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Abstract: In this paper, we explore Bell inequality violation for 2 → 2 scattering in

Effective Field Theories (EFTs) of photons, gluons, and gravitons. Using the CGLMP

Bell parameter (I2), we show that, starting from an appropriate initial non-product state,

the Bell inequality can always be violated in the final state (i.e.,I2 > 2) at least for some

scattering angle. For an initial product state, we demonstrate that abelian gauge theories

behave qualitatively differently than non-abelian gauge theories (or Gravity) from the point

of view of Bell violation in the final state: in the non-abelian case, Bell violation (I2 > 2)

is never possible within the validity of EFTs for weakly coupled UV completions. Inter-

estingly, we also find that, for a maximally entangled initial state, scattering can reduce

the degree of entanglement only for CP-violating theories. Thus Bell violation in 2 → 2

scattering can, in principle, be used to classify CP conserving vs violating theories.
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1 Introduction

Entanglement is a unique relationship between two or more particles, where their states are

correlated in such a way that a measurement performed on one particle instantly influences

the other particle, regardless of the spatial separation between them. This correlation poses

a challenge to the principle of local realism, which asserts that the properties of a state are

determined by its local environment. In 1964 [1], John Bell derived a set of inequalities

- commonly known as Bell inequalities - for the correlated expectation values that must

be satisfied by a local deterministic theory. However, quantum mechanics predicts that

the Bell inequalities can be violated for certain correlated expectation values, which has

also been experimentally verified [2–7]. These experiments have played a critical role in

establishing quantum mechanics as a fundamental theory of nature.

Entanglement can have significant implications for our understanding of spacetime

and information in quantum field theory (QFT) [8, 9]. However, very little is known and

explored about the Bell inequalities in the context of QFT [10]. Recently, the interest has

been revived after it has been shown that the Bell inequalities can be violated experimen-

tally by the entangled top-quark pairs produced at the LHC [11–15]. More work along this

line has shown that it is possible to experimentally measure Bell violation for hyperons [16]

and gauge bosons from Higgs boson decay [17, 18] as well.

These observations have motivated the study of entanglement in 2 → 2 scattering in

high energy physics [19–21], particularly in the context of Effective Field Theory (EFT)[22–

25]. The existence of higher dimensional operators in an EFT can modify the degree of
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entanglement in the final scattered states, which might act as a possible probe of new

physics. If we experimentally observe Bell violation in 2 → 2 scattering for a particular

initial state, then we can directly constrain the corresponding EFT by quantifying the

degree of entanglement in the final scattered state. However, a priori, it is not very clear

which initial state can be used to probe the quantum nature of the theory and demand

Bell violation.

In this work, we consider the CGLMP Bell parameter (I2) [26] as the measure of

entanglement in the states. For local hidden variable theories, |I2| ≤ 2, however, this

inequality can be violated by quantum theories as shown in section 2. Therefore, the

CGLMP Bell parameter can be used to distinguish between the local hidden variable

theories and the quantum theories. We consider the initial states for 2 → 2 scattering

such that the CGLMP parameter corresponding to them (I2i) satisfies |I2i| ≤ 2. In other

words, the CGLMP parameter for the initial state can, in principle, be explained by a

local hidden variable theory, and it does not call for a quantum mechanical origin. We use

this condition with the motivation that we want to probe the quantum nature of a theory

only through the scattering process, i.e., whether unitary evolution can increase the degree

of entanglement beyond I2 = 2. We then calculate the allowed EFT parameter space for

which we can observe Bell violation at some energy (within the validity of the EFT regime)

and scattering angle.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows: In section 2, we give a brief overview of

the CGLMP Bell parameter and its validity. In section 3, we explore the possibility of Bell

violation in photons, gluons, and graviton EFTs. Section 4 discusses CP violation from

the point of view of Bell violation. The summary of our results is presented in section 5.

2 CGLMP Bell parameter

We will first briefly overview the CGLMP inequality and the corresponding Bell parameter

for qubits following [26]. Let us suppose there are two parties, Alice (A) and Bob (B),

with a qubit state each. Alice can carry out two possible measurements, A1 or A2, and

Bob can carry out two possible measurements, B1 or B2. Each measurement can have only

two possible outcomes: A1, A2, B1, B2 = 0, 1. For a local hidden variable theory, the qubit

system can be described by 16 probabilities cjklm where (j, k) are Alice’s local variables

and (l,m) are Bob’s local variables. The pair (j, k) represents that measurement A1 has

outcome j and measurement A2 has outcome k; and (l,m) represents that the measurement

B1 has outcome l and measurement B2 has outcome m. Since cjklm are probabilities,

they are positive (cjklm ≥ 0) and sum to one
(∑

jklm cjklm = 1
)

. The joint probabilities

P (A1 = j, B2 = m) then take the following form P (A1 = j, B2 = m) =
∑

kl cjklm and

similarly for P (A1 = j, B1 = l), P (A2 = k,B1 = l) and P (A2 = k,B2 = m). Using the

joint probabilities, we define the probability P (Aa = Bb + k) that the measurements Aa
and Bb have outcomes that differ by k modulo 2 :

P (Aa = Bb + k) ≡
1∑
j=0

P (Aa = j, Bb = j + k mod 2) (2.1)

– 2 –



The CGLMP inequality1 is a combination of the above probabilities defined as:

I2 = + [P (A1 = B1) + P (B1 = A2 + 1) + P (A2 = B2) + P (B2 = A1)] (2.2)

− [P (A1 = B1 − 1) + P (B1 = A2) + P (A2 = B2 − 1) + P (B2 = A1 − 1)]

For a local hidden variable theory, we can have any three probabilities with a + sign in

the above expression satisfied along with one with a − sign (or vice versa). Therefore, for

such theories −2 ≤ I2 ≤ 2. However, for a quantum mechanical theory, I2 can be greater

than 2, as shown below.

Consider the following normalized quantum state of entangled qubits (in |0〉 ⊗ |0〉 and

|1〉 ⊗ |1〉 basis),

|Ψ〉 =
1√∑1

m=0 |µm|2

1∑
m=0

µm |m〉A ⊗ |m〉B (2.3)

The measurements by Alice and Bob are carried out in three steps [26, 28]. First, a

variable phase, eiφa(m) for Alice and eiϕb(m) for Bob, which depends on the measurement

being carried out is given to each state |m〉 using phase shifters which are at the disposal

of the observer. Thus the state becomes

|Ψ〉 =
1√∑1

m=0 |µm|2

1∑
m=0

µme
iφa(m)eiϕb(m) |m〉A ⊗ |m〉B (2.4)

where φ1(m) = πα1m, φ2(m) = πα2m, ϕ1(m) = πβ1m and ϕ2(m) = πβ2m with α1 = 0,

α2 = 1/2, β1 = 1/4 and β2 = −1/4. These are the optimal measurement settings for which

one gets the maximum value of I2 for an entangled quantum state [26].

Then each party carries out a discrete Fourier transform to get the state to the following

form,

|Ψ〉 =
1

2
√∑1

m=0 |µm|2

1∑
m,k,l=0

µmexp

[
i
(
φa(m) + ϕb(m) + πm(k − l)

)]
|k〉A ⊗ |l〉B (2.5)

The final step is for Alice to measure the projection of the state along the k basis and for

Bob to measure along the l basis. Thus the joint probabilities are:

P (Aa = k,Bb = l) =
1

4
∑1

m=0 |µm|2

∣∣∣∣∣
1∑

m=0

µmexp

[
iπm

(
αa + k + βb − l

)]∣∣∣∣∣
2

(2.6)

We can also get the above joint probabilities in one step if we consider the operators Aa
and Bb to have the following non-degenerate eigenvectors, respectively [24],

|k〉A,a =
1√
2

1∑
j=0

X
(a)
j,k |j〉A, (2.7)

|l〉B,b =
1√
2

1∑
j=0

Y
(b)
j,l |j〉B, (2.8)

1For the qubit case, the CGLMP inequality is equivalent to the CHSH inequality [27].
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where X
(a)
j,k = exp (iπj (k + αa)) , Y

(b)
j,l = exp (iπj (−l + βb)) with αa and βb defined as

before. Then we get the following joint probabilities,

P (Aa = k,Bb = l) = 〈Ψ|
(
|k〉A,a ⊗ |l〉B,b A,a 〈l| ⊗B,b 〈k|

)
|Ψ〉 (2.9)

which when evaluated is same as eqn(2.6).

Using eqn(2.6) and eqn(2.1), we can calculate I2 for generic µm, which is given by

I2 =
2
√

2 (µ0µ
∗
1 + µ1µ

∗
0)√∑1

m=0 |µm|2
(2.10)

When I2 is extremized w.r.t µm, we get −2
√

2 ≤ I2 ≤ 2
√

2. The I2 = 2
√

2 corresponds

to the maximally entangled state, |Ψ〉 = (|0〉 ⊗ |0〉+ |1〉 ⊗ |1〉) /
√

2. Thus for a quantum

mechanical theory, |I2| can be greater than 2, whereas |I2| is always less than or equal to

2 for a local hidden variable theory. In the rest of the paper, we will denote |m〉 ⊗ |n〉 as

|m,n〉 for convenience.

Note that if we consider |Ψ〉 to be a generic superposition in |0, 0〉, |0, 1〉, |1, 0〉 and

|1, 1〉 basis,

|Ψ〉 =
1∑

m,n=0

µm,n |m,n〉 (2.11)

then we get the following expression for I2,

I2 =
2
√

2
(
µ0,0µ

∗
1,1 + µ1,1µ

∗
0,0

)√∑1
m,n=0 |µm,n|2

(2.12)

However, now we get I2 = 0 for certain maximally entangled states, |Ψ〉 = (|0, 1〉 +

|1, 0〉)/
√

2 and |Ψ〉 = (|0, 0〉 + i |1, 1〉)/
√

2. Therefore, I2 is a good order parameter for

entanglement only if one considers |0, 0〉 and |1, 1〉 as the basis and real coefficients µ0 and

µ1. For this purpose, we go to |0, 0〉 and |1, 1〉 basis before calculating I2 and only consider

CP-conserving theories as they have real amplitudes.

3 Bell inequality in 2→ 2 scattering

Since Bell inequalities can be used to distinguish between local hidden variable theories

and quantum theories, we try to probe the quantum nature of different EFTs using 2→ 2

scattering and Bell inequalities. For this purpose, we relate the CGLMP Bell parameter

I2 to the 2→ 2 scattering helicity amplitudes, which can be easily calculated.

Consider |p1, h1,m1; p2, h2,m2〉 and |p3, h3,m3; p4, h4,m4〉 to be the basis for initial

and final states, respectively, for the scattering process. Here, hi represents the helicity of

the particles, which can take values h = +1,−1 for photons and gluons, and h = +2,−2

for gravitons; and mi represents the other quantum numbers, like color for gluons. We

sum over the other quantum numbers for final states, m3 and m4, so that the final states
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are entangled only in Hilbert space spanned by helicity states. It would also be interesting

to study the entanglement in other quantum numbers, however, one has to consider the

appropriate CGLMP Bell parameter, Id [26].

Now, the final states can be represented as |p3, h3; p4, h4〉. We denote the helicity

scattering amplitudes asMh3,h4
h1,h2

(m1,m2, s, t, u) where we take initial states to be incoming

and final states to be outgoing and s,t,u are the usual Mandelstam variables. In the rest of

the paper, we use 1 in place of h = +1,+2 and 0 in place of h = −1,−2, for convenience.

Consider the initial state to be a generic superposition in the |0, 0〉 and |1, 1〉 helicity

basis, |ψ〉i =
∑

i=0,1 λi |i,m1; i,m2〉. We have suppressed pi here and in the rest of the pa-

per to make the notation less clumsy. Any state can be written in this basis by the Schmidt

decomposition theorem, as also shown in the appendix. We consider the initial states such

that the CGLMP parameter corresponding to them (I2i) satisfies |I2i| ≤ 2 as we want to

probe quantum nature of the theory only through the scattering process. We then identify

µm,n =
∑

i=0,1 λiM
m,n
i,i in eqn(2.11) i.e. we take |Ψ〉 to be the final state of our scattering

process. We convert the final state to |0, 0〉 and |1, 1〉 basis by the Schmidt decomposition

method and calculate I2f for different theories and initial states using eqn(2.10).

From now on, we will use the parameterization λ0 → cos θ and λ1 → sin θ for convenience.

We consider the scattering of identical particles and assume parity symmetry. Then for

photons, gluons, and gravitons scattering (cases that we will be considering), there are

total 16 helicity scattering amplitudes for each set of additional quantum numbers m1 and

m2 (they represent colors for gluons and do not exist for photons and gravitons). Note that

we sum over m3 and m4 while calculating amplitudes, as already mentioned. However, due

to parity symmetry, there are only five distinct scattering amplitudes in the COM frame

[29], denoted as

Φ1(s, t, u) ≡M1,1
1,1(s, t, u), Φ2(s, t, u) ≡M0,0

1,1(s, t, u), Φ3(s, t, u) ≡M1,0
1,0(s, t, u) (3.1)

Φ4(s, t, u) ≡M0,1
1,0(s, t, u), Φ5(s, t, u) ≡M1,0

1,1(s, t, u) (3.2)

where we have suppressed the mi dependence of helicity amplitudes. If we don’t have

quantum numbers other than hi’s i.e. mi’s do not exist, as is the case for photons and

gravitons, then due to crossing symmetry, Φ3 and Φ4 can be related to Φ1 as,

Φ3(s, t, u) = Φ1(u, t, s), Φ4(s, t, u) = Φ1(t, s, u),

This leads to only three independent helicity amplitudes, Φ1, Φ2 and Φ5. All the helicity

scattering amplitudes for CP conserving theories can be denoted as,
M1,0

1,0 M
1,1
1,0 M

1,0
0,0 M

1,1
0,0

M0,0
1,0 M

0,1
1,0 M0,0

0,0 M0,1
0,0

M1,0
1,1 M

1,1
1,1 M

1,0
0,1 M

1,1
0,1

M0,0
1,1 M

0,1
1,1 M

0,0
0,1 M

0,1
0,1

 =


Φ3 Φ5 Φ5 Φ2

Φ5 Φ4 Φ1 Φ5

Φ5 Φ1 Φ4 Φ5

Φ2 Φ5 Φ5 Φ3

 (3.3)

We work in mostly minus signature, ηµν = (+,−,−,−) throughout our work.
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3.1 Euler-Heisenberg

Let’s consider the following EFT Lagrangian for photons up to dim 8,

L = −1

4
FµνF

µν +
c1
Λ4

(FµνFµν)2 +
c2
Λ4

(FµνF̃µν)2 (3.4)

For the case of photons, we don’t have to worry about the other quantum numbers, m1

and m2, and the low energy amplitudes Φ1,Φ2, and Φ5 can be written as

Φ1(s, t, u) = g2s
2 (3.5)

Φ2(s, t, u) = f2
(
s2 + t2 + u2

)
Φ5(s, t, u) = 0

up to O
(
1/Λ4

)
[29], where g2 = 8(c1 + c2)/Λ

4 and f2 = 8(c1 − c2)/Λ4.

For a generic initial state, |ψ〉i = cos θ |0, 0〉 + sin θ |1, 1〉, we get the following final state

after 2→ 2 scattering,

|Ψ〉 = cos θ(M0,0
0,0 |0, 0〉+M1,1

0,0 |1, 1〉+M0,1
0,0 |0, 1〉+M1,0

0,0 |1, 0〉) (3.6)

sin θ(M0,0
1,1 |0, 0〉+M1,1

1,1 |1, 1〉+M0,1
1,1 |0, 1〉+M1,0

1,1 |1, 0〉)

Using eqn(3.3) and eqn(3.5), the final state can be written as

|Ψ〉 = (sin θ Φ1 + cos θ Φ2) |1, 1〉+ (sin θ Φ2 + sin θ Φ1) |0, 0〉 (3.7)

Since the above final state is already in |0, 0〉 and |1, 1〉 basis, we can directly calculate the

corresponding CGLMP Bell parameter I2f using eqn(2.10),

I2f =
2
√

2
(
2Φ1Φ2 + (Φ2

1 + Φ2
2) sin 2θ

)
|Φ1|2 + |Φ2|2 + 2Φ1Φ2 sin 2θ

(3.8)

=
2
√

2
(
sin 2θ + 4f2(1 + χ+ χ2)2 sin 2θ + 4f(1 + χ+ χ2)

)
1 + 4f2(1 + χ+ χ2)2 + 4f(1 + χ+ χ2) sin 2θ

where f = f2/g2 and −1 ≤ χ = t/s ≤ 0 for physical t and s. Also, cosφs = 1 + 2χ where

φs is the scattering angle.

We extremize I2f w.r.t θ and χ with the constraint |I2i| ≤ 2. We find that one can

observe Bell violation, i.e., |I2f | > 2, for some scattering angle (or equivalently χ) for

all values of f2 and g2 except for f2 = 0 or g2 = 0. In other words, for any non-zero

values of f2 and g2, one can observe Bell violation at some scattering angle if |ψ〉i is chosen

appropriately. Since we are interested in exploring the possibility of Bell violation due to

the quantum evolution of the initial state dictated by the theory, we take the initial state

whose CGLMP Bell parameter (I2i) is less than 2, i.e., it can, in principle, also be described

by a local hidden variable theory.

For f2 = 0 or g2 = 0, the maximum value for I2f is equal to 2, with the constraint

|I2i| ≤ 2, which lies on the boundary of Bell inequality. Therefore, for |c1| = |c2|, there is

no Bell violation for any value of χ and |I2i| ≤ 2.
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Product initial state: If we take the product state |1, 1〉) to be the initial state in 2→ 2

scattering (i.e. θ = π/2 in |ψ〉i = cos θ |0, 0〉+ sin θ |1, 1〉), instead of the general state with

the constraint |I2i| ≤ 2, then we get the following I2f

I2f = I1,12 =
8
√

2f2g2
(
χ2 + χ+ 1

)
4 (χ2 + χ+ 1)2 f22 + g22

(3.9)

For this particular initial state, we observe Bell violation for some scattering angle, given

√
2− 1

2
≤
∣∣∣∣f2g2
∣∣∣∣ ≤ 2(

√
2 + 1)

3
≈ 0.2071 ≤

∣∣∣∣f2g2
∣∣∣∣ ≤ 1.6095 (3.10)

Interestingly, the QED 1-loop answer for
∣∣∣f2g2 ∣∣∣ ≈ 0.2727 [30–32] lies inside the above range.

Note that a similar exercise was done in [24] by demanding Bell violation for all scattering

angles, which leads to a slightly different range for |f2/g2|.
For |f2/g2| outside the above range (3.10), we don’t observe Bell violation for any

scattering angle because here we have fixed θ = π/2 in the initial state. If we allow θ to

vary, then we can observe Bell violation for all non-zero f2 and g2, as shown above (eqn(3.8)

and the following paragraph).

If one performs an experiment with the product initial state and observes Bell violation

at some scattering scale, then the constraints in eqn(3.10) must hold true. However, we

do not find any clear theoretical motivation to demand Bell violation in 2 → 2 scattering

with product state as the initial state, as explored by [24]. In fact, on the contrary, we will

show that for a product initial state, there is no Bell violation at any scattering angle for

EFT of gluons (non-abelian), with a weakly coupled UV completion.

3.2 EFT for gluons

Now let’s consider the following lagrangian containing only the CP conserving operator for

EFT of gluons upto dim 6,

L = −1

4
GaµνG

aµν + g3
c1
Λ2
fabcGaνµ G

bρ
ν G

cµ
ρ (3.11)

For the above Lagrangian, we get the following helicity amplitudes up to O(1/Λ2) for

process |p1, ε1, a; p2, ε2, b〉 → |p3, ε3, d; p4, ε4, e〉

M1,1
1,1(s, t, u, a, b, d, e) = 2g2

s

tu
(facbfdceu− sfacef bcd) (3.12)

M0,0
1,1(s, t, u, a, b, d, e) = −12g4

c1
Λ2
facbfdce

(t2 + u2)

(t− u)
− 12g4

c1s

Λ2

(tfacdf bce − ufacef bcd)
(t− u)

M1,0
1,0(s, t, u, a, b, d, e) = 2g2

u

ts
(facefdcbs− ufacbfecd)

M0,1
1,0(s, t, u, a, b, d, e) = 2g2

t

us
(facdf bceu− tfacefdcb)

M1,0
1,1(s, t, u, a, b, d, e) = 6g4

c1
Λ2

(ufacdf bce + tfacef bcd)

where a, b, c, d, and e represent the color of particles and c is summed over.
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We sum over the colors of final states, d and e, which makes the final state entangled

only in the helicity basis. Then the amplitudes reduce to the following forms,

Φ1(s, t, u) = −2g2
s2

tu

∑
d,e

facef bcd

 ; Φ2(s, t, u) = −12g4
c1s

Λ2

∑
d,e

facef bcd

 (3.13)

Φ3(s, t, u) = −2g2
u

t

∑
d,e

facef bcd

 ; Φ4(s, t, u) = −2g2
t

u

∑
d,e

facef bcd


Φ5(s, t, u) = −6g4

c1s

Λ2

∑
d,e

facef bcd


For the generic initial state, |ψ〉i = cos θ |0, 0〉 + sin θ |1, 1〉, we get the following CGLMP

Bell parameter corresponding to the final state (details of which have been relegated to the

appendix),

I2f =
2
√

2
(
2Φ1Φ2 + (Φ2

1 + Φ2
2) sin 2θ − 2Φ2

5(1 + sin 2θ)
)

|Φ1|2 + |Φ2|2 + 2Φ1Φ2 sin 2θ + 2Φ2
5(1 + sin 2θ)

(3.14)

For the above Φ1, Φ2 and Φ5 we get the following I2f ,

I2f = 2
√

2
48c′1uts

2 + (4s4 + 144c′21 u
2t2) sin 2θ − 72c′21 u

2t2(1 + sin 2θ)

48c′1s
2ut sin 2θ + 4s4 + 144c′21 u

2t2 + 72c′21 u
2t2(1 + sin 2θ)

(3.15)

= 2
√

2
sin 2θ − 12c′1χ(1 + χ) + 18c′21 χ

2(1 + χ)2(sin 2θ − 1)

1− 12c′1χ(1 + χ) sin 2θ + 18c′21 χ
2(1 + χ)2(sin 2θ + 3)

where c′1 = g2c1s/Λ
2. We observe Bell violation for some χ and θ (with the constraint

|I2i| ≤ 2) given

c′1 ∈

(
−∞,− 2

√
2

3(3
√

2− 4)

)
∪

(
− 2

√
2

3(3
√

2 + 4)
,∞

)
\ {0} (3.16)

Since c′1 = g2c1s/Λ
2 and s < Λ2 within the validity of the EFT regime, we finally get

c1 ∈ R \ 0 (3.17)

For any c1 except 0, we can choose appropriate s so that c′1 lies in the range (3.16).Therefore,

for all values of c1 except 0, Bell inequalities can be violated at some scattering angle for

some initial state with |I2i| ≤ 2.

Product initial state: Now, if we take the product state |1, 1〉 to be the initial state, we

get the following I2f ,

I2f = −2
√

2
12c′1χ(1 + χ) + 18c′21 χ

2(1 + χ)2

1 + 54c′21 χ
2(1 + χ)2

(3.18)

We observe Bell violation for some χ if,

c′1 <
−4
√

2 + 2
√

2(1 +
√

2)

3(3−
√

2)
≈ −0.265 (3.19)
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and since s < Λ2 and g ∼ O(1), c1 has to be at least of O(1). However, the value of c1 is

expected to be of much smaller order for weakly coupled theories; for example, for weakly

coupled UV completion with heavy fermions, one typically gets c1 of O(10−4) as shown in

[30]. Thus, we don’t expect to observe Bell violation by the non-abelian gauge theory in

2→ 2 scattering for the product state as the initial state.

It is interesting that this is qualitatively different from the abelian case of QED, where it

is possible to observe Bell violation for the product initial state. This qualitative difference

between abelian and non-abelian gauge theory is mainly due to the contribution from the

kinetic term of non-abelian gauge theory towards the MHV amplitude. This contribution

doesn’t allow the cancellation of energy scale Λ in I2f .

This also shows that Bell violation (for product initial state) cannot be promoted to a

principle to constrain EFTs and the QED value satisfying the constraint (3.10) is perhaps

just a coincidence.

3.3 Bell inequality for RF 2

Now we consider 2 → 2 scattering of photons, including the graviton exchange. We use

the following curvature conventions for the calculations,

Γλµν =
1

2
gλσ [∂µgνσ + ∂νgσµ − ∂σgµν ] (3.20)

Rρσµν = ∂µΓρνσ − ∂νΓρµσ + ΓρµλΓλνσ − ΓρνλΓλµσ, Rσν = Rρσρν , (3.21)

Consider the following EFT action for photon coupled to gravity,

S =

∫
d4x
√
−g
[
− 2

κ2
R− 1

4
F 2
µν +

α̂

4Λ2
RµνρσF

µνF ρσ +
c1
Λ4

(FµνFµν)2 +
c2
Λ4

(FµνF̃µν)2
]

(3.22)

where κ = 2/Mpl. Taking the gravity to be perturbative i.e. gµν = ηµν + κhµν , we get the

following helicity amplitudes at tree level,

M1,1
1,1(s, t, u) = Φ1 = g2s

2 +
sκ2

16

[(
α2 +

4

ut

)(
s2 + ut

)
+ 6αs

]
(3.23)

M0,0
1,1(s, t, u) = Φ2 = f2(s

2 + t2 + u2)− ακ2

16

[
2
(
s2 + t2 + u2

)
− 3αstu

]
M1,0

1,0(s, t, u) = Φ5 = −ακ
2

16

[
s2 + t2 + u2 + 3αstu

]
where f2 and g2 are same as defined in eqn(3.5) and α = α̂/Λ2.

For the spinor QED UV completion, Λ = me (mass of electron) and for s � m2
e we have

[33]

f2 =
−e4

240π2m4
e

; g2 =
11e4

720π2m4
e

; α =
−e2

360π2m2
e

(3.24)

The I2f is same as eqn(3.14) for a generic initial state: cos θ |0, 0〉+ sin θ |1, 1〉,

I2f =
2
√

2
(
2Φ1Φ2 + (Φ2

1 + Φ2
2) sin 2θ − 2Φ2

5(1 + sin 2θ)
)

|Φ1|2 + |Φ2|2 + 2Φ1Φ2 sin 2θ + 2Φ2
5(1 + sin 2θ)

(3.25)
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After calculating I2f for the above amplitudes and Wilson coefficients, we observe Bell

violation for all values of (e2M2
pl)/m

2
e for some scattering angle and θ.

Product initial state: Taking the product state as the initial state, we observe Bell

violation if,
eMpl

me
≥ f(s/Mpl) (3.26)

where f is some function of s/Mpl which increases with decreasing s/Mpl. For example,

f(s/Mpl) ∼ 195 for s = M2
pl and it increases to f(s/Mpl) ∼ 1946 for s = 0.01M2

pl.

The above constraint (3.26) is similar to the Weak Gravity Conjecture (WGC) (e/m ≥
O(1)/Mpl) [34] for f ∼ O(1), as noted by [24]. However, within the validity of the EFT

regime, s < Λ2 � Mpl, f is of a much higher order than O(1) and therefore cannot be

compared to WGC. If we experimentally observe Bell violation for product initial state,

then we get much stronger constraints on the charge-to-mass ratio of fermions coupled to

photons than imposed by WGC.

3.4 Gravity

Consider the following action for gravity, including the corrections to Einstein’s gravity

S =

∫
d4x
√
−g 2

κ2

(
R+

β̂

3!Λ4
R3

)
(3.27)

where R3 ≡ RµνκλRκλαγRαγ µν .

Again taking gravity to be perturbative gµν = ηµν +κhµν , we get the following helicity

amplitudes for 2→ 2 scattering of gravitons [35]

M1,1
1,1(s, t, u) = Φ1 = κ2s

(
s2

ut
+
β2

16
s2ut

)
(3.28)

M0,0
1,1(s, t, u) = Φ2 =

5

4
κ2βstu

M1,0
1,0(s, t, u) = Φ5 =

1

8
κ2βstu

where β = β̂/Λ4. For a generic initial state, cos θ |0, 0〉+ sin θ |1, 1〉, we have the following

form of I2f

I2f =
2
√

2
(
2Φ1Φ2 + (Φ2

1 + Φ2
2) sin 2θ − 2Φ2

5(1 + sin 2θ)
)

|Φ1|2 + |Φ2|2 + 2Φ1Φ2 sin 2θ + 2Φ2
5(1 + sin 2θ)

(3.29)

In this case, as well, we observe Bell violation, i.e., |I2f | > 2 for all values of the Wilson

coefficient β̂ for some χ and θ (with the constraint |I2i| ≤ 2).

Product initial state: For the product initial state, we observe Bell violation at some

scattering angle if 1.379 < |β|s2 < 46.417. Since s < Λ2 within the validity of EFT regime,

β̂ must be of a much higher order than O(1). If one considers s ∼ Λ2, then β̂ must be

of O(1) to observe Bell violation; however, then one has to consider higher-dimensional

operators as their contributions also become significant. This is similar to the case of

non-abelian gauge theory in section (3.2).
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4 CP conserving vs CP violating

In this section, we are not trying to probe the quantum nature of theory but to see if we

can differentiate between CP-conserving and CP-violating theories using entanglement and

2 → 2 scattering. The CP-violating terms in the Lagrangian of a theory give imaginary

contributions to the helicity amplitudes which lead to complex coefficients in the final

state. Since the CGLMP Bell parameter is not a good measure of entanglement in states

with complex coefficients, we will use another parameter, concurrence (∆), for this purpose.

Concurrence is defined as ∆ = 2 |µ00µ11−µ01µ10| for a normalized state, |Ψ〉 = µmn |m,n〉.
The ∆ = 1 corresponds to a maximally entangled state, whereas ∆ = 0 corresponds to a

product state.

We consider θ = −π/4 in the initial state |ψ〉i = cos θ |0, 0〉+ sin θ |1, 1〉 i.e. it is max-

imally entangled. We have the following helicity amplitudes after including CP-violating

terms in the theory, 
M1,0

1,0 M
1,1
1,0 M

1,0
0,0 M

1,1
0,0

M0,0
1,0 M

0,1
1,0 M

0,0
0,0 M

0,1
0,0

M1,0
1,1 M

1,1
1,1 M

1,0
0,1 M

1,1
0,1

M0,0
1,1 M

0,1
1,1 M

0,0
0,1 M

0,1
0,1

 =


Φ3 Φ∗5 Φ∗5 Φ∗2
Φ5 Φ4 Φ∗1 Φ∗5
Φ5 Φ1 Φ4 Φ∗5
Φ2 Φ5 Φ5 Φ3


Then we get the following final scattered state for the maximally entangled initial state,

|Ψ〉 =(Φ∗1 − Φ2) |0, 0〉+ (Φ∗2 − Φ1) |1, 1〉+ (Φ∗5 − Φ5) (|0, 1〉+ |1, 0〉) (4.1)

which has the concurrence (∆f ),

∆f =

∣∣|Φ∗1 − Φ2|2 + (Φ5 − Φ∗5)
2
∣∣

|Φ∗1 − Φ2|2 + |Φ5 − Φ∗5|2
=

∣∣|Φ∗1 − Φ2|2 − 4(ImΦ5)
2
∣∣

|Φ∗1 − Φ2|2 + 4(ImΦ5)2
(4.2)

In the case of CP conserving theories, we have real amplitudes; therefore, Φ5 = Φ∗5 and

∆ = 1, i.e. the final state is maximally entangled. However, in general, we can have ∆ < 1

for the CP-violating theories. Therefore, if one observes a non-maximally entangled final

state (∆ < 1) in 2→ 2 scattering with |ψ〉i = (|0, 0〉 − |1, 1〉)/
√

2 as the initial state, then

the theory has CP-violating contributions. Note that this statement is true about the full

theory since we have used general amplitudes which are not limited to a certain order in

Λ.

5 Discussion

We explored Bell violation for 2 → 2 scattering of photons, gluons and gravitons in the

context of EFTs using the CGLMP Bell parameter as the measure of entanglement. We

considered the initial state to be entangled in the Hilbert space spanned by the helicity

basis, such that the degree of entanglement can be described by a local hidden-variable

theory. This condition on the initial state can be described as the relation |I2i| ≤ 2, where

the I2i represents the CGLMP parameter. With this particular choice of the initial state,
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the Bell inequality for the final state can be violated only due to the quantum nature of

the scattering amplitudes, which is dictated by the theory in consideration.

We showed that starting from an appropriate initial state, 2 → 2 scattering of photons,

gluons, and gravitons could violate the Bell inequality (at least for some scattering angle)

for any non-zero value of CP-conserving higher dimensional operators in the corresponding

EFTs.

If one considers the initial state to be a product state, which is experimentally easier

to prepare, and observes Bell violation at some scattering angle, then the EFT parameter

space can be constrained. This was also shown by [24] for the QED case. However, a priori,

one can not use this as a principle to constrain the EFTs as we have explicitly shown using

the example of the EFT of gluons. In the cases of EFTs for gluons, gravity, and photons

including gravity, we observe Bell violation for the initial product state (say |1, 1〉) if the

Wilson coefficients of higher dimensional operators are of at least O(1). In all these cases,

the leading operator (4-dim operator) contributes only to the MHV amplitude (Φ1 =M1,1
1,1),

therefore one basis (|1, 1〉) has a significantly higher weight than the other (|0, 0〉) (even

after Schmidt decomposition). However, for a significant degree of entanglement in the

final state (I2f > 2), we need the weights of both bases to be comparable. Thus, the

Wilson coefficient must be at least O(1), so that both the bases have comparable weights.

It is interesting that the non-abelian gauge theory (and gravity) is qualitatively different

from the abelian gauge theory even from the point of view of Bell violation.

We have also shown that if we consider the initial state in 2→ 2 scattering to be a particular

maximally entangled state, then we can probe the CP-violating nature of the theory using

the degree of entanglement in final states.

In this work, we have explored the possibility of Bell violation by the unitary evolution

of qubits for different EFTs using 2 → 2 scattering. There is still much to explore on

the relationship between entanglement and EFTs. It would be interesting to explore Bell

violation by states entangled with respect to quantum numbers other than helicity, like

colors for gluons, and if it can restrict the EFT parameter space. It would also be interesting

to investigate whether our results hold true even after considering more higher-dimensional

operators in the EFT, like dim 8 operators in the EFT of gluons.
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Appendix

A Schmidt decomposition

For a generic initial state, |ψ〉i = cos θ |0, 0〉 + sin θ |1, 1〉, we get the following final state

after 2→ 2 scattering

|Ψ〉 = cos θ(M0,0
0,0 |0, 0〉+M1,1

0,0 |1, 1〉+M0,1
0,0 |0, 1〉+M1,0

0,0 |1, 0〉) (A.1)

sin θ(M0,0
1,1 |0, 0〉+M1,1

1,1 |1, 1〉+M0,1
1,1 |0, 1〉+M1,0

1,1 |1, 0〉)

For CP conserving theories, we have
M1,0

1,0 M
1,1
1,0 M

1,0
0,0 M

1,1
0,0

M0,0
1,0 M

0,1
1,0 M

0,0
0,0 M

0,1
0,0

M1,0
1,1 M

1,1
1,1 M

1,0
0,1 M

1,1
0,1

M0,0
1,1 M

0,1
1,1 M

0,0
0,1 M

0,1
0,1

 =


Φ3 Φ5 Φ5 Φ2

Φ5 Φ4 Φ1 Φ5

Φ5 Φ1 Φ4 Φ5

Φ2 Φ5 Φ5 Φ3


Therefore, the normalized final state can be written as

|Ψ〉 =
(sin θΦ2 + cos θΦ1) |0, 0〉+ (sin θΦ1 + cos θΦ2) |1, 1〉+ (sin θ + cos θ)Φ5(|0, 1〉+ |1, 0〉)√

|Φ1|2 + |Φ2|2 + 2Φ1Φ2 sin 2θ + 2Φ2
5(1 + sin 2θ)

(A.2)

= µmn |m,n〉

Now, we will use the Schmidt decomposition theorem [36] to convert the above state to

|0, 0〉 and |1, 1〉 basis. The coefficients µmn can be written in the form of a matrix,

µmn =

(
(sin θΦ2 + cos θΦ1) (sin θ + cos θ)Φ5

(sin θ + cos θ)Φ5 (sin θΦ1 + cos θΦ2)

)
/
√
|Φ1|2 + |Φ2|2 + 2Φ1Φ2 sin 2θ + 2Φ2

5(1 + sin 2θ)

We then diagonalize the above matrix, i.e. find the eigenvalues of the matrix, which are

given by the roots of the following equation

λ2 − (Φ1 + Φ2)(sin θ + cos θ)λ√
|Φ1|2 + |Φ2|2 + 2Φ1Φ2 sin 2θ + 2Φ2

5(1 + sin 2θ)
(A.3)

+
Φ1Φ2 + (Φ2

1 + Φ2
2) sin θ cos θ − Φ2

5(1 + sin 2θ)

(|Φ1|2 + |Φ2|2 + 2Φ1Φ2 sin 2θ + 2Φ2
5(1 + sin 2θ))

= 0

These eigenvalues are the new coefficients in |00〉 and |11〉 basis. We don’t need to explicitly

calculate the roots of the above equation as the CGLMP depends just on their product,

I2f = 4
√

2λ1λ2 (A.4)

= 2
√

2
2Φ1Φ2 + (Φ2

1 + Φ2
2) sin 2θ − 2Φ2

5(1 + sin 2θ)

|Φ1|2 + |Φ2|2 + 2Φ1Φ2 sin 2θ + 2Φ2
5(1 + sin 2θ)

One can easily see that in terms of µmn, we have λ1λ2 = µ00µ11 − µ01µ10. Therefore, I2
can now be directly written as

I2f = 4
√

2
µ00µ11 − µ01µ10∑1

m,n=0 |µm,n|2
(A.5)

– 13 –



for a generic state, |Ψ〉 =
∑1

m,n=0 µmn |m,n〉 and real µmn.

The above result could have also been inferred by directly looking at another parame-

ter quantifying the degree of entanglement, concurrence (∆), which is defined as ∆ =

2 |µ00µ11 − µ01µ10| for a normalized state. This reduces to µ′00µ
′
11 when one goes to

|00〉 and |11〉 basis as µ′01 = 0 = µ′10. Since the degree of entanglement doesn’t de-

pend on the basis, we can infer the relation between the coefficients in different basis as

µ00µ11−µ01µ10 = µ′00µ
′
11 which is same as we derived from Schmidt decomposition method.
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