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We present here the CP asymmetries in the decay rate and angular distributions of τ →
KSπντ decays in the Standard Model (SM) and beyond (BSM). The CP asymmetries
in the SM are induced by the CP violation in K0 − K̄0 mixing. To investigate the BSM

CP-violating (CPV) effects, a model-independent analysis is performed by using the low-
energy effective field theory (LEFT) framework at µ = 2 GeV. If one further assumes the

BSM physics to stem from above the electroweak scale, the LEFT shall then be matched

onto the SM effective field theory (SMEFT), the operators of which contributing to
τ → KSπντ decays will also contribute to the neutron electric dipole moment (EDM)

and D0 − D̄0 mixing. The stringent bounds from the latter suggest that no remarkable

CPV effects can be observed in either the decay rate or the angular distributions. The
prospects for future measurements of these observables are also mentioned.

Keywords: Tau lepton; CP violation; Form factors; Effective field theory.

PACS numbers: 14.60.Fg, 13.35.Dx, 12.15.Ji

1. Introduction

The hadronic decays of the τ lepton, besides serving as a clean laboratory for testing

various low-energy aspects of the strong interaction,1,2 may also allow us to explore

the non-standard CPV interactions.3,4

In this presentation, we will focus on the CP asymmetries in τ → KSπντ de-

cays. Taking into account the CPV effect in K0 − K̄0 mixing, a non-zero indirect

CP asymmetry in the SM can still arise in the processes involving a KS or a KL

meson in the final state. Such an effect was first predicted in the decay rate,5 and

then in the angular distributions6,7 of τ → KSπντ decays. Experimentally, the CP

asymmetries in τ → KSπντ decays have been searched for by CLEO,8,9 Belle,10

and BaBar.11 The CLEO and Belle focused on the CP asymmetries in the angular
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distributions of the decays and obtained null results, while the BaBar concentrated

on the CP asymmetry in the decay rate of the same processes and reported a non-

zero CP asymmetry, which is however in conflict with the SM prediction5,12 at a

level of 2.8σ. The latter has motivated many BSM explanations by including the

extra contribution from non-standard tensor interactions,13–19 while only a few of

studies7,10 focus on the former. It is found that only the vector-tensor interfer-

ence contributes to the decay-rate asymmetry,16 while either the vector-scalar or

the tensor-scalar interference has contribution to the angular distribution asymme-

tries.7 In each case, the Kπ form factors play a key role in determining the amount

of direct CP asymmetries in the decays. The Kπ vector and scalar form factors have

been well studied,20–24 and the tensor form factor is calculated by using the chiral

theory with resonances (RχT)25,26 together with the dispersion relation.13–15,19 The

amount of CP asymmetry in the decay rate is suppressed13–15 due to the Watson’s

final-state interaction theorem.27 Nevertheless, since the vector-scalar and tensor-

scalar phase differences are large enough, a search for direct CP asymmetries in the

angular distributions of the decays is more promising.6,7

The BSM CPV effects in τ → KSπντ decays can be described in a model-

independent way by using the SU(3)C ⊗ U(1)em invariant LEFT Lagrangian at a

typical scale µ = 2 GeV. If the non-standard interactions originate from a weakly-

coupled heavy new physics (NP) well above the electroweak scale, the SU(2)L in-

variance of the resulting SMEFT Lagrangian28–30 would indicate that very strong

limits on the imaginary parts of the scalar and tensor coefficients, Im[ϵ̂S ] and Im[ϵ̂T ],

can also be obtained from the neutron EDM and the D0−D̄0 mixing.7,13 The strin-

gent limit on Im[ϵ̂T ] has ruled out the possibility to reconcile the 2.8σ discrepancy in

the decay-rate asymmetry. As for the BSM CP asymmetries in the angular distribu-

tions, unless there exist extraordinary cancellations between the NP contributions,

neither the scalar nor the tensor interaction can produce any significant effects

on the CP asymmetries (relative to the SM prediction) in the decays considered,

especially under the “single coefficient dominance” assumption.7

2. CP asymmetries in the decay-rate and angular distributions of

τ → KSπντ decays

Following the steps detailed in Refs.,6,7 the CP asymmetries in the decay rate and

angular distributions of τ → KSπντ decays are given, respectively, by

ACP
rate ≃ACP

τ −ACP
K , (1)

ACP
i ≃

(
⟨cosα⟩τ

−

i + ⟨cosα⟩τ
+

i

)
ACP

K +
(
⟨cosα⟩τ

−

i − ⟨cosα⟩τ
+

i

)
. (2)

Here ACP
K ≈ −2Re(ϵK) = −(3.32 ± 0.06) × 10−3 represents the CP asymmetry in

K0 − K̄0 mixing, with ϵK being the CPV parameter in the neutral kaon decays.31
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Table 1. The SM predictions (the second column) and the Belle measurements (the third

column) of the CP asymmetries ACP
i , and the observed number of signal events ni per

mass bin divided by the number of total events Ns (the fourth column) for four different

Kπ invariant-mass bins (the first column).10

√
s [GeV] ACP

SM,i [10−3] ACP
exp,i [10−3] ni/Ns [%]

0.625− 0.890 0.39± 0.01 7.9± 3.0± 2.8 36.53± 0.14

0.890− 1.110 0.04± 0.01 1.8± 2.1± 1.4 57.85± 0.15

1.110− 1.420 0.12± 0.02 −4.6± 7.2± 1.7 4.87± 0.04

1.420− 1.775 0.27± 0.05 −2.3± 19.1± 5.5 0.75± 0.02

The direct CP asymmetry in τ decays is defined as

ACP
τ =

Γ(τ+ → K0π+ν̄τ )− Γ(τ− → K̄0π−ντ )

Γ(τ+ → K0π+ν̄τ ) + Γ(τ− → K̄0π−ντ )
. (3)

The angular observables ⟨cosα⟩τ±

i denote the differential τ± decay widths weighted

by cosα and are evaluated in the i-th bin of the Kπ invariant mass squared, with

⟨cosα⟩τ
−

i ± ⟨cosα⟩τ
+

i =

∫ s2,i
s1,i

∫ 1

−1
cosα

[
dΓτ−

dω ± dΓτ+

dω

]
dω

1
2

∫ s2,i
s1,i

∫ 1

−1

[
dΓτ−

dω + dΓτ+

dω

]
dω

, (4)

where dΓτ±

dω = d2Γ(τ±→K0(K̄0)π±ν̄τ (ντ ))
ds d cosα are the doubly differential decay rates.

Within the SM, we have Γτ+

= Γτ−
and ⟨cosα⟩τ−

i = ⟨cosα⟩τ+

i , which then

implies that ACP
rate and ACP

i reduce separately to ACP
SM,rate = −ACP

K and ACP
SM,i =

2 ⟨cosα⟩τ−

i ACP
K . Numerically, ACP

SM,rate = (3.32 ± 0.06) × 10−3, and the predicted

ACP
SM,i in the four different Kπ invariant-mass bins are collected in Table 1, which

can be compared to the corresponding measurements provided by Belle.10 In the

presence of NP, however, it is generally expected that Γτ+ ̸= Γτ−
and ⟨cosα⟩τ−

i ̸=
⟨cosα⟩τ+

i . As a consequence, one may obtain different values of ACP
rate and ACP

i with

respect to the SM expectations. A model-independent description of the decays in

the LEFT framework will be discussed in next section.

3. LEFT analysis of τ± → K0(K̄0)π±ν̄τ (ντ ) decays

Assuming the absence of other light degrees of freedom except for the SM ones below

the electroweak scale, as well as the Lorentz and SU(3)C ⊗ U(1)em invariance, we

can write the most general low-energy effective Lagrangian governing the τ± →
K0(K̄0)π±ν̄τ (ντ ) decays as

14,32–34

Leff =− G0
FVus√
2

(1 + ϵL + ϵR)
{
τ̄ γµ(1− γ5)ντ · ū [γµ − (1− 2 ϵ̂R)γ

µγ5] s

+ τ̄(1− γ5)ντ · ū [ϵ̂S − ϵ̂P γ5] s+ 2 ϵ̂T τ̄σµν(1− γ5)ντ · ūσµνs
}
+ h.c. , (5)

where the effective couplings ϵ̂i parametrize the non-standard NP contributions and

can be generally complex, with the SM case recovered by setting all ϵi = 0.
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In terms of the NP parameters and the Kπ form factors, the CP asymmetry in

the decay rate and angular distributions can then be written, respectively, as13–15

ACP
τ =

Im[ϵ̂T ]G
2
F |Vus|2SEW

128π3 m2
τ Γ(τ → KSπντ )

∫ m2
τ

sKπ

ds

(
1− m2

τ

s

)2

λ
3
2

(
s,M2

K ,M2
π

)
×|FT (s)| |F+(s)| sin [δT (s)− δ+(s)] , (6)

and

ACP
i ≃ ∆Kπ SEW

Ns

ni

∫ s2,i

s1,i

{
− Im[ϵ̂S ]Im [F+(s)F

∗
0 (s)]

mτ (ms −mu)
− 2Im[ϵ̂T ]Im [FT (s)F

∗
0 (s)]

mτ

+

[(
1

s
+

Re[ϵ̂S ]

mτ (ms−mu)

)
Re [F+(s)F

∗
0 (s)]−

2Re[ϵ̂T ]Re[FT (s)F
∗
0 (s)]

mτ

]
ACP

K

}
C(s)ds ,

(7)

where sKπ = (MK +Mπ)
2 denotes the threshold of the Kπ invariant mass squared,

and F+(s), F0, and FT (s) denote the Kπ vector, scalar, and tensor form factors,

respectively. δ+(s) and δT (s) stand for the phases of the Kπ vector and tensor form

factors, respectively. The function C(s) accounts for the detector efficiencies as well

as all the model-independent terms. Here we adopt a seventh-order polynomial

parametrization form of it as given in the supplementary material of Ref.10

4. Numerical results and discussions

4.1. Constraints on the NP parameters

Combining the constraints from the branching ratio Bτ−

exp = (4.04±0.02±0.13)×10−3

and the CP asymmetries ACP
exp,i measured at four different bins by Belle, we can

obtain the best fit values for the parameters Im[ϵ̂S ] and Im[ϵ̂T ] as

Im[ϵ̂S ] = −0.008± 0.027, Im[ϵ̂T ] = 0.03± 0.12 . (8)

In order to compare the NP contributions with the SM expectation for the CP

asymmetries in the angular distributions of τ → KSπντ decays, we also plot in

Figure 1 the distributions of the CP asymmetries in the whole Kπ invariant-mass

range, with three different cases: the SM prediction induced by the indirect CP

asymmetry in K0 − K̄0 mixing (gray band),6 the non-standard scalar contribution

with the best-fit value Im[ϵ̂S ] = −0.008 (red band), and the non-standard tensor

contribution with the best-fit value Im[ϵ̂T ] = 0.03 (blue band). It can be seen that

the CP asymmetries in the angular distributions of the decays could be significantly

enhanced if these kinds of NP contributions are present.

4.2. Bounds on the NP parameters from other processes

If one assumes that the NP stems from physics well above the electroweak scale,

the LEFT Lagrangian in Eq. (5) shall then be matched onto the following SU(2)L
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Fig. 1. Left: Distributions of the CP asymmetries in the whole Kπ invariant-mass range
for three different cases, the SM prediction (gray band), the non-standard scalar contri-
bution with Im[ϵ̂S ] = −0.008 (red band), and the non-standard tensor contribution with
Im[ϵ̂T ] = 0.03 (blue band). Right: The zoomed-in version of the SM prediction as well as
the cases with Im[ϵ̂S ] = −3× 10−4 (red band) and Im[ϵ̂T ] = 5× 10−3 (blue band).

invariant SMEFT Lagrangian,28–30

LSMEFT ⊃ [C
(3)
ℓequ]klmn(ℓ̄

i
LkσµνeRl)ϵ

ij(q̄jLmσµνuRn)

+ [C
(1)
ℓequ]klmn(ℓ̄

i
LkeRl)ϵ

ij(q̄jLmuRn) + [Cℓedq]klmn(ℓ̄
i
LkeRl)(d̄RmqiLn) + h.c. . (9)

Rewriting the Lagrangian in the mass basis, we can see that the same SMEFT

operators contributing to τ → KSπντ decays also contribute to the neutron EDM

and the D0 − D̄0 mixing,13 as shown in Figure 2. The latter provide very stringent

limits on the imaginary parts of the non-standard scalar and tensor coefficients

Im[ϵS,T ]3321(3311), as shown in Figure 3. Under the “single coefficient dominance”

assumption, we find that (i) |Im[ϵT ]| < 4× 10−6, which is five orders of magnitude

smaller than the value required to explain the 2.8σ discrepancy between the BaBar

measurement and the SM prediction of ACP
rate; (ii) |Im[ϵS ]| < 2.3×10−3, which is com-

parable with that obtained from the τ → KSπντ decays. However, when there exist

extraordinary cancellations in the combinations V 2
udIm[ϵT (S)]3311+V 2

usIm[ϵT (S)]3321
(for the neutron EDM) as well as VudVcdIm[ϵT (S)]3311+VusVcsIm[ϵT (S)]3321 (for the

D0 − D̄0 mixing), the bounds on |Im[ϵT (S)]| could be significantly diluted.7

We can therefore conclude that, once the bounds from the neutron EDM and

the D0 − D̄0 mixing are taken into account, neither the scalar nor the tensor in-

teraction can produce any significant effects on the CP asymmetries in the decays

considered, especially under the “single coefficient dominance” assumption. Never-

theless, when there exist extraordinary cancellations between the NP contributions,

the non-standard scalar and tensor interactions can still produce observable effects

on the CP asymmetries in the angular distributions of τ → KSπντ decays.

5. Conclusion

Here we have presented a detailed study of the CP asymmetries in the decay rate

and angular distributions of τ → KSπντ decays. In the SM, both of them are non-
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τ

u u

γ

τ

u c

c̄ ū

Fig. 2. Diagrammatic representations of the electromagnetic dipole operator contributing
to the neutron EDM induced by inserting the operator (τ̄LσµντR)(ūLσ

µνuR) (left), and
the ∆C = 2 four-quark operators contributing to the D0 − D̄0 mixing produced by a
double insertion of the operator (τ̄LσµντR)(c̄Lσ

µνuR) (right).
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Fig. 3. Allowed regions for the imaginary parts of the tensor (left) and scalar (right)
coefficients from the neutron EDM (purple) and the D0 − D̄0 mixing with ϕ = −π/4
(cyan) and ϕ = π/4 (orange), where the NP scale is taken at Λ = 1 TeV. Here ϕ is the
phase of VudVcd [ϵT (S)]3311 + VusVcs [ϵT (S)]3321, and the choices ϕ = ±π/4 are to ensure

that the NP Wilson coefficients C′
2,3 are purely imaginary.13

zero due to the CPV effect in K0 − K̄0 mixing. The BSM CPV contributions were

then investigated in a model-independent way by using the LEFT framework. The

resulting bounds on the imaginary parts of the non-standard scalar and tensor cou-

plings are given, respectively, by Im[ϵ̂S ] = −0.008± 0.027 and Im[ϵ̂T ] = 0.03± 0.12.

Using the obtained best-fit values, we have also presented the distributions of the

CP asymmetries, finding that significant deviations from the SM prediction are

possible in almost the whole Kπ invariant-mass range. Therefore, the CPV angular

observables considered here are an ideal probe of the non-standard scalar and ten-

sor interactions. While being still plagued by large experimental uncertainties, the
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current constraints obtained will be improved with more precise measurements from

the Belle II experiment,35 as well as the future Tera-Z36 and STCF37,38 facilities.

If the NP originates from above the electroweak scale, the SU(2)L invariance

of the SMEFT Lagrangian would indicate that very strong limits on the imaginary

parts of the non-standard scalar and tensor coefficients can also be obtained from

the neutron EDM and D0−D̄0 mixing. We found that, unless there exist extraordi-

nary cancellations between the NP contributions, neither the scalar nor the tensor

interaction can produce any significant effects on the CP asymmetries in the decays

considered, especially under the “single coefficient dominance” assumption.
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