C4)

LL,R(−1/2, 1/2, 1) = −
√
q2(β− ± β+)/

√
2 (C5)

LL,R(1/2,−1/2, 1) = −
√
q2(β+ ∓ β−)/

√
2 (C6)

LS(±1/2,±1/2) =
√
q2β+ (C7)

LP (±1/2,±1/2) = ∓
√
q2β− (C8)

where β± =
√

1− (m`1
±m`2

)2

q2
and m± = (m1 ±m2) as before. The lepton helicity amplitudes not

mentioned above are all zero. Note that the scalar transitions S and P (also the timelike ones) are

diagonal since λ` = λ1 − λ2 = 0.
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