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H→VV from 
first principles



Framework

For a pair of spin-1 particles V=W,Z the full spin density operator reads
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8 polarisations for V1 
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Framework

These A and C coefficients characterising the spin state of a VV pair can be 
measured from the charged lepton distributions, fixing a reference system 
[the same for both bosons]
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rest-frame polar coordinates of 
the charged leptons

(negative lepton for Z)

Usually, the ẑ axis is aligned with 
the weak boson momenta in H 

rest frame



Framework

… and the density opeator translates into a 4D distribution

Especially simple because spherical harmonics are orthogonal functions
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Framework

The terms of our expansion in YLM has easier interpretation than equivalent 
expressions, e.g.
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Framework

H → VV has many symmetries, which impose restrictions and relations 
among the 80 coefficients.  In terms of the three general helicity amplitudes 
a11, a00, a-1-1, and for fixed mV*,
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Framework

Coefficients with L = 1 have a suppressed effect on the distribution for ZZ
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⌘` = ±1 (W ) ; 0.13 (Z)

Coefficients A1M, C1M2M´ have a 
suppression 1/10

Coefficients C1M1M´ have a 
suppression 1/100

Δstat 3x penalty

Δstat 10x penalty

Therefore, it pays off to use relations between coefficients to extract 
observables from the most precisely measured ones.

In addition, coefficients with L = 2 are even in (θ,φ) and do not require to 
distinguish fermions in V → f1f2 [can use hadronic decays for example]



Measuring the 
full density 

operator



Measuring the full density operator

If one is able to experimentally measure

then, one is able to determine the full density operator ρLS1S2 that fully 
describes the Higgs decay, also including OAM!

For the Higgs boson decay to VV, the determination of ρLS1S2 has to be 
performed in bins of mV* with subsequent [weighted] sum over bins

Note: within narrow bins of mV*, the VV pair is produced in an almost pure 
state.
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initial spin state [trivial for H]

decay amplitudes

Enough accuracy with 20 GeV bins, even for HL-LHC 
statistics



Measuring the full density operator

For the Higgs boson decay to VV, 

with

11
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Measuring the full density operator

12

Use helicity basis to 
measure a11, a00, a-1-1 in 

data

obtain canonical 
amplitudes from

a11, a00, a-1-1 

model-independent

obtain ρLS1S2 from data
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Measuring helicity 
amplitudes



Measuring helicity amplitudes

To obtain helicity amplitudes a11, a00, a-1-1 we ignore OAM for a moment 
and work in the helicity basis [of course!]
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4D angular 
distributions

elements of VV spin 
density operator

helicity amplitudes



Measuring helicity amplitudes

One can determine the amplitudes a11 , a00 , a-1-1 under two frameworks
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Model independence is cool, but 
gives awful sensitivity. 

On the other hand, CP-violating 
effects in H → VV are at the 10-5 
level in the SM...

It may not be such a bad idea 
to assume CP conservation 
when testing entanglement



Measuring helicity amplitudes

If we assume CP conservation

a11 = a-1-1

We have the condition |a11|2 + |a00|2 + |a-1-1|2 = N  [say 1]

there is only one independent parameter [relative sign with a00 fixed]

Then, the amplitudes a11, a00, a-1-1 can all be determined from binned 
measurements of A201 ≡ A202, where
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Bipartite and tripartite entanglement

Entanglement measurements involving OAM are rare — and never done in 
HEP!
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Bipartite and tripartite entanglement

There are several things one can address from ρLS1S2:

These can be addressed using Peres-Horodecki sufficient condition for 
entanglement, and using the entanglement measure

for A, B any subsystems of 

19

Is tripartite entanglement genuine?

Are A, B subsystems entangled when C is marginalised? 
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Bipartite and tripartite entanglement

Tripartite entanglement is genuine if the VV state is entangled under any 
bipartition of 
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HL ⌦HS1 ⌦HS2

A B N(ρ)

HL HS1 ⊗ HS2 0.757

HS1 HL ⊗ HS2 0.998

HS2 HL ⊗ HS1 0.998

Entanglement is very large in 
all cases.

Values close to unity have a 
nice explanation...

These are theoretical values 
for ZZ; for WW they are quite 
close. 

N > 0 ⇒ entanglement



Bipartite and tripartite entanglement

Given the three subsystems A, B, C, we can marginalise C [trace over its space] 
and obtain the entanglement between A and B 
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A B N(ρ)

HL HS1 0.105

HL HS2 0.105

HS1 HS2 0.843

C is the unlisted subsystem in 
all cases.

These are theoretical values 
for ZZ; for WW they are quite 
close. 

This is different from what is 
done in helicity basis, e.g. 

2209.13441 



Bipartite and tripartite entanglement

106 ZH events expected, vs

22

BR Sensitive to L=1 Sensitive to L=1

ZZ → 4l 1.24 10-4 ✔ ✔

ZZ → 2l 2τ 1.17 10-4 ✔ ✔

ZZ → 2l 2q 2.44 10-3 ✔ ✗

WW → lνlν 1.05 10-2 ✔ ✔

WW → lνqq 3.13 10-2 ✔ ✗

1.7 107 gg → H events in Run2+3

1.6 108 gg → H events at HL-LHC

ZZ does not seem competitive
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Probing new interactions

I will now use this framework to probe new physics. The general HVV 
interactions are

24
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p = k1 + k2
<latexit sha1_base64="GFlpX6nfOb8yIDK9EffKVyzkSKY=">AAAB7nicbVDJTgJBEK3BDXFDPXrpSEy8SGYILhcNiRePmMiSwIT0NDXQoWehu8eETPgNPRn15sf4A/6NDc5BwXeovKr3KqlXXiy40rb9ZeVWVtfWN/Kbha3tnd294v5BU0WJZNhgkYhk26MKBQ+xobkW2I4l0sAT2PJGtzO99YhS8Sh80JMY3YAOQu5zRrUZuWNyTUY9h5yZWukVS3bZnoMsEycjJchQ7xU/u/2IJQGGmgmqVMexY+2mVGrOBE4L3URhTNmIDrBjaEgDVG46P3pKTvxIEj1EMu9/e1MaKDUJPOMJqB6qRW02/E/rJNq/clMexonGkBmL0fxEEB2RWXbS5xKZFhNDKJPcXEnYkErKtPlQwcR3FsMuk2al7FyUz++rpdpN9og8HMExnIIDl1CDO6hDAxiM4Rne4N2KrSfrxXr9seasbOcQ/sD6+AbuBY3p</latexit>

q = k1 � k2
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conserving
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breaking

SM: a=a´=1



Probing new interactions

The amplitude a00 can be measured very precisely from A20

At the kinematical limit mV* = mH - mV, the state is a spin singlet with

But departures from SM prediction are possible for lower mV*, and are 
testable.
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<latexit sha1_base64="PrmMn06tM8rhLjzNb5+MkcgTFxs="></latexit>
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<latexit sha1_base64="qFvP1fah/0iGufnVzIMRbIprMQY=">AAACMnicdZDLTgIxFIY7XhFvoy7dNBITN5AZ422jIXHjTkzkkgAhnXKAhs4l7Rkjmcxb6Vv4AurKqDsfwoIsFPCs/p7v72nP70VSaHScZ2tufmFxaTmzkl1dW9/YtLe2KzqMFYcyD2Woah7TIEUAZRQooRYpYL4noer1L4e8egdKizC4xUEETZ91A9ERnKFptezrPG0g3ONoUqKgnSaslThOmtLzWcR1/yN5N29Yy845BWdUdFq4Y5Ej4yq17KdGO+SxDwFyybSuu06EzYQpFFxCmm3EGiLG+6wLdSMD5oNuJqOnU7rfCRXFHtDR+bc3Yb7WA98zHp9hT0+yYXMWq8fYOWsmIohihIAbi2GdWFIM6TA/2hYKOMqBEYwrYX5JeY8pxtGknDXru5PLTovKYcE9KRzfHOWKF+MgMmSX7JED4pJTUiRXpETKhJNH8ko+yKf1YL1Yb9b7j3XOGt/ZIX/K+voGpKarig==</latexit>�a00 = a11 = a�1�1

A20 probes the presence of derivative CP-conserving terms.

Can use hadronic decays as well as leptonic ones.

... no estimates as yet ... probably equivalent to previous work ... 



Probing new interactions

The polarisation A10 and spin correlation coefficients C1M2-M are CP-
violating 
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A10  and C1M2-M probe derivative CP-violating terms.

They can be measured in semileptonic decays too: 
select leptonic V for L=1 and hadronic V for L=2

<latexit sha1_base64="yL76KUQ0GwyKAm48QElyYTwsytc="></latexit>
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... no estimates as yet ... probably equivalent to previous work ... 
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Ideas to keep in mind

H → ZZ at e+e− colliders is probably not competitive with LHC 

and HL-LHC.

Except for the possibility of post-decay entanglement in ZZ → 

2l 2τ [no time to mention what this is].

H → WW → lνlν is competitive, because at e+e− colliders the 

two neutrinos can be reconstructed.

H → WW → lνqq is competitive too, because of smaller 

background

H → WW offers a better opportunity to probe CP-violating 

interactions because L=1 correlations are not suppressed.

If you want to work on it, let me know!



End



Rescuing L from oblivion

We have been hearing about measuring spin of top, W,  Z, even τ, for 
decades. 

But probably, last time you heard about orbital angular momentum (OAM) 
was in your degree. Why is it so?

Yet, it is there. Consider for example H → VV, with V = W,Z
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OAM cannot be directly measured from angular distributions!

total spin of VV pair: 0,1,2

Initial state J = 0 Final state J = 0

l = 0,1,2



Rescuing L from oblivion

Let's introduce a reference system (x,y,z) in the H rest frame. Decay 
amplitudes using a fixed spin quantisation axis ẑ [whatever] look like

with Ω=(θ,φ) the angles of [say] V1 in H rest frame
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spherical harmonics up to l = 2

s1 + s2 + m = 0
Note:

OAM is there! And there it is, just like it should be!

<latexit sha1_base64="0mOeezLJvhhOHLK+kF8vIzLNnj0="></latexit>
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10 = [· · · ] Y �1

1 (⌦) + [· · · ] Y �1
2 (⌦)

Ac
1�1 = [· · · ] Y 0

0 (⌦) + [· · · ] Y 0
1 (⌦) + [· · · ] Y 0

2 (⌦)

. . .

There are 9 amplitudes. 
c superscript stands for 
`canonical´ as opposed to 
the commonly-used 
helicity amplitudes

s1, s2: 3rd spin components 
for V1, V2 in ẑ axis



Rescuing L from oblivion

Hmm... ok...  but how do the amplitudes get an angular dependence?

Setting a particular value for the third spin component along a particular 
direction ẑ breaks isotropy in the Higgs decay.

This is in contrast with helicity amplitudes which are just numbers
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Ah
11 = a11

Ah
00 = a00

Ah
�1�1 = a�1�1

Only 3 amplitudes



Rescuing L from oblivion

But wait... the Higgs is a scalar, and scalar decays are isotropic, how is this 
possible?
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<latexit sha1_base64="WjaFqO6Efv0VdQ6qAx88a6cUUUI="></latexit>
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l = 2
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all (θ,φ) dependence is lost

<latexit sha1_base64="lI6VTLoZ8MNh38+vosd9Uzx+VLM="></latexit>

m=2X
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|Y 2
m(✓,�)|2 =
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4⇡

[of course, you can calculate it, from initial state and decay amplitudes]

density operator for L

OAM cannot be directly measured from angular distributions!



Quantum 
Entanglement: 

basics



Quantum entanglement: basics

The state of a system composed by two sub-systems A and B is separable if 
it can be written as

Otherwise, it is entangled, e.g. something like

A typical example of entanglement is the combination of two spin-1/2 
systems in the spin-0 configuration

General systems are not described by pure states      but by density 
operators ρ.
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| i = |aiA ⌦ |biB

<latexit sha1_base64="PsCIvyBnudQviSz02FG+mT6RWsw=">AAACQnicbVDLSgMxFM34rOOr6tJNsAiCUGaKqBul1o3LCvYBnTJk0ts2NPMgyQil7d/pzh/wF3Ql6s6FmTpibXtW555zws09XsSZVJb1bCwsLi2vrGbWzPWNza3t7M5uVYaxoFChIQ9F3SMSOAugopjiUI8EEN/jUPN614lfuwchWRjcqX4ETZ90AtZmlCgtuVl36ESSYUeQoMMBX+Ahce3f0b3CTqiYDxIPvQm5hM3jJFiYH/yTS6abzVl5aww8S+yU5FCKspt9clohjX0IFOVEyoZtRao5IEIxymFkOrGEiNAe6UBD04Dopc3BuIgRPmyHAqsu4PE8mR0QX8q+7+mMT1RXTnuJOM9rxKp93hywIIoVBFRHtNeOOVYhTvrELSaAKt7XhFDB9C8x7RJBqNKtJ+fb08fOkmohb5/m7duTXPEyLSKD9tEBOkI2OkNFdIPKqIIoekSv6AN9Gg/Gi/FmvP9EF4z0zR76B+PrG99urnU=</latexit>

| i = |a1iA ⌦ |b1iB + |a2iA ⌦ |b2iB

<latexit sha1_base64="W2EXT7032iX0ZfPBQfvxvdGt1kw="></latexit>

| i = |"iA ⌦ |#iB � |#iA ⌦ |"iB
<latexit sha1_base64="0sHMNslUxy4z8apoWrqIO0G1+PQ=">AAAB7XicbZDLSgMxFIYzXmu9VV26CRbBVZkRbyspuHFZwV6gM5RMeqYNzSQhyQhl7GPoStSdL+ML+DamdRba+q++nP8PnP/EijNjff/LW1peWV1bL22UN7e2d3Yre/stIzNNoUkll7oTEwOcCWhaZjl0lAaSxhza8ehm6rcfQBsmxb0dK4hSMhAsYZRYNwofQ2VYqIkYcOhVqn7NnwkvQlBAFRVq9CqfYV/SLAVhKSfGdANf2Sgn2jLKYVIOMwOK0BEZQNehICmYKJ/tPMHHidTYDgHP3r+zOUmNGaexy6TEDs28Nx3+53Uzm1xFORMqsyCoizgvyTi2Ek+r4z7TQC0fOyBUM7clpkOiCbXuQGVXP5gvuwit01pwUTu/O6vWr4tDlNAhOkInKECXqI5uUQM1EUUKPaM39O5J78l78V5/okte8ecA/ZH38Q1H/4+G</latexit>

| i



Quantum entanglement: basics

Any operator cannot be a density operator. A valid density operator has 
several characteristics:

Unit trace

Hermitian

Positive semidefinite: eigenvalues ≥ 0

A density operator describing a composite system is separable if it can be 
written as

Note: in general, one has something like
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Quantum entanglement: basics

Necessary criterion for separability:

taking the partial transpose in subspace of B [for example] the resulting 
density operator is valid. 

Example: composite system A ⊗ B with dim HA = n, dim HB = m
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Peres, quant-ph/9604005
Horodecki, quant-ph/9703004

      are m x m matrices,
<latexit sha1_base64="qW1d0aISDfqSPasMEZdyYxFeAzo=">AAAB53icbZDLTgJBEEVr8IX4Ql266UhMXJEZY9SVIXHjEhNBEpiQnqaAhp5HumtMyIRv0JVRd/6PP+Df2OAsFLyr03VvJ3UrSJQ05LpfTmFldW19o7hZ2tre2d0r7x80TZxqgQ0Rq1i3Am5QyQgbJElhK9HIw0DhQzC+mfkPj6iNjKN7miToh3wQyb4UnOyoWe9mcjTtlitu1Z2LLYOXQwVy1bvlz04vFmmIEQnFjWl7bkJ+xjVJoXBa6qQGEy7GfIBtixEP0fjZfNspO+nHmtEQ2fz9O5vx0JhJGNhMyGloFr3Z8D+vnVL/ys9klKSEkbAR6/VTxShms9KsJzUKUhMLXGhpt2RiyDUXZE9TsvW9xbLL0DyrehdV7+68UrvOD1GEIziGU/DgEmpwC3VogIARPMMbvDvSeXJenNefaMHJ/xzCHzkf35lYjMc=</latexit>

Pij

<latexit sha1_base64="PPHJ4V0TrPGNT7v/p7Pt41GH62Y=">AAAB/nicbVBLS8NAGPzis9ZX1GMvi0Wol5KIqBel4MVjBfuANobNdtOu3TzY3QglBPTP6EnUmz/CP+C/cRtz0NY5zXwzCzvjxZxJZVlfxsLi0vLKammtvL6xubVt7uy2ZZQIQlsk4pHoelhSzkLaUkxx2o0FxYHHaccbX079zj0VkkXhjZrE1AnwMGQ+I1jpk2tWak03ZXfZ4W065hk6R3Euc+WaVatu5UDzxC5IFQo0XfOzP4hIEtBQEY6l7NlWrJwUC8UIp1m5n0gaYzLGQ9rTNMQBlU6al8jQgR8JpEYU5fp3NsWBlJPA05kAq5Gc9abH/7xeovwzJ2VhnCgaEh3Rnp9wpCI03QINmKBE8YkmmAimf4nICAtMlF6srOvbs2XnSfuobp/U7evjauOiGKIEFdiHGthwCg24gia0gMAjPMMbvBsPxpPxYrz+RBeM4s0e/IHx8Q0nhZWM</latexit>
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(n∗m) × (n∗m) matrix 

it has non-negative eigenvalues [unit trace and hermicity automatic]



Quantum entanglement: basics

To take away:

It is quite complicated to prove [analytically] that a composite system is in 
a separable state.

However, we are interested in showing that the system is entangled.

To prove that, in some systems there are simple sufficient conditions 
that do the work

Otherwise, use directly the counter-reciprocal of Peres-Horodecki 
necessary condition 
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ρΤ2 non-positive ⇒ ρΤ2 not valid ⇒ system entangled

two spin-1/2 particles

H → VV [bipartite]



Bell 
inequalities



Bell inequalities

Bell-like inequalities hold for classical systems. Their violation implies 
quantum mechanics.

In particular, the violation implies that the quantum system is not described 
by hidden variables.

Bell-like inequalities are based on measurements for two separate sub-
systems A [Alice] and B [Bob]. Experiments usually performed measuring 
spins.
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Bell inequalities

A useful formulation of Bell-like inequalities for spin-1/2 is provided by the 
so-called CHSH inequalities for two systems A (Alice) and B (Bob).

Alice measures two spin observables A, A´. Bob measures two spin 
observables B, B´. [Both normalised to unity]. Then, clasically:

40

Clauser, Horne, Shimony, Holt, ‘69

One can show violation of CHSH inequalities if one 
finds spin observables A, A´ for Alice and B, B´ for 

Bob such that the inequality is violated.

in a given 
quantum state!

<latexit sha1_base64="AD5ebOdfGCzwrOmL2uCcL49PWjc=">AAACRHicbZBLTwIxFIU7+EJ8oS7dNBKDiZHMEKOuDOLGJSbySICQTrkDDZ2HbceEIH9PN/4B/4OujLozdmCiCNzV6XdOm95jB5xJZZovRmJhcWl5JbmaWlvf2NxKb+9UpB8KCmXqc1/UbCKBMw/KiikOtUAAcW0OVbt3FfnVexCS+d6t6gfQdEnHYw6jRGnUSpMH3ODE63DAl0XcEGN5PAGzv/Toj2aLcymeSEcPwx3Ot9IZM2eOBs8KKxYZFE+plX5utH0auuApyomUdcsMVHNAhGKUwzDVCCUEhPZIB+paesQF2RyMqhjiA8cXWHUBj86T2QFxpey7ts64RHXltBfBeV49VM55c8C8IFTgUR3RnhNyrHwcNYrbTABVvK8FoYLpX2LaJYJQpXtP6fWt6WVnRSWfs05z1s1JpnARF5FEe2gfHSILnaECukYlVEYUPaE39Im+jEfj1Xg3PsbRhBHf2UX/xvj+AZ5SrO8=</latexit>

|hABi � hAB0i+ hA0Bi+ hA0B0i|  2

these are spin correlation observables!



Bell inequalities

For spin-1 systems there is an inequality that is stronger than CHSH. For 
any observables A1, A2 [on system A], B1, B2 [on system B]

if the systems are classical. 

There is a well-known choice of A1, A2, B1, B2 that is believed to maximise I3 
for the spin-singlet state

and can be conveniently written in terms of a `Bell operator´

However, this is not optimal for the mixed spin state of the VV pair 
resulting from H decay...
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Bell inequalities                                                                      4/4

OAM strikes again! The VV pair is produced in a state of zero total angular 
momentum. But besides spin, there is OAM.
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V at rest in H c.m. frame
L = 0 ; S = 0

<latexit sha1_base64="S7KZzBQhs9Jf6wfM6r/4BWrr1BI="></latexit>
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3
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V not at rest but yet angular 
momentum conservation

p.d.f. for H → ZZ

mixed 
state

<latexit sha1_base64="uaFG5ybuKxqpR+r6rEoTue4MM6M="></latexit>
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⇢ =

Z
d� P(�)| �ih � |

in helicity basis
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For H → VV a Bell operator that has larger expected value can be written 
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standard

our choice

mean β ~ V momentum in H rest frame

<latexit sha1_base64="FgPmVwKyLWayo8n7Ojl7MCvqgxg="></latexit>
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Expected statistical uncertainty in ZZ

Pseudo-experiments performed assuming 490 events
[xsec × BR × lumi × eff=0.25]
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Runs 2+3

L-(S1S2) 5.3σ

S1-(LS2) ≫5σ

S2-(LS1) ≫5σ

Tripartite entanglement

Likely, genuine tripartite entanglement can 
be established in Run 3



Expected statistical uncertainty in ZZ
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Runs 2+3

L-S1 4.3σ

L-S2 4.3σ

S1-S2 ≫5σ

Bipartite entanglement

The p.d.f. is not Gaussian for a small 
dataset but is well approximated by a 
skew-normal distribution.



Expected statistical uncertainty in ZZ

Also: Bell inequality violation
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Runs 2+3

Canonical 
basis 3.8σ

Helicity basis 5.7σ

Bell inequality

Bases are not equivalent. In both cases 
we integrate over decay angles in H 
rest frame, but in helicity basis the 
reference system moves too.


