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Abstract

We develop an angular analysis based on the reconstruction of the helicity amplitudes from dedicated
experimental data corresponding to the tripartite state composed by one qutrit and two qubits, which
arises in the three-body decays of a spin zero particle into one vector and a fermion pair. Starting
from the associated spin density matrix of the final state, entanglement quantifiers were investigated
and the corresponding significances were determined up to second order in the error propagation of
the uncertainties of the angular measurements. As an application of our analysis, we performed a full
quantum tomography of the final state in the B0 → K∗0µ+µ− decays using data recorded by LHCb
collaboration. We found the presence of genuine quantum entanglement of the final state and also
in both kaon-muon and di-muon subsystems. In recent years, B meson decays received significant
attention from both experimental and theoretical sides, and the proposed observables provide novel
perspectives for studying them. Furthermore, this analysis could be also applied to other several
processes if the complete experimental data were available for the helicity amplitudes reconstruction.
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1 Introduction

As a fundamental concept in Quantum Mechanics, the quantum entanglement between the con-
stituents of a multipartite system represents the strong correlations among them that cannot be
explained by local realism. In particular, the state of a subsystem cannot be independently described
without considering the rest of the complete system, despite of their physical separation. The ulti-
mate consequence of this property is the violation of the Bell inequality [1]. Theoretical aspects of
entanglement and Bell nonlocality can be found in reviews [2, 3]. Furthermore, the manipulation,
control and distribution of the entanglement in a given system is the key ingredient for applications
such as cryptography [4], teleportation [5] and quantum computation [6].

Historically, quantum entanglement and the violation of Bell inequality were widely studied in
photonic, atomic and even macroscopic systems via electromagnetic forces [7–13]. In the recent years,
the high-energy physics (HEP) community revealed the interest for studying it at particle colliders,
such as the LHC (see, for instance, a recent review [14]). In fact, ATLAS and CMS collaborations
observed entanglement between the top quark spin in tt̄ production with a significance larger than
5σ [15–17], as it was studied in [18–25]. Other interesting systems with two elementary particles
correspond to the final state in the Higgs boson decays into a tau-lepton pair, two photons and
photon plus Z boson [26–29], into massive gauge bosons [30–36], and also to the final state in bb̄ [37].
Diboson production at LHC [33, 34, 38, 39] and vector boson scattering [40] were considered too. More
related to this work, neutral meson oscillations [41–44], for which an indirect test of Bell inequality
violation in BB̄ was reported by Belle collaboration [45], and charmonium systems [46–51] were also
studied.

Particularly relevant for the present analysis are [52–55], in which experimental data were used as
input to compute entanglement between the spin degrees of freedom of the final particles in two-bodyB
meson decays. A natural extension of these previous works is to move towards tripartite entanglement.
In this work we focus on three-body decays, where the final state is made of one massive vector (V )
and two spin 1/2 fermion particles (f+f− pair), which correspond to a system of one qutrit and two
qubits in the Quantum Information language. Even if in principle the decaying state could have any
spin consistent with angular momentum conservation, the density matrix obtained in this paper is
only valid for a spin 0 particle. Of course, there are many decays of such particles with the specific final
state under interest. Among the ones commented in Section 2, which include mesons or baryons in the
final state, we center on semi-leptonic B meson decays mediated by one-loop transitions. In particular,
we analyze the B0 → K∗0µ+µ− decays1 which, as far as we know, are the only ones where a complete
experimental angular analysis is available. It should be pointed out that tripartite entanglement
in the HEP context is less explored than the bipartite case. In particular, a general description
of the spin in multipartite systems were presented in [56, 57]. Furthermore, positronium decaying

1The CP-conjugated process is also considered throughout, unless otherwise specified. Also, we always refer to the
K∗0(892) resonance along this work.
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into three photons [58], three-flavor entanglement in neutrino oscillations [59, 60], spectator particle
in QED processes [61–63], heavy fermion decays to three fermions through generic (pseudo)scalar,
(pseudo)vector and (pseudo)tensor interactions [64], spin and total angular momentum entanglement
in H → ZZ,WW [65], one-loop Higgs boson decay into a photon and a lepton pair [29], and tt̄Z
production at LHC [66] were previously studied.

To the best of our knowledge, this work presents the first analysis of tripartite entanglement of a
process that combines non-perturbative QCD effects and EW interactions. Then these decays provide
a unique opportunity to test fundamental interactions through the novel application of observables
which exploit the spin correlations between the final state particles V , f+ and f−. This information
comes from the helicity amplitudes which can be reconstructed from experimental data through
angular coefficients that describe these decays. In particular, there is a lot of information in the three-
body final state that depends on the kinematics. Hence we need the complete set of observables that
defines the resulting spatial configuration. Many experimental searches provide partial information
that in general corresponds to differential branching ratios, CP and forward-backward asymmetries,
polarization factors, some particular optimised angular observables and those related to lepton flavor
universality tests. Our aim is to fulfil a quantum tomography of the tripartite system, i.e. reconstruct
the spin density matrix of the final decay products from experimental data.

Flavour changing neutral currents (FCNC) are forbidden at tree-level in the Standard Model
(SM), leading to tiny expected amplitudes. The one-loop b → ql+l− transitions (q = d, s and
l = e, µ, τ) occur via suppressed topologies such as electroweak penguins. Hence these rare decays
offer the great opportunity to test physics beyond the Standard Model that may couple to quarks
and leptons. As mentioned, we consider the B0 → K∗0µ+µ− decays as a leading case for the study
of tripartite entanglement through the evaluation of relevant observables directly from experimental
data. From this novel perspective, the present analysis probes its quantum properties and makes
use of the CP-averages and CP-asymmetries. An intense program of measurements of the angular
observables of this decay was carried out by the Babar [67, 68], CDF [69], Belle [70, 71], LHCb [72–76],
ATLAS [77] and CMS [78, 79] collaborations (see also the recent LHCb reviews [80–82]). Along with
the B → Kµ+µ− decay, B0 → K∗0µ+µ− has received particular attention in the last few years due
to the presence of discrepancies from the SM predictions in some observables. Deviations of 2.3σ
and 2.5σ in the lepton universality ratio RK∗ in two kinematical regions displaying a suppression
compared to the SM [83], together with a 3σ discrepancy in the same direction in the analogous
ratio (RK) for the decay B+ → K+µ+µ− [84], had opened expectations for finding new physics (NP)
in decays mediated by the b → sµ+µ− transition. However, more recent measurements made the
ratios consistent with the SM at 1σ [85, 86]. Even then, measurements from LHCb and CMS still
show deviations in the branching ratio BR(B → Kµ+µ−) [87–90] and P ′

5(B → K∗µ+µ−) at large
recoil [71, 76–78, 91]. Despite of the remarkable progress in the theoretical predictions of these semi-
leptonic rare decays, no conclusive findings regarding NP can be drawn since we still have limited
precision in both experimental measurements and theoretical computations. In view of this, although
the study of the impact of the observables analyzed here on the search of NP is beyond the scope of
this article, they might also offer an alternative way to explore new physics in a decay sensitive to
small non-standard effects.

The paper is structured as follows: an overview of the helicity amplitudes treatment for B →
V l+l− decays is given in Section 2. Particular attention to how reconstruct them in terms of experi-
mental data is focused here. Section 3 introduces the tripartite entanglement quantifiers relevant for
our analysis. The results corresponding to B̄0 → K̄∗0µ+µ− at second order in the error propagation
and a correspondence with previous literature are presented in Section 4. Finally, Section 5 summa-
rize the main findings and outline future perspectives. Appendices collect the numerical results and
provide details and generalizations of the implemented statistical analysis.
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2 Three-body B meson decays

We will derive the quantum entanglement between the spin degrees of freedom of the final particles
in the processes B0 → K∗0l+l− and B̄0 → K̄∗0l+l−. That is, we consider a B0 (B̄0) meson decaying
into an on-shell K∗0 (K̄∗0) and a virtual photon or Z boson with subsequent decay into a di-lepton
pair. The spin along the direction of motion of K∗0 (K̄∗0), antilepton and lepton are s1, s2 and s3,
respectively2. These final states corresponds to a system of one qutrit and two qubits and they are
expanded using the helicity amplitude basis {+, 0,−} ⊗ {+,−} ⊗ {+,−}. In this section, we will
present a summary of the helicity amplitudes treatment of these decays, based on [92, 93]. Assuming
massless leptons and in the absence of scalar and pseudoscalar operators, the total amplitude can be
written in terms of six non-vanishing helicity amplitudes H̄s1s2s3 (Hs1s2s3) and the pure final state
|ψ⟩ is expanded as3

|ψ⟩ = H++−|++−⟩+H+−+|+−+⟩+H0+−|0+−⟩+H0−+|0−+⟩+H−+−|−+−⟩+H−−+|−−+⟩ (2.1)

Hence, the resulting 12×12 spin density matrix ρ = |ψ⟩⟨ψ| is constructed as

⟨s1 s2 s3|ρ|s′1 s′2 s′3⟩ =

( ∑
s1,s2,s3

|Hs1s2s3 |2
)−1

Hs1s2s3H
†
s′1s

′
2s

′
3

(2.2)

where the first factor in the r.h.s is the total unpolarized square amplitude and determines the nor-
malization Tr[ρ]=1.

In particular, the | − +⟩ and | + −⟩ di-lepton subsystem helicity states correspond to the Left
and Right lepton currents coupled to the virtual gauge bosons, whereas | + +⟩ and | − −⟩ states do
not contribute in this massless lepton case. It is convenient to introduce the transversity amplitudes
as follows,

AL(R)
⊥ =

(
H+−+(++−) −H−−+(−+−)

)
/
√
2

AL(R)
∥ =

(
H+−+(++−) +H−−+(−+−)

)
/
√
2

AL(R)
0 = H0−+(0+−) (2.3)

From the theoretical side, these decays receive two kind of contributions, local and nonlocal [94–
96]. The first ones are formulated in terms of a local operator expansion and might encode the
presence of NP. The nonlocal contributions are dominated by narrow charmonium resonances in the
di-lepton mass squared (q2) spectrum but affect the whole phase space. These decays are described
by the Weak Effective Theory framework, see for instance [92], where the effective operators and the
associated couplings (Wilson coefficients) account for long- and short-distance effects when all heavy
particles are integrated out. Within the SM, the effective Hamiltonian is dominated by ten operators
with a chirality structure which arises from the axial-vector pattern of the weak interactions. The
decay amplitudes depend on calculations of several non-perturbative hadronic matrix elements. The
associated local form factors are computed in lattice QCD (LQCD) and light-cone sum rules (LCSR).
Nevertheless, the nonlocal contributions are less understood and faithful computations with controlled
uncertainties are not yet available. Concretely, they are associated to the four-quark operators leading
to the b → scc̄ transition with subsequent cc̄ → γ∗ → l+l− process mediated by the electromagnetic
current. The relevance and influence of the nonlocal contributions are under debate in recent years.
Comprehensive state-of-the-art overviews of local and nonlocal contributions in the B0 → K∗0µ+µ−

decays are presented in [82, 97]. In order to compare with the values obtained from the experimental
data, we also compute in this work the SM predictions of the entanglement quantifiers using the
FLAVIO package [98]. For illustrative purposes, we focus on the low-q2 regime within the energy
range 1.1 < q2 < 4m2

c ∼ 6 GeV2, where the theoretical predictions are more reliable. In particular,

2We define the lepton spinors to have eigenvalue s3/2 of the helicity operator and antilepton spinors with −s2/2.
3For simplicity in the notation, from now on we omit the bar in the quantities related to the B decay and collectively

refer to both B and B̄ decays without ‘bar’ notation (except when it is explicitly used).
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the lower bound guarantees the massless electron and muon assumption and evades the photon-pole
peaked distribution. On the other hand, the upper bound provides a safe framework to estimate the
charm-loop effect.

From the experimental side, the present decays were observed at colliders for electron and muon
pairs [67–79]. However the electron case is harder to reconstruct at hadron colliders, and the tau case
is so difficult to reconstruct at any experiment that it has not been observed yet. The experimental
analysis focus in the mass shell subsequent decays K∗0 → K+π− and K̄∗0 → K−π+, respectively.
In particular, the angle between K± and π∓ provides the additional information needed for the K∗0

and K̄∗0 polarizations. The final states are completely described by four independent kinematical
variables: q2, invariant mass squared of the di-lepton system, and Ω⃗ = (cos θl, cos θK∗ , ϕ), solid angle
specified in Appendix A of Ref. [72] (see also [92, 93, 99, 100]). Summing over final spin particles, the
differential partial width of B̄0 → K̄∗0l+l− is

32π

9

dΓ

dq2dΩ⃗
= J1s sin

2 θK∗ + J1c cos
2 θK∗ +

(
J2s sin

2 θK∗ + J2c cos
2 θK∗

)
cos 2θl

+J3 sin
2 θK∗ sin2 θl cos 2ϕ+ J4 sin 2θK∗ sin 2θl cosϕ

+J5 sin 2θK∗ sin θl cosϕ+
(
J6s sin

2 θK∗ + J6c cos
2 θK∗

)
cos θl

+J7 sin 2θK∗ sin θl sinϕ+ J8 sin 2θK∗ sin 2θl sinϕ+ J9 sin
2 θK∗ sin2 θl sin 2ϕ (2.4)

where the 12 angular coefficients Ji just depend on q2 and are related to the six complex transversity
amplitudes of Eq. (2.3) in a non-trivial way [92, 93]. The CP-conjugated partial width decay, Γ̄(B0 →
K∗0l+l−), is obtained from the previous expression taking all weak phases conjugated. Under the
present conventions, this transformation yields

J1s,1c,2s,2c,3,4,7 → J̄1s,1c,2s,2c,3,4,7 and J5,6s,6c,8,9 → −J̄5,6s,6c,8,9 (2.5)

In addition, three conditions arise in the present massless lepton and no scalar operators case4:

J1s = 3J2s , J1c = −J2c and J6c = 0 , (2.6)

and quantities are normalized respect to the partial width, which in that case is

dΓ

dq2
= |AL

0 |2 + |AR
0 |2 + |AL

⊥|2 + |AR
⊥|2 + |AL

∥ |
2 + |AR

∥ |
2 (2.7)

= J1c + 4J1s/3 (2.8)

Concretely, these angular coefficients are all physical observables and contain the complete ex-
tracted information from experiment through the CP-averages (Si) and CP-asymmetries (Ai), defined
in the following way

Ji =
Si +Ai

2

d(Γ + Γ̄)

dq2
and J̄i =

Si −Ai

2

d(Γ + Γ̄)

dq2
(2.9)

In order to extract information from experiments, it is convenient to introduce the fraction of
longitudinal polarization of the K∗0 mesons as

FL = S1c (2.10)

and, with this definition in the normalization condition of Eq. (2.8), we have S1s = 3(1 − FL)/4.
Other commonly measurements are the CP and forward-backward (FB) asymmetries in the di-lepton
mass distributions

ACP = A1c + 4A1s/3 and AFB = 3S6s/4 (2.11)

Hence, we extract from collider data the following 8 CP-averages and 8 CP-asymmetries

FL , S3 , S4 , S5 , AFB , S7 , S8 , S9 and ACP , A3 , A4 , A5 , A6 , A7 , A8 , A9 (2.12)

4We will comment at the end of Section 3 on the modifications to the analysis once these assumptions are removed.
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The key for this analysis is to reconstruct the helicity amplitudes from the experimental mea-
surements corresponding to these CP-averages and CP-asymmetries. The formalism was developed
in [93]: for the massless lepton case without scalar operator, we have 6 complex helicity amplitudes
(12 real degrees of freedom) and 4 internal symmetries for B̄0 → K̄∗0l+l−, and the same holds for
B0 → K∗0l+l−. Hence, each decay is described by 8 real degrees of freedom and, following Eq. (2.9),
supposes the knowledge of the 16 observables Si and Ai. In terms of the angular coefficients, the
helicity amplitudes are derived by

AL
∥ = 0 ,

AR
∥ =

√∣∣∣∣23J1s − J3

∣∣∣∣ ,
AR

⊥ = − J6s − 2iJ9

2
√∣∣ 2

3J1s − J3
∣∣ ,

AR
0 =

2J4 − iJ7√
2
∣∣ 2
3J1s − J3

∣∣ ,
|AL

⊥| =

√∣∣∣∣ 49J2
1s − J2

3 − 1
4J

2
6s − J2

9
2
3J1s − J3

∣∣∣∣ ,
|AL

0 | =

√∣∣∣∣J1c( 23J1s − J3)− 2J2
4 − 1

2J
2
7

2
3J1s − J3

∣∣∣∣ ,
ei(ϕ

L
⊥−ϕL

0 ) =
J5(

2
3J1s − J3)− J4J6s − J7J9 − i( 43J1sJ8 − 2J3J8 + 2J4J9 − 1

2J6sJ7)√∣∣2( 49J2
1s − J2

3 − 1
4J

2
6s − J2

9 )(J1c(
2
3J1s − J3)− 2J2

4 − 1
2J

2
7 )
∣∣ (2.13)

In particular, two internal symmetries make AL
∥ equals to zero (|AL

∥ | = ϕL∥ = 0). The third

symmetry allows to take AR
∥ real (ϕR∥ = 0). The fourth one sets ϕL0 in order to have AL

0 real. Using

the relation A1c = ACP − 4A1s/3, this fourth internal symmetry also determines a cubic equation for
A1s after imposing unit modulus in the last line of Eq. (2.13). In general, this cubic equation has one
real solution and we can univocally recover the angular coefficients Ji and J̄i from the CP-averages
and CP-asymmetries using the 16 measurements of Eq. (2.12). We refer to non-degenerated case
when the cubic equation has one real solution. In other words, the full differential partial width in
Eq. (2.4) does not uniquely determine the helicity amplitudes since some information is lost after
summing over the final lepton spins and ambiguities arise in the solutions [100]. A detailed treatment
of these ambiguities is beyond the scope of this work and we separately treat the degenerated cases,
corresponding to three real solutions of the cubic equation.

Therefore, the 8 real degrees of freedom of the non-vanishing amplitudes are

|AR
∥ | , |A

L
⊥| , |AR

⊥| , |AL
0 | , |AR

0 | , ϕL⊥ , ϕR⊥ and ϕR0 (2.14)

and they can be recovered from experimental data given in Eq. (2.12) in order to fulfil a quantum
tomography for these decays.

The previous analysis also applies to other processes where a spin 0 particle decays into a final
state with one massive spin 1 and two spin 1/2 particles. This is due to the fact that all these decays
share the disintegration differential rate shown in Eq. (2.4). In the following we comment about decays
which could be subject to an equivalent analysis but, to the best of our knowledge, such a possibility
is not feasible because not all the required experimental information is available. In particular, the
charged decays, B± → K∗±µ+µ−, are the closest to the ones studied in this work. However, it is not
possible to obtain the density matrix since published data on the CP -asymmetries is not attainable.
Instead, the most complete study so far involves CP -averaged angular observables [91, 101]. Other
similar decays are B → K∗e+e− however, due to the presence of electrons in the final state, the
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experimental analysis is even more demanding and some of the necessary information is lacking as
well. Concretely, the corresponding analyses were devoted to constraint the photon polarization in
b → sγ transition from these decays, focusing in the very low dielectron invariant mass [102, 103],
where the virtual photon is then quasi-real. Additional close related decays are B → K∗τ+τ−.
However, the reconstruction of taus in the final state makes this channel specially challenging and
just an upper limit on its branching ratio was reported in [104]. Other semi-leptonic B decays that
could be analyzed are B → ρµ+µ− and B → a1µ

+µ−. Baryon modes as, for instance, B → K∗pp̄
and B → K∗ΛΛ̄, may be also studied. Nevertheless, the angular information is not available for none
of the previous decays. It would be also possible to consider B decays into heavier resonances as, for
instance, K1 and excited K∗ states but these are even less accessible experimentally. Bs decays could
be analyzed within the same framework too. In particular, for the Bs → ϕµ+µ− decay an analysis of
the angular distributions of the final state has been performed [105, 106]. However, the limitation in
this case is related to the fact that this decay is not flavor-specific. Finally, Bc(D) mesons decaying
into a D∗

s(ρ, ϕ, ω) and a pair of muons or electrons of opposite sign could be also analyzed but the
corresponding experimental angular analyses would be needed.

Before concluding this section, and with the aim to facilitate a broader background for the reader,
we would like to remark the considerable effort to study from a phenomenological perspective the decay
analyzed in this paper, B0 → K∗0µ+µ−, just as the ones discussed in the previous paragraph. See,
for instance, [107–139] and references therein.

3 Tripartite Entanglement

Our aim is to quantify the entanglement for the multipartite quantum states K∗0l+l− in Eq. (2.2).
Following [29, 56, 64], we will compute the one-to-other concurrences, associated to partial separability,
as

Cjk|i =
√
2(1− Tr[ρ2jk]) , (3.1)

where ρjk is the reduced density matrix of subsystem jk by tracing over particle i, i.e. ρjk = Tri[ρ].
The relevance of this quantifier is that a state described by ρ is biseparable if and only if Cjk|i = 0.

The so-called genuine separability is a direct generalization of the bipartite entanglement vs.
separability criteria [2, 140]. In that case, the system results entangled respect to all bipartitions of
the parties. Then we construct the concurrence triangle with previous one-to-other concurrences and
the resulting area represents a measure of the genuine tripartite entanglement (GTE) of this final
state, which is given by

F3 =

√
16

3
S(S − C23|1)(S − C31|2)(S − C12|3) , (3.2)

where S = (C23|1 + C31|2 + C12|3)/2 is the semiperimeter of the concurrence triangle [141].
Beyond the entanglement due to correlations among constituents of a system, it is the concept

of non-locality. At experimental level, Quantum Mechanics (QM) and local realistic (LR) or hidden
variable (LHV) theories can be discriminated via Bell inequalities [1], which can be violated just by
QM predictions. In the multipartite case, non-locality has a more complex structure and its charac-
terization results in a very hard problem. Concretely, there exist different concepts of non-locality
as extensions of the bipartite definition [3]. For 2-qubit systems, the Clauser-Horne-Shimony-Holt
(CHSH) [142] is the unique relevant (optimal) Bell operator. For more than two qubits, Mermin [143]
and Svetlichny [144] operators act as discriminators between QM and LR predictions. However, as
far as we know, there is not such Bell operators for the mixed case of one qutrit and two qubits.
Therefore, we do not pursue this issue in this work.

Next, we analytically compute the concurrences defined in Eq. (3.1) for the three bipartitions of
the final state in the B̄0 → K̄∗0l+l− decay, assuming massless leptons and no scalar nor pseudoscalar
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operator contributions. We found that

CK̄∗l+|l− = CK̄∗l−|l+ = 2

(
dΓ

dq2

)−1 (
|AL

0 |2 + |AL
⊥|2 + |AL

∥ |
2
)1/2 (

|AR
0 |2 + |AR

⊥|2 + |AR
∥ |

2
)1/2

Cl−l+|K̄∗ = 2

(
dΓ

dq2

)−1 (
|AL

0 |2|AR
⊥|2 + |AR

0 |2|AL
⊥|2 − 2|AL

0 ||AR
0 ||AL

⊥||AR
⊥| cos

(
ϕL0 − ϕR0 − ϕL⊥ + ϕR⊥

)
+|AL

0 |2|AR
∥ |

2 + |AR
0 |2|AL

∥ |
2 − 2|AL

0 ||AR
0 ||AL

∥ ||A
R
∥ | cos

(
ϕL∥ − ϕR∥ − ϕL0 + ϕR0

)
+|AL

⊥|2|AR
∥ |

2 + |AR
⊥|2|AL

∥ |
2 − 2|AL

⊥||AR
⊥||AL

∥ ||A
R
∥ | cos

(
ϕL⊥ − ϕR⊥ − ϕL∥ + ϕR∥

))1/2
(3.3)

where they are normalized respect to the partial width defined in Eq. (2.7). The related quantifiers of
the CP-conjugated B decay are obtained from the previous expressions taking the ‘bar’ amplitudes.
The area F3 of the concurrence triangle is derived from these expressions as in Eq. (3.2) and it
is omitted for shortness. The corresponding formulas in terms of the measured CP-averages and
CP-asymmetries are not illuminating and can be derived from Eq. (2.9) in a straightforward way.

Notice that the concurrences of the K∗l− and K∗l+ subsystems are equal, then we call them
collectively as K∗-lepton concurrences. They depend just on the modulus of the helicity amplitudes.
The third concurrence corresponds to the di-lepton subsystem and also depends on the relative phases
of the helicity amplitudes.

TheK∗-lepton concurrences are proportional to sum of squares of left (|AL
0 |2+|AL

⊥|2+|AL
∥ |

2) and

right (|AR
0 |2+|AR

⊥|2+|AR
∥ |

2) amplitudes, then they never vanish and the leptons result entangled with

theK∗ meson after decay. By the arithmetic-geometric mean inequality (AM-GM), these concurrences
are at most 1 and this theoretical maximum occurs when left and right contributions are equal.

On the other hand, the di-lepton concurrence attains its minimum when arguments of cosine
functions are zero (or even multiple of π). In that case, it results in the sum of squares (|AL

0 ||AR
⊥| −

|AR
0 ||AL

⊥|)2+(|AL
0 ||AR

∥ |−|AR
0 ||AL

∥ |)
2+(|AL

⊥||AR
∥ |−|AR

⊥||AL
∥ |)

2, which vanishes when each term is zero.
Notice that the sum of the arguments of the different cosine functions is zero, then the theoretical
maximum is 1 for equal modulus of helicity amplitudes and for arguments equal to 2π/3.

Regarding the two main assumptions in Section 2, massless leptons and absence of (pseudo)scalar
operators, the inclusion of their effects modifies the spin density matrix in Eqs. (2.1)-(2.2) and the
resulting entanglement quantifiers in Eq. (3.3) will be different. In particular, the six helicity am-
plitudes receive kinematical corrections of O(4m2

l /q
2), one more angular coefficient (Jc

6) has to be
considered, and two more helicity amplitudes At and AS should be included [92, 93]. Furthermore,
CK̄∗l+|l− and CK̄∗l−|l+ are not equal in that case. Since experimental searches focus on the energy

range q2 ≳ 1 GeV2, to neglect electron and muon masses is justified (as commented, there is not data
for the tau lepton case). On the other hand, the scalar and pseudoscalar contributions are highly
suppressed within the SM.

4 Results

Let us start with a summary of our analysis. We derive the angular coefficients from the experimental
data corresponding to the CP-averages and CP-asymmetries. Then we construct the spin density
matrix in Eq. (2.2) for both B decays from the resulting helicity amplitudes in terms of the angular
coefficients, i.e. we fulfil a quantum tomography of the tripartite system. Finally, we obtain the
entanglement quantifiers related to the three-body final states, including the corresponding uncer-
tainties in the error propagation. As we will see in this section, the K∗-lepton concurrences result
very close to 1 with tiny uncertainties at first order in many of the energy bins. Since this small size in
the propagated errors are not expected from the available data, and this maximal concurrence value
has strong phenomenological consequences as discussed in previous section, we decide to compute the
second order in this statistical analysis. This later contribution is usually neglected in the particle
physics context, then we first introduce it here and we provide details and generalizations to the
multivariable case in the Appendix B.
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We implement the second order error propagation of a variable y, which is a function of n input
correlated variables xi: y = f(x⃗) = f(x1, ..., xn). The central (expectation) value is

⟨y⟩ = E[y] = f(⟨x⃗⟩) + 1

2

∑
i,j

∂2f

∂xi∂xj
σ2
ij (4.1)

where the partial derivatives are evaluated at the mean ⟨x⃗⟩ = E[x⃗] and σ2
ij = E[(xi−⟨xi⟩)(xj −⟨xj⟩)]

is the covariance of the inputs. In this expression, the first term corresponds to the first order central
value.

The variance of y is

σ2
y = E[(y − ⟨y⟩)2] =

∑
i,j

∂f

∂xi

∂f

∂xj
σ2
ij +

1

4

∑
i,j,i′,j′

∂2f

∂xi∂xj

∂2f

∂xi′∂xj′

(
σ2
ii′σ

2
jj′ + σ2

ij′σ
2
ji′
)

(4.2)

where the first(second) term corresponds to the first(second) order in the propagation. The main
assumption in the derivation of Eq. (4.2) is that the x⃗ and y variables are considered as Gaussian,
then higher order central moments, as skewness and kurtosis, are neglected and the uncertainties of the
input variables are symmetric. Eq. (4.2) comes from a Taylor series expansion, then it is valid locally
around the central values ⟨x⃗⟩ and this approximation is generically more accurate for polynomial-type
functions f . When the partial derivatives are not smooth, the second order corrections can be large
and the first order prediction may radically changes.

For the present analysis, we are interested in the error propagation of the entanglement quantifiers
C(Aλ(Oi)), where C denotes any of the concurrences in Eq. (3.3) or the derived F3 of Eq. (3.2). After
using the relations in Eq. (2.13) and Eq. (2.9), these quantifiers are functions of the experimental data
Oi=1,...,16 in Eq. (2.12) through the helicity amplitudes Aλ=1,...,8 in Eq. (2.14). Due to the complexity
and non-smoothness of the quantifiers (C) as a function of the CP-averages and CP-asymmetries (Oi),
we numerically compute the corresponding second partial derivatives applying the chain rule via the
helicity amplitudes (Aλ), as explained at the end of Appendix B.

As we mentioned, to the best of our knowledge, the only three-body B decays into one qutrit
and two qubits with a complete set of experimental data of Eq. (2.12), correspond to B0 → K∗0µ+µ−

and B̄0 → K̄∗0µ+µ−. This was provided by the LHCb collaboration [74, 75]5 collected during
the Run I with a luminosity of 3 fb−1. From an analysis of the principal moments of the angular
differential distribution, the observables were reported in 14 bins of q2, the invariant mass of the
di-muon system, in the range 0.1 < q2 < 19 GeV2. Three regions were removed corresponding to
the ϕ(1020) (0.98 < q2 < 1.1 GeV2), J/ψ (8 < q2 < 11 GeV2), and ψ(2S) (12.5 < q2 < 15 GeV2)
resonances. In this energy regime, the muons can be considered massless. In addition, the S-wave
configuration of the K±π∓ system is neglected and treated as a systematic uncertainty, then just
the resonant P-wave K∗0(K̄∗0) contribution was considered, i.e. no (pseudo)scalar operators effects
were included. Concretely, the data was obtained using the method of moments and was reported in
Table 2 of [74] for the CP-asymmetry ACP , and Tables 7 and 8 of [75] for the rest of observables.
Notice that the uncertainties of these data are asymmetric, then we combined the statistical and
systematic errors in quadrature and keep the maximum of the resulting upper or lower uncertainty.
In this conservative way, we symmetrize the uncertainties of the Si and Ai variables and we can apply
Eqs. (4.1)-(4.2) for the error propagation at second order. We also include correlations between the
observables, which were reported in Appendix F and G of [75] considering ACP as an uncorrelated
input since it corresponds to an independent search.

The results of the quantifiers CK̄∗µ+|µ− = CK̄∗µ−|µ+ , Cµ−µ+|K̄∗ and F3(K̄∗µ−µ+) associated to

B̄0 → K̄∗0µ+µ− decay for each non-degenerated bins are shown in Fig. 1. The vertical error bars on
this figure represent the 1σ errors computed by propagating uncertainties across all input parameters
at first (magenta) and second (orange) order. Horizontal bars represent the width of each energy

5Posterior searches at 13 TeV by LHCb [76] and CMS [79] supply the most precise measurements of the complete set
of CP -averaged angular observables Si. There is not reported new measurements of the CP-asymmetries Ai. Therefore
we use data in [74, 75] for the present analysis.
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Figure 1. Results of CK̄∗µ+|µ− = CK̄∗µ−|µ+ , Cµ−µ+|K̄∗ and F3(K̄∗µ−µ+) for B̄
0 → K̄∗0µ+µ− decay in each of

the non-degenerated q2 bins using LHCb data [74, 75]. The vertical error bars represent the 1σ uncertainty,
where the first(second) order in the error propagation are shown in magenta(orange) colors. The horizontal
bars correspond to the energy range of each bin. The gray shaded regions show the ϕ(1020), J/ψ and ψ(2S)
resonances, which are vetoed. The green shaded regions represent the degenerated bins. The brown horizontal
lines correspond to the maximal value of the quantifiers. The numerical values are collected in Tables 2-3 of
Appendix A

.

bin. The corresponding values are gathered in Table 2 of Appendix A, in which the first and second
lines correspond to the first and second order uncertainty propagation. Also in this appendix, the
results for the degenerated bins corresponding to the green shaded regions are collected in Table 3.
As a reference, the maximal quantifier value 1 is showed by the brown horizontal line in these plots.
We expect similar results for the CP-conjugated B0 → K∗0µ+µ− decay since, in general, the CP-
asymmetries are compatible with zero at 1σ and the uncertainties at second order of Cµ−µ+|K∗ and F3

cover the range [0, 1]. For the same reason, we guess similar central values and size for the uncertainties
of K∗0µ± concurrences in both decays.

Using data at first order in error propagation, we found non-vanishing entanglement quantifiers
for all non-degenerated bins by more than 1σ, except for very particular cases6. Therefore, we conclude
that the three-body final states, and also the subsystems K∗0µ± and µ−µ+, result entangled after the
B and B̄ decays. These first order uncertainties are smaller for the K∗0µ± concurrences in comparison
to Cµ−µ+|K∗ and F3(K∗µ−µ+), and the zero value is excluded with large significances (more than 5σ) for
CK̄∗µ+|µ− = CK̄∗µ−|µ+ . Furthermore, in some q2 bins, values close to 1 of the quantifiers (compatible
with maximally entangled states) are attained for less than 2σ significance.

6Corresponding to [2, 3], [11.75, 12.5] and [15, 16] bins for Cµ−µ+|K̄∗ and F3(K̄∗µ−µ+).
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At second order in the error propagation, the previous picture changes since the resulting absolute
uncertainties increase7. The resulting central values are shifted according to Eq. (4.1) and they
are compatible with the first order results at 1σ. The K∗0µ± concurrences are still non-vanishing
with large significance but, in general, Cµ−µ+|K∗ and F3(K∗µ−µ+) almost cover the complete range
[0, 1]. Even more, some central values are greater than 1 now since the Taylor expansion breaks the
expected range for the quantifiers. However, the associated uncertainties lead to results compatible
with physical values. At the same line, some uncertainties get values above 1 at second order in the
error propagation. In view of these results, the presence of entanglement in a system composed by
one qutrit and two qubits is found in a collider environment for the first time.

The results for the degenerated energy bins are separately presented in Table 3. The particularity
here is that the same data describe very different physical situations. For example, solution III in
the [16, 17] bin is compatible with the complete range [0, 1] of the K∗0µ± concurrences. However,
solution II lies at more than 5σ(1σ) from zero at first(second) order. A Similar situation is found for
the others quantifiers using solutions I and II of [0.1, 0.98] bin.

Regarding the SM predictions for B̄0 → K̄∗0µ+µ− and as an illustrative example, we computed
them with the FLAVIO package [98] in the low-q2 regime, [1.1, 6] GeV2, which involves the second
to the sixth bin. We obtain the CP-averages and CP-asymmetries in Eq. (2.12) using the default
parameters and form factors of this software (version 2.6.1). All bins result degenerated with these
theoretical predictions. In addition, the associated theoretical uncertainties are smaller than the
sensitivity reported by the LHCb collaboration and the second order error propagation is smoother
for the second to fourth bins. The numerical values of each entanglement quantifier in the 1.1 < q2 < 6
GeV2 range are collected in Table 4 of Appendix A. The three theoretical solutions are compatible with
data in Fig. 1 at 1σ (except for the solution II of the [3, 4] GeV2 bin for Cµ−µ+|K∗ and F3(K∗µ−µ+)

quantifiers at first order in the experimental uncertainties). Notice that the degeneracy would be
resolved if the theoretical predictions of the helicity amplitudes were used instead of the CP-averages
and CP-asymmetries but it appears they are not directly accessible from FLAVIO .

Finally, data was provided in energy bins of the invariant mass of the di-muon system. On the one
hand, reliable theoretical predictions around the ϕ(1020), J/ψ and ψ(2S) resonances are not available.
On the experimental side, the tree-level decays B → K∗0ϕ, B → K∗0J/ψ and B → K∗0ψ(2S)
dominate the regions 0.98 < q2 < 1.1 GeV2, 8 < q2 < 11 GeV2 and 12.5 < q2 < 15 GeV2, respectively.
They are the main source of backgrounds of this search [74, 75], hence these regions were removed
from the experimental analysis. However, these two-body decays correspond to bipartite systems of
two qutrits and the first two were analyzed in [52] (see also [55]). We close this section studying
the post-decay and autodistillation phenomena [29, 145–147] which connect these bipartite systems,
after the decay of the resonances into the µ+µ− pair, with our tripartite final state. Concretely, we
compute the amount of entanglement of the bipartite final state of B → K∗X, for X = ϕ(1020), J/ψ
and ψ(2S). The autodistillation phenomena occurs when the post-decay X → µ+µ− increases the
entanglement between the muons and the K∗ meson, which is given by CK∗µ+|µ− = CK∗µ−|µ+ , respect
to the two-qutrit system K∗X.

Experimental data for the two-body decays correspond to the helicity amplitudes directly and
they were reported in [148–150]. In particular, 4 observables determine the bipartite spin density
matrix and this simplifies the analysis presented in our Section 2, in which we treat with 16 observ-
ables in order to reconstruct the 6 complex helicity amplitudes of the present three-body final state.
In addition, we propagate the uncertainties of the entanglement quantifiers up to second order. The
correlations in the uncertainties of the helicity amplitudes are not given by the experimental collabo-
rations for X = ϕ(1020) and ψ(2S), then we consider them as independent variables. In the previous
studies [52, 55], the amount of entanglement was quantified via the entropy E , defined in their Eq.
(7), and the statistical analysis keeps just the first order. Now we compute the bipartite concurrences
using data8 in order to perform a correspondence with the present analysis. If ρK∗X denotes the spin

7Except, for instance, for all quantifiers in [5, 6] bin, for Cµ−µ+|K∗ in [7, 8] bin, and for Cµ−µ+|K∗ and F3(K∗µ−µ+)

in [11, 11.75] bin.
8As mentioned, we cannot explore the non-locallity with Bell operators B for our final states (composed by one

qutrit and two qubits), as done in those previous works.
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density matrix of the (two-qutrit) K∗X-system after the B → K∗X decay, the resulting bipartite
concurrence for this pure state was defined in [151] as

C2[ρK∗X ] =
√
2(1− Tr[(ρK∗)2]) =

√
2(1− Tr[(ρX)2]) (4.3)

where ρK∗ and ρX are the reduced matrices tracing over K∗ and X, respectively. The same holds for
the CP-conjugated decay B̄ → K̄∗X. The spin density matrix in terms of the transversity amplitudes
for these bipartite states were reported in Eqs. (5)-(6) of [52], from which we find

C2[ρK∗X ] =
√
2− 2|A0|4 − |A⊥|4 − |A∥|4 − 4|A⊥|2|A∥|2 − 2|A⊥|2|A∥|2 cos 2(ϕ⊥ − ϕ∥) (4.4)

Combining data from both channels, the results for the entanglement quantifiers up to second order
in the error propagation are collected in Table 1.

B → K∗X decays m2
X [GeV2] E C2

B → K∗ϕ 1.038
0.707± 0.133 0.998± 0.025
0.769± 0.119 0.998± 0.047

B → K∗J/ψ 9.591
0.756± 0.009 1.004± 0.004
0.756± 0.009 1.004± 0.004

B → K∗ψ(2S) 13.587
0.880± 0.172 0.760± 0.059
0.858± 0.178 1.23± 0.21

Table 1: Values of entropy of entanglement E and bipartite concur-
rence C2 corresponding to both B → K∗X and B̄ → K̄∗X decays
for each resonance X = ϕ(1020), J/ψ and ψ(2S). First(second)
line in the last two columns corresponds to the first(second) order
error propagation.

We recover the previous results [52] for the entropy of entanglement and conclude with large
significance, also from the bipartite concurrence, that these two-qutrit systems result entangled, i.e.
they are non-separable. Including second order corrections in the error propagation, these results are
stable (in particular for the J/ψ resonance). We understand this behaviour from the smoothness of
the concurrences with respect to the helicity amplitude data in Eq. (4.4).

Notice that C2 has a theoretical maximum equals to
√
4/3 and data is beyond 5σ from that value,

except for the second order in the ψ(2S) resonance. Even though we do not have data corresponding
to the three-body decays B → K∗X(→ µ+µ−) in the gray shaded regions of Fig. 1, we can compare
with respect to K∗0µ± concurrences in the adjacent non-degenerated energy bins: [1.1, 2] for ϕ(1020),
[7, 8]-[11, 11.75] for J/ψ, and [11.75, 12.5]-[15, 16] for ψ(2S). In all cases, the corresponding maximum
is within 1σ which might lead to expect a possible autodistillation phenomenon in these B meson
decays.

5 Conclusions

In this work, we develop a spin quantum tomography program for a tripartite system composed by
one qutrit and two qubits, which arises in the three-body decay of a spin 0 state (S) into one massive
vector (V ) and two fermion particles (f+f− pair). Concretely, we focus on semi-leptonic B meson
decays via the one-loop b→ ql+l− transitions which have received significant attention in recent years
from both experimental and theoretical sides due to observed deviations from SM in some angular
and lepton flavor universality observables and also to the opportunity to search NP in this kind of
processes. Here, we provide a novel application of entanglement observables in order to test the
quantum mechanical nature of the strong and electroweak interactions in collider physics.
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Our analysis is based on the reconstruction, provided by dedicated experimental searches, of the
helicity amplitudes and the spin density matrix that describes the final state polarizations. With
this information, different entanglement quantifiers associated to the tripartite system are computed,
including the uncertainty and correlations of the measurements at second order in the error propa-
gation, in order to determine the corresponding significances. Multipartite entanglement has a more
complex structure than the bipartite case, then we computed the one-to-other concurrences associated
to the vector-fermion and di-fermion subsystems with the aim to establish the partial biseparability
of the final state. In addition, the amount of genuine entanglement is calculated by the area of
the concurrence triangle. Assuming massless fermions and the absence of scalar and pseudoscalar
operators, the S → V f+f− decays have 6 non-vanishing complex helicity amplitudes and are fully
described by the di-fermion invariant mass squared (q2) and three angles between the decay products.
In particular, 12 angular coefficients determine the differential partial width and they are related to
the experimental CP-averages and CP-asymmetries observables. To recover the helicity amplitudes
from these measurements is a non-trivial task and the entanglement quantifiers are given in terms
of q2. With the available data, ambiguities arise in some cases resulting in different entanglement
predictions.

As an application of our analysis, using data recorded by the LHCb experiment corresponding to
B0 → K∗0µ+µ− decays in the energy range 0.1 < q2 < 19 GeV2, we performed a complete quantum
tomography of this tripartite system. At first order in the error propagation, we found the presence
of genuine quantum entanglement in the final state, and also in the di-muon subsystem by more than
1σ in most of the energy bins. For the K∗0µ± subsystem, the resulting uncertainties are smaller than
in the other two quantifiers and non-vanishing concurrences are attained with more than 5σ and the
maximal entanglement value is reached within 1σ in most of the energy bins. In order to control the
propagation of uncertainties, we performed a second order expansion where, in general, the central
values of the quantifiers change and the uncertainties increase. The results at first and second order
are compatible at 1σ and the presence of entanglement is established in CK̄∗µ−|µ+ = CK̄∗µ+|µ− and in
certain energy bins of the other quantifiers. Contact with previous works in bipartite B meson decays
was also provided in the energy range corresponding to the ϕ(1020), J/ψ and ψ(2S) resonances by
studying the post-decay and autodistillation phenomena.

As far as we know, these three-body decays are the only ones with full dedicated experimental
data corresponding to angular distributions of the final particles. The present analysis can be straight-
forwardly applied to many other processes if the lacking experimental information on CP-averages
and CP-asymmetries for the helicity amplitudes reconstruction were available. There is much more
information in the complete set of angular coefficients than in the differential branching ratios, some
particular angular observables or lepton flavor universality tests. The proposed quantifiers from an-
gular distributions provide new perspectives to study fundamental interactions at colliders.

Regarding the SM predictions, the theoretical computations have limited precision mainly due to
the non-local contributions of charmonium resonances. However, the entanglement quantifiers mea-
surements might also provide information about the Wilson coefficients and constraint the presence
of NP in this kind of transitions. This also represents possible future avenues to be explored in this
context.
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Appendices

A Tables of results

The numerical values of the entanglement quantifiers showed in Fig. 1 are collected in Table 2. The
first and second lines correspond to the first and second order uncertainty propagation.

Energy bin [GeV2] CK̄∗µ+|µ− = CK̄∗µ−|µ+ Cµ−µ+|K̄∗ F3(K̄∗µ−µ+)

[1.1, 2]
0.9999± 0.0058 0.68± 0.40 0.74± 0.38
0.91± 0.14 0.41± 1.39 0.36± 6.91

[2, 3]
0.986± 0.075 0.28± 0.36 0.32± 0.39
0.92± 0.35 0.67± 2.53 0.69± 2.66

[3, 4]
0.917± 0.058 0.85± 0.17 0.80± 0.13
1.01± 0.11 0.66± 0.64 0.76± 0.50

[4, 5]
0.929± 0.043 0.84± 0.15 0.81± 0.11
1.005± 0.064 0.80± 0.26 0.85± 0.19

[5, 6]
0.982± 0.037 0.36± 0.27 0.40± 0.28
0.964± 0.014 0.43± 0.23 0.44± 0.26

[6, 7]
0.95± 0.21 0.72± 0.39 0.73± 0.43
0.95± 0.35 0.13± 0.96 0.21± 0.83

[7, 8]
0.913± 0.059 0.76± 0.23 0.73± 0.16
0.940± 0.046 0.68± 0.28 0.66± 0.20

[11, 11.75]
0.994± 0.037 0.64± 0.27 0.70± 0.25
0.95± 0.19 0.654± 0.079 0.638± 0.075

[11.75, 12.5]
0.996± 0.023 0.13± 0.34 0.15± 0.39
0.959± 0.065 0.49± 1.11 0.54± 1.21

[15, 16]
0.99± 0.10 0.36± 0.61 0.40± 0.62
0.78± 0.23 0.72± 1.06 0.57± 1.15

[17, 18]
0.88± 0.19 0.73± 0.23 0.67± 0.17
0.95± 0.40 0.34± 0.70 0.40± 0.43

[18, 19]
0.9992± 0.0070 0.43± 0.31 0.48± 0.33
0.983± 0.037 0.48± 0.61 0.51± 0.48

Table 2: Values of CK̄∗µ+|µ− = CK̄∗µ−|µ+ , Cµ−µ+|K̄∗ and

F3(K̄∗µ−µ+) corresponding to B̄0 → K̄∗0µ+µ− decay for each non-
degenerated bins using LHCb data [74, 75]. First(second) line in
last three columns corresponds to first(second) order error propa-
gation.

Furthermore, the results for the degenerated bins are gathered in Table 3. In this case, each bin
has three solutions for the 12 angular coefficients compatible with data.
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Energy bin [GeV2] CK̄∗µ+|µ− = CK̄∗µ−|µ+ Cµ−µ+|K̄∗ F3(K̄∗µ−µ+)

[0.1, 0.98] solution I
0.996± 0.018 0.977± 0.043 0.979± 0.048
0.966± 0.025 0.882± 0.050 0.876± 0.049

[0.1, 0.98] solution II
0.89± 0.25 0.45± 0.61 0.45± 0.45
1.28± 0.76 0.75± 1.68 0.68± 1.64

[0.1, 0.98] solution III
0.918± 0.098 0.79± 0.24 0.76± 0.24
1.30± 0.32 0.91± 0.33 1.23± 0.46

[16, 17] solution I
0.66± 0.48 0.56± 0.22 0.39± 0.44
0.27± 0.57 0.47± 0.80 0.13± 0.48

[16, 17] solution II
0.96± 0.16 0.48± 0.53 0.52± 0.44
0.60± 0.52 0.82± 0.85 0.49± 0.50

[16, 17] solution III
0.70± 0.82 0.60± 0.31 0.44± 0.78
0.64± 1.09 0.18± 4.56 0.16± 1.27

Table 3: Values of CK̄∗µ+|µ− = CK̄∗µ−|µ+ , Cµ−µ+|K̄∗ and

F3(K̄∗µ−µ+) corresponding to B̄0 → K̄∗0µ+µ− decay for each
solution of the degenerated bins using LHCb data [74, 75].
First(second) line in last three columns corresponds to first(second)
order error propagation.

Finally, we collect the numerical values of the SM predictions derived with FLAVIO package in
Table 4. They correspond to five bins in the energy range 1.1 < q2 < 6 GeV2 and were obtained with
default values of parameters and form factors of version 2.6.1. This theoretical computation predicts
three solutions for each bin.

Energy bin [GeV2] CK̄∗µ+|µ− = CK̄∗µ−|µ+ Cµ−µ+|K̄∗ F3(K̄∗µ−µ+)

[1.1, 2] solution I
0.99975± 0.00030 0.9785± 0.0021 0.9851± 0.0015
0.99961± 0.00033 0.9782± 0.0028 0.9847± 0.0020

[1.1, 2] solution II
0.710± 0.036 0.705± 0.037 0.502± 0.051
0.716± 0.038 0.695± 0.038 0.504± 0.052

[1.1, 2] solution III
0.815± 0.019 0.807± 0.024 0.659± 0.030
0.813± 0.031 0.773± 0.057 0.640± 0.058

[2, 3] solution I
0.9988± 0.0016 0.9864± 0.0013 0.9893± 0.0019
0.9983± 0.0017 0.9865± 0.0016 0.9887± 0.0020

[2, 3] solution II
0.863± 0.058 0.38± 0.13 0.373± 0.093
0.876± 0.061 0.37± 0.13 0.352± 0.097

[2, 3] solution III
0.951± 0.054 0.490± 0.053 0.520± 0.026
0.948± 0.059 0.500± 0.060 0.524± 0.040

[3, 4] solution I
0.995± 0.0097 0.9790± 0.0054 0.980± 0.016
0.990± 0.012 0.969± 0.010 0.966± 0.021

[3, 4] solution II
0.981± 0.057 0.10± 0.12 0.12± 0.13
0.93± 0.10 0.09± 0.13 0.08±0.14

[3, 4] solution III
0.967± 0.067 0.576± 0.083 0.61± 0.11
0.914± 0.091 0.555± 0.097 0.56± 0.14

[4, 5] solution I
0.976± 0.044 0.952± 0.032 0.937± 0.077
0.948± 0.057 0.920± 0.047 0.88± 0.10
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[4, 5] solution II
0.71± 0.37 0.246± 0.083 0.20± 0.14
0.57± 0.54 0.17± 0.20 0.11± 0.26

[4, 5] solution III
0.80± 0.33 0.64± 0.22 0.54± 0.42
0.56± 0.49 0.54± 0.29 0.36± 0.55

[5, 6] solution I
0.90± 0.25 0.87± 0.19 0.79± 0.40
0.56± 0.47 0.50± 0.48 0.22± 0.79

[5, 6] solution II
0.39± 0.76 0.18± 0.32 0.08± 0.28
0.51± 1.85 0.28± 0.90 0.36± 0.52

[5, 6] solution III
0.61± 1.11 0.54± 0.83 0.34± 1.17
0.33± 2.10 0.09± 1.55 0.37± 2.01

Table 4: SM predictions for CK̄∗µ+|µ− = CK̄∗µ−|µ+ , Cµ−µ+|K̄∗ and

F3(K̄∗µ−µ+) corresponding to B̄0 → K̄∗0µ+µ− decay in the range

1.1 < q2 < 6 GeV2 using FLAVIO package (version 2.6.1) with de-
fault parameters and form factors. The three solutions of each bin
are shown. First(second) line in the last three columns corresponds
to the first(second) order error propagation.

B Statistical analysis

Consider a set of variables yλ which are functions of n input variables xi: yλ = fλ(x⃗) = fλ(x1, ..., xn).
The derivation of the resulting error propagation comes from a Taylor series expansion, then it is
valid locally around the central (mean) input values ⟨x⃗⟩ = E[x⃗] and this approximation is generically
more accurate for polynomial-type functions f . The second-order Taylor expansion around the input
means is

yλ ≈ fλ(⟨x⃗⟩) +
∑
i

∂fλ
∂xi

(xi − ⟨xi⟩) +
1

2

∑
i,j

∂2fλ
∂xi∂xj

(xi − ⟨xi⟩)(xj − ⟨xj⟩) (B.1)

The central (expectation) value at second order in the multivariable case is

⟨yλ⟩ = E[yλ] = fλ(⟨x⃗⟩) +
1

2

∑
i,j

∂2fλ
∂xi∂xj

σ2
ij (B.2)

where we assumed symmetric uncertainties for the input variables, we used E[xi − ⟨xi⟩] = 0 and
we introduced the covariance of the inputs as σ2

ij = E[(xi − ⟨xi⟩)(xj − ⟨xj⟩)]. In a similar way, the

covariance of y variables is defined as σ2
λη = E[(yλ−⟨yλ⟩)(yη −⟨yη⟩)]. In particle physics, it is usually

considered just the first order in the error propagation. Combining the previous equations, we arrive
to the well known expression [152]

σ2
λη|1st order =

∑
i,j

∂fλ
∂xi

∂fη
∂xj

σ2
ij (B.3)

The second order involves several terms. The main assumption to treat them is that the x⃗ and y
variables are considered as Gaussian, then they are described by just the mean and variance. In
particular, non-Gaussian terms, such as skewness and kurtosis, are neglected. The non-vanishing
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corrections at second order in the error propagation are given by

σ2
λη|2nd order =

1

4

∑
i

∂2fλ
∂x2i

∂2fη
∂x2i

µi
4 +

1

4

∑
i ̸=j

(
∂2fλ
∂xi∂xj

∂2fη
∂x2i

+
∂2fλ
∂x2i

∂2fη
∂xi∂xj

)
2µi,j

3,1

+
1

4

∑
i ̸=j

(
∂2fλ
∂xi∂xj

∂2fη
∂xi∂xj

2 +
∂2fλ
∂x2i

∂2fη
∂x2j

)
µi,j
2,2

+
1

4

∑
i ̸=i′ ̸=j′

(
∂2fλ
∂x2i

∂2fη
∂xi′∂xj′

+
∂2fλ

∂xi′∂xj′

∂2fη
∂x2i

)
µi,i′,j′

2,1,1

+
1

4

∑
i ̸=j ̸=j′

∂2fλ
∂xi∂xj

∂2fη
∂xi∂xj′

4µi,j,j′

2,1,1 +
1

4

∑
i ̸=j ̸=i′ ̸=j′

∂2fλ
∂xi∂xj

∂2fη
∂xi′∂xj′

4µi,j,i′,j′

1,1,1,1

−1

4

∑
i,j,i′,j′

∂2fλ
∂xi∂xj

∂2fη
∂xi′∂xj′

σ2
ijσ

2
i′j′ (B.4)

For compactness in the previous equation, introduced the central moments of order p1, . . . , pm
as

µi1,...,im
p1,...,pm

=

∫ ∞

−∞
(xi1 − ⟨xi1⟩)p1 . . . (xim − ⟨xim⟩)pmG(xi1 , . . . , xim)dxi1 . . . dxim (B.5)

where G is the Gaussian distribution function of the input variables. We computed the relevant central
moments for correlated variables by diagonalizing their correlation matrix σ2 and taking into account
that the independent x⃗ variable case can be computed as one-dimensional Gaussian integrals. We
arrive to the following expressions

µi
4 = 3σ4

ii , µi,j
3,1 = 3σ2

iiσ
2
ij ,

µi,j
2,2 = 2σ4

ij + σ2
iiσ

2
jj , µi,j,j′

2,1,1 = 2σ2
ijσ

2
ij′ + σ2

iiσ
2
jj′ ,

µi,j,i′,j′

1,1,1,1 = σ2
ijσ

2
i′j′ + σ2

ii′σ
2
jj′ + σ2

ij′σ
2
ji′ ,

µi1,...,im
p1,...,pm

= 0 (if p1 + . . .+ pm is odd) (B.6)

Notice that the uncorrelated input case simplifies the computation since the central moments vanish

if some pi is odd, and just µk
4 = 3σ4

kk and µk,k′

2,2 = σ2
kkσ

2
k′k′ survive.

Inserting Eq. (B.6) into Eq. (B.4) and after tedious algebra, we conclude that the correlation
between the y variables up to second order is

E[(yλ − ⟨yλ⟩)(yη − ⟨yη⟩)] =
∑
i,j

∂fλ
∂xi

∂fη
∂xj

σ2
ij +

1

4

∑
i,j,i′,j′

∂2fλ
∂xi∂xj

∂2fη
∂xi′∂xj′

(
σ2
ii′σ

2
jj′ + σ2

ij′σ
2
ji′
)

(B.7)

This expression is in agreement with the uncorrelated input variables case [153, 154] and reduces to
the one-variable case in Eq. (4.2), which is the relevant one for our work. In particular, the partial
derivatives of the entanglement quantifiers respect to the CP-averages and CP-asymmetries (input
variables) were computed using the chain rule (via the helicity amplitudes) due to the complexity of
the corresponding expressions. At first order, this error propagation procedure just introduces the
correlation matrix of the helicity amplitudes [152]

σ2
C(O) =

∑
i,j

∂C
∂xi

∂C
∂xj

σ2
ij =

∑
i,j

(∑
λ

∂C
∂Aλ

∂Aλ

∂xi

)(∑
η

∂C
∂Aη

∂Aη

∂xj

)
σ2
ij

=
∑
λ,η

∂C
∂Aλ

∂C
∂Aη

∑
i,j

∂Aλ

∂xi

∂Aη

∂xj
σ2
ij

 =
∑
λ,η

∂C
∂Aλ

∂C
∂Aη

σ2
AλAη

= σ2
C(A(O)) (B.8)
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However, the chain rule for the second order partial derivatives

∂2C
∂xi∂xj

=
∑
λ,η

∂2C
∂Aλ∂Aη

∂Aλ

∂xi

∂Aη

∂xj
+
∑
λ

∂C
∂Aλ

∂2Aλ

∂xi∂xj
(B.9)

introduces additional terms that can not be identified with the correlation matrix of the helicity
amplitudes at second order. We keep all of them for the present analysis.
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[151] P. Rungta, V. Bužek, C. M. Caves, M. Hillery and G. J. Milburn, Universal state inversion and
concurrence in arbitrary dimensions, Physical Review A 64 (2001) .

[152] G. Cowan, Statistical data analysis. 1998.

[153] T. V. Anderson and C. A. Mattson, Propagating Skewness and Kurtosis Through Engineering Models
for Low-Cost, Meaningful, Nondeterministic Design, Journal of Mechanical Design 134 (2012) 100911.

[154] S. Mekid and D. Vaja, Propagation of uncertainty: Expressions of second and third order uncertainty
with third and fourth moments, Measurement 41 (2008) 600.

23

https://arxiv.org/abs/2408.17436
https://arxiv.org/abs/2409.01269
https://arxiv.org/abs/2409.00181
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.78.5022
https://arxiv.org/abs/quant-ph/9703041
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rinp.2022.106155
https://arxiv.org/abs/2212.07067
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.23.880
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.65.1838
https://doi.org/10.1103/physrevd.35.3066
https://doi.org/10.1103/physrevd.35.3066
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.108.076025
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.108.076025
https://arxiv.org/abs/2307.06991
https://arxiv.org/abs/2401.06854
https://arxiv.org/abs/2401.10988
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.88.052002
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.88.052002
https://arxiv.org/abs/1307.2782
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.94.221804
https://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ex/0503013
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.76.031102
https://arxiv.org/abs/0704.0522
https://doi.org/10.1103/physreva.64.042315
https://doi.org/10.1115/1.4007389
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.measurement.2007.07.004

	Introduction
	Three-body B meson decays
	Tripartite Entanglement
	Results
	Conclusions
	Tables of results
	Statistical analysis

