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Details of the DANSS detector and physics results of the first year of its operation could be
found elsewhere [1, 2] as well as the results obtained by the previous year [3, 4]. This short
contribution is concentrated over our progress during the last year. Our progress in the inverse
beta-decay (IBD) statistics accumulation is illustrated in fig. 1. Now we have data for 3 full fuel
campaigns and 4 reactor off periods. An important progress is reached in the understanding of
our calibration. In addition to the reactions already used for calibration purposes delayed event
spectrum is also analyzed as a calibration source (fig. 2 left). Now the calibration set includes 12B
decays from two reactions, induced by atmosphere muons, 𝑛+12C→12B+𝑝 and `− capture by 12C;
22Na and 60Co radioactive sources; neutrons from 248Cm fission and IBD, stopped muons decays.
12B decay data is used to set the scale, because behavior of the produced electron is the most similar
to IBD positron we need to measure and this data is accumulated uniformly during the run. No
additional smearing is added in the Monte-Carlo simulations any more for a good reproduction of
the experimental data. The scale of all the sources in the calibration set agrees within ±0.2 with an
exception of 22Na, which has an offset 1.8%. The problem could be in contamination of the sample
with 26Al with slightly different energy of the decay. We keep systematic error 2% in the energy
scale until we find a solution of this problem.

Figure 1: IBD statistics accumulation during 6 years of DANSS operation

Continuous reactor monitoring during 3 full fuel campaigns allows us to make a study of
counting rate and neutrino spectrum evolution with the change in the fuel composition. The rate
dependence over fission fraction of 239Pu is shown in fig. 2 (middle). Our data demonstrate slope
slightly steeper than the slope coming from MC-simulations with HM model [5, 6], while Daya Bay
data show less steep slope [7]. We also have new results in light sterile neutrino search. After the
new data was included into the analysis the 90% confidence level limit to sterile neutrino parameters
in the region of Δ𝑚2 ∼ 0.9 eV2 became as stringent as sin2 2\ < 0.004 (Gaussian CLs method),
but two points with close Δ𝜒2 ∼ −10 manifested themselves. A Feldman and Cousins method was
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used to obtain their significance. The result is shown in fig. 2 (right). A dark blue area corresponds
to 3𝜎-limit. Much more conservative 3𝜎-limit from Gaussian CLs method is shown by red line for
comparison. The best fit point has significance 2.35𝜎, which is much less than we need to claim
an indication of the 4th neutrino existence.

Figure 2: Spectrum of neutron capture for IBD events with positron vertex in the central (40cm)3 cube (left).
Neutrino counting rate dependence over fission fraction of 239Pu normalized to the counting rate at 30%
fraction (middle). Feldman and Cousins analysis of DANSS data (right).

The collaboration appreciates the permanent assistance of the KNPP administration and Radi-
ation Safety Department staff. This work is supported by Ministry of Science and Higher Education
of the Russian Federation under Contract No. 075-15-2020-778.
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Abstract

The magnetised iron calorimeter (ICAL) detector proposed at the
India-based Neutrino Observatory will be a 51 kton detector made
up of 151 layers of 56 mm thick soft iron with 40 mm air gap in
between where the RPCs, the active detectors, will be placed. The
main goal of ICAL is to make precision measurements of the neutrino
oscillation parameters using the atmospheric neutrinos as source. The
charged current interactions of the atmospheric muon neutrinos and
anti-neutrinos in the detector produce charged muons. The magnetic
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field, with a maximum value of ∼ 1.5 T in the central region of ICAL,
is a critical component since it will be used to distinguish the charges
and determine the momentum and direction of these muons. It is
difficult to measure the magnetic field inside the iron. The existing
methods can only estimate the internal field and hence will be prone
to error. This paper presents the first simulations study of the effect
of errors in the measurement of the magnetic field in ICAL on its
physics potential, especially the neutrino mass ordering and precision
measurement of oscillation parameters in the 2–3 sector. The study is a
GEANT4-based analysis, using measurements of the magnetic field at
the prototype ICAL detector. We find that there is only a small effect
on the determination of the mass ordering. While local fluctuations in
the magnetic field measurement are well-tolerated, calibration errors
must remain well within 5% to retain good precision determination of
the parameters sin2 θ23 and ∆m2

32.

1 Introduction

The proposed magnetised Iron Calorimeter (ICAL) detector at the India-
based Neutrino Observatory (INO) [1] is primarily designed as an atmo-
spheric neutrino detector. Its main goal is to detect muons produced in
the charged current (CC) interactions of atmospheric muon neutrinos (and
anti-neutrinos) with the detector, via

νµN → µ−X ; νµN → µ+X . (1)

The magnetic field will determine the sign of the charge of the muons
(through the bending of the charged particle tracks in the detector) and
hence be able to distinguish neutrino- and anti-neutrino-initiated events.
This key feature will enable a clean determination of the as-yet unknown
sign of the neutrino mass ordering and hence the neutrino mass hierarchy. A
precise determination of the magnetic field map over the entire ICAL detec-
tor is therefore a crucial input in this determination. The ICAL detector will
also make precision measurements of the 2–3 neutrino oscillation parameters
such as sin2 θ23 and ∆m2

32; both these also depend on correctly determining
the muon momenta using the knowledge of the magnetic field map. In this
paper, we present for the first time, a detailed simulations study of the im-
pact of measurement errors in the magnetic field on the physics potential of
the ICAL detector.

The paper is organised as follows: we present a short summary of the
current status of neutrino oscillation physics in Section 2. In Section 3, we
present some highlights of the proposed ICAL detector. We also present a
summary of the magnetic field measurements made in the prototype mini-
ICAL detector, an 85 ton scale model, that has been functioning for the
last few years. We will use these results, especially, the measured errors
in both calibration and measurement of the magnetic field, in Section 5,
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to analyse the impact of these errors on the precision measurement of the
neutrino oscillation parameters. Before doing this, we first present in Section
4 a detailed simulations study of the effect of errors—in calibration and
in measurement—of the magnetic field map on the reconstruction of the
muon momenta and compare it with older results where the magnetic field
was assumed to be well-defined [3]. We use these results to parametrise
the changes in the reconstruction values (central value, spread, etc), with
respect to fixed changes in the magnetic field. We present our results in
Section 6 and We conclude with a discussion of the results in Section 7.

2 Neutrino oscillation: summary and status

In 1968 Pontecorvo [4] proposed the quantum mechanical phenomenon of
neutrino oscilaations in analogy with K0 and K0 oscillations. In 1962 Maki,
Nakagawa and Sakata [5] for the first time constructed a model with mixing
of different neutrino flavors. Currently, the three neutrino flavours, νe, νµ, ντ ,
can be expressed in terms of the mass eigen states, ν1, ν2, ν3, using three
mixing angles θ12, θ23 and the across-generation mixing angle, θ13, as well as
a CP-violating phase for Dirac-type neutrinos, δCP . Non-zero and different
neutrino mass-squared differences, ∆m2

ij ≡ m2
i −m2

j , with i, j = 1, 2, 3 along
with mixing lead to neutrino oscillations which have since been observed in
solar, atmospheric, reactor, and accelerator neutrinos.

2.1 Neutrino experiments

The first solar neutrino experiment were detected by Ray Davis and his
collaborators in the Homestake experiment using Chlorine as the active de-
tector material. Neutrino oscillation could account for the fact that the mea-
sured rate of charged current interactions of electron-type neutrinos was one
third of the rate predicted by the solar standard model. This was followed by
Kamiokande and Super Kamiokande experiments with water Cerenkov de-
tectors in Japan, and lastly by the Sudbury Neutrino Observatory in Canada
which observed the solar neutrinos in both the charged and neutral current
(NC) channels and confirmed the phenomenon of neutrino oscillations and
non-zero neutrino masses in the solar (primarily 1–2) sector. The anomaly
between the atmospheric electron and muon neutrino measurements of the
Super Kamiokande experiment could also be resolved within the neutrino
oscillation paradigm.

Subsequently, T2K long baseline neutrino experiment, the LSND ex-
periment, the Daya Bay reactor (anti-)neutrino experiment, the MiniBoone
experiment, the MINOS long baseline experiment and the Ice Cube experi-
ment at the South pole have all confirmed neutrino oscillations in different
flavours and sectors. While the solar and reactor neutrino sector mainly
determines the parameters in the 1–2 sector, atmospheric and accelerator
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experiments have been used to pin down the parameters of the 2–3 sector. In
particular, the reactor experiments have played a crucial role in determining
the non-zero though small value of θ13. While it has been established that
∆m2

21 > 0, the mass ordering in the 2–3 sector, viz., the sign of the mass
squared difference ∆m2

32 (or equivalently, of ∆m2
31), is currently not known.

In addition, the value of the CP phase as well as the octant of the mixing
angle θ23 is not yet established. The up-coming DUNE [6] and JUNO [7] ex-
periments will also probe these parameters. The current status of neutrino
oscillation mixing parameters can be found in Refs. [8, 9]; the best-fit values
and their 3σ ranges (which we use in this analysis1) are shown in Table 1.

For convenience, we define [10]

∆m2 ≡ m2
3 −

(
m2

2 +m2
1

2

)
. (2)

Note that ∆m2 flips sign without changing its magnitude when the hier-
archy/ordering changes and hence is a convenient parameter compared to
∆m2

31 or ∆m2
32, which change in both sign and magnitude depending on the

mass ordering. We shall use ∆m2 throughout in the analysis. Depending on
the mass ordering, and using the value of ∆m2

21 given in Table 1, the values
of ∆m2

31 and ∆m2
32 can be found from ∆m2. We shall assume the normal

ordering throughout this analysis, unless otherwise specified.

Parameter Central values 3σ Range

sin2 θ12 0.304 fixed
sin2 θ13 0.0222 0.0203↔ 0.0241
sin2 θ23 0.5 0.381↔ 0.615

∆m2
21 (×10−5 eV2) 7.42 fixed

|∆m2| (×10−3 eV2) 2.47 2.395↔ 2.564
δCP (◦) 0.0 fixed

Table 1: The 3σ ranges of neutrino oscillation parameters — mixing angles
and mass squared differences — and central values used in the present work
[8, 9]; ∆m2 is defined in Eq. 2.

3 Highlights of the ICAL detector

There are two sources of muon neutrinos (and anti-neutrinos) from Earth’s
atmosphere. One are those muon neutrinos produced from decays of sec-
ondary pions via π → µνµ with the subsequent decay of the muons into

1The values have been updated since then; however, for the convenience of comparing
with our older results where we have assumed no errors on the magnetic field map, we are
using the values given in this reference, Ref. [9].
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additional muon neutrinos via µ → νµeνe. Due to the presence of neutrino
oscillations, it is also possible to detect muon neutrinos, which have been
produced through oscillation of electron neutrinos on their way to the detec-
tor. Typically, neutrinos arriving from below (so-called up-going neutrinos,
produced in the atmosphere on the other side of the Earth) are more likely to
exhibit oscillations due to the relevant GeV-scale energies and path-lengths
involved. Hence there will be two contributions to the detected muons aris-
ing from CC interactions in ICAL: those produced by muon neutrinos that
have survived during their journey, involving the neutrino survival probabil-
ity Pµµ and those produced by electron neutrinos that have oscillated into
muon neutrinos, involving the oscillation probability Peµ. These probabili-
ties depend on both the neutrino energy and path-length travelled; depend-
ing on the neutrino mass ordering, these show MSW enhancement [11, 12]
in the few-GeV energy range for neutrinos passing through Earth matter
with path lengths such that the zenith angle is less than θ < 45◦ (with
cos θ = 1 for vertically upward neutrinos). Specifically, the resonance will
be visible in the neutrino sector for normal ordering with ∆m2 > 0 and in
the anti-neutrino sector for inverted ordering with ∆m2 < 0.

3.1 The ICAL detector

The proposed ICAL (Iron Calorimeter) detector is a 51 kton magnetised
detector to be located at the India-based Neutrino Observatory (INO) with
a rock cover of at least 1 km in all directions. It will consist of three modules
of size 16 m × 16 m × 14.5 m in (x, y, z dimensions) consisting of 150 layers
of resistive plate chamber (RPC) which will act as an active detector to
detect muons and 151 layers of 56 mm thick iron plates which will act as
interaction material for neutrinos. There will be a 40 mm gap between each
two iron layers to place the RPC in between. There will be three sets of
current carrying copper coils which will be energised to produce the required
magnetic field in the detector.

ICAL is designed to detect muons of energy range from 1–25 GeV gen-
erated from the CC interactions of the atmospheric νµ and νµ neutrinos.
One of the special features of ICAL is that it is sensitive to the charge of
muons because of the presence of magnetic field of Bmax ∼ 1.5 Tesla. While
the field is mainly in the y direction in the central region (see Fig. 1) and
in the side region, although smaller by about 15%, it varies in both magni-
tude and direction in the peripheral region. The map has been generated
[13] using the MAGNET6 [14] software and has been extensively used in all
simulations analyses of ICAL [1].

Each RPC has pick-up strips along the x- and y-directions respectively
above and below, so that whenever a charged particle passes through it,
signals will be collected as “hits” for that layer independently in both the
x and y directions. As the muon bends in the magnetic field depending
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on the sign of its charge, the bending of the track along with information
on the magnetic field in the region is used by a Kalman Filter program to
reconstruct the muon momentum (magnitude and direction) as well as the
sign of its charge, depending on whether it is up-coming or down-going; this
latter is determined based on the timing information which is available to an
accuracy of about 1 ns. We will present results on the muon reconstruction
efficiencies and energy resolutions in a later section. We will first present
details of the measurement of the magnetic field at the prototype mini-ICAL
detector and how we use it as an input in the current analysis.

3.2 Experimental inputs from mini-ICAL

The mini-ICAL is a fully functional prototype detector working at the transit
campus of INO near Madurai in Tamil Nadu, India. It was built to study
the challenges and difficulties that could be faced while installing the main
ICAL detector. It is an 85 ton detector which consists of 11 layers of 56 mm
thick iron and 10 layers of RPCs which are sandwiched between the iron
layers as active detector elements. Each iron layer is made up of 7 plates
with an overall dimension of 4×4 m2; see Fig. 2. The two sets of copper coils
each having 18 turns are used to magnetize mini-ICAL by flowing current
through the coils.

The mini-ICAL detector has been constructed with 3 mm gaps built-in
on purpose between the different iron plates in layers 1, 6, and 11 (top,
middle and bottom); see Fig. 2, in order to enable the measurement of
the magnetic field in the gaps using a Hall probe. A detailed study of the
magnetic field all along the gaps from a location near the coil slots to the
outer edges of the detector, and in the air just outside, has been made [15].
Separately, a detailed simulations study of the magnetic field in mini-ICAL
[16] as a function of the coil current and the gap widths, has been made
using the MAGNET6 software [14]. As expected, the magnetic field was
more or less uniform and largest in magnitude in the central region, with
|x|, |y| ≤ 1 m between the coil slots. (Note that the origin is defined to be the
centre of the detector). The field is somewhat smaller and in the opposite
direction in the side region outside the slots, |x| ≥ 1 m; |y| ≤ 1 m, while the
field is changing in both magnitude and direction in the peripheral region
with |y| ≥ 1m. In particular, in the peripheral region, the field is largest
near the coil slot and decreases toward the outside. Also, as expected, the
field is smaller when the gap width is larger; see Fig. 3. Hence the field
in the mini-ICAL is similar to that expected from simulations on the main
ICAL detector. In addition, it was found [15]. that the magnetic field in
mini-ICAL can be measured to within an accuracy of 3% [15].

A comparison of the measured and simulated field at mini-ICAL in-
dicated that it may be possible to get agreement between measured and
simulated field values to within about 10%. When the difference between

6



Figure 1: Field map of simulated magnetic field for ICAL detector from
Ref. [13]; shown is the field in the x–y plane in the centre of a single iron
layer. The field is uniform in the z direction over the thickness of the iron.

Figure 2: Schematic of top view of mini-ICAL showing the gaps between
plates in a layer.
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the measured and simulated gap widths was taken into account, the agree-
ment improves to within 5%. In this paper, we use the results of this study
and assume a similar result will hold for the main ICAL detector; i.e., we
use the magnetic field map for the entire ICAL detector as simulated by
the MAGNET6 software. Assuming that errors on this do not exceed about
5%, we present a preliminary and first study of the effect of errors in the
measurement of the magnetic fields on the physics goals of ICAL.
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Figure 3: Left: Variation of magnetic field as a function of the gap width
in mini-ICAL, from Ref. [15]. Right: Ratio of simulated [16] to measured
magnetic field in gap 0 of mini-ICAL as a function of the distance from the
edge of the detector. The right-most values are close to the coil gap.

We use these values in our simulations study of muons in the main ICAL
detector, with true and modified magnetic fields.

4 Simulations Study of Muons

The GEANT4 [17] code is used to generate the ICAL geometry which com-
prises three modules of 151 layers of 56 mm iron, separated by a 40 mm
gap in which the active detector elements, the RPCs, are inserted. The
magnetic field map shown for a single iron layer in Fig. 1 is generated using
MAGNET 6.0 software [1]. The calibration of muon energy/momentum is
done analogous to the approach discussed in detail in Refs. [3, 18]. Here,
10,000 muons of fixed energy and direction (pµ, cosθ) are generated at ran-
dom over the entire detector and propagated in the ICAL detector using
the magnetic field map shown in Fig. 1; henceforth this is called the “true”
magnetic field, B(x, y, z). The charged particles, on passing through the
RPCs, trigger a discharge, which is acquired as a “hit” in the detector. The
collection of hits through different layers forms a track. The magnetic field
bends the muons into the observed muon track. The hit pattern is stud-
ied and the reconstruction of the various muon properties is done using a
Kalman filter algorithm which requires hits in at least 5 consecutive lay-
ers. The algorithm identifies the hits which are a part of the muon track
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(non-trivial in the case of a genuine neutrino charged-current (CC) event
with associated hadron hits), and returns the direction (cos θ, φ), the mag-
nitude of the momentum and the sign of the charge of the muon. Various
selection criteria are used [3, 18] to improve the fit quality. The histogram
of reconstructed momenta is fitted to a gaussian which returns the mean
reconstructed momentum/energy (Ereco(pµ, cos θ)) and width (σ(pµ, cos θ))
as a function of the true input values. The number of reconstructed events
to the total number is the reconstruction efficiency, εreco, also a function
of the input energy/momentum and direction, and the relative number of
correctly charge identified tracks to the number reconstructed is the relative
charge identification efficiency, εcid. This analysis was performed for sets of
muons with energies 1–25 GeV in steps of 1 GeV, and with zenith angle
cos θ = 0.3–0.9 in steps of 0.1. Details of the quality of these fits, etc., can
be found in the references given earlier.

4.1 Parametrisation with modified magnetic fields

We wish to study the response of the detector when the measured magnetic
field is different from the true one. In order to be able to parametrise the
effect of such errors, and to quantify them, we use the following approach.

The same muon tracks are now fitted and reconstructed with a computed
or simulated magnetic field map which is different from the actual one. For
simplicity, 6 scenarios, when the fitted magnetic field is systematically differ-
ent from the true value by a constant factor, Breco = fB, are considered, viz.,
the fields are taken to be Bmeas = 0.7B, 0.8B, 0.95B, 1.05B, 1.2B, 1.30B, so
f = 0.7, 0.8, 0.95, 1.05, 1.2, 1.3, that is, magnetic fields which are 30%, 20%,
or 5% smaller or larger than the true magnetic field as given by the mag-
netic field map. The reconstructed energy Ereco, the energy resolution σ,
and the reconstruction and charge identification efficiencies are calculated
in each case. Fig. 4 shows the reconstructed muon energy as a function of
the true value over the relevant range for atmospheric neutrinos from 1–25
GeV. In the interests of clarity, only every 5th energy value is plotted for
angles cos θ = 0.4, 0.6, 0.8 (closely overlapping points with the smallest value
corresponding to the smallest cos θ). It can be seen that the reconstructed

energy EfBreco increases (decreases) for a given true value Etrue as f increases
(decreases). The results for f = 0.8, 1.2 only are plotted in comparison to
the true value (f = 1), again for clarity.

It turns out that EfBreco is given to a very good accuracy by a constant
scale parameter compared to EBreco for the original map, where f = 0.8, 0.95,
1.05, 1.2, etc. The actual reconstructed values (for cos θ = 0.8) are shown
along with this fit in Fig. 4 as a function of Etrue. For larger deviation from
the true magnetic field (∼20 %), it can be seen from Fig. 5 that there is a
non-linear variation of the reconstructed energy; the results fit marginally
better to a quadratic, but for smaller deviations (upto 5%) the fit is almost
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linear for all the three mentioned regions (I, II and III), and therefore the
change can be parametrised by fitting with a straight line. This is shown in
Table 2.

B-field f Ereco vs Etrue
B = Btrue 1.00 Ereco ∼ Etrue
B = 0.8Btrue 0.80 Ereco = 0.865Etrue
B = 0.95Btrue 0.98 Ereco = 0.965Etrue
B = 1.05Btrue 1.02 Ereco = 1.035Etrue
B = 1.2Btrue 1.20 Ereco = 1.135Etrue

Table 2: Change in the energy reconstruction (Ereco) of muon w.r.t. change
in the magnetic field by a constant factor f across the entire map.

In addition the width and hence the energy resolution for muons varies
as σ(fB) = fσ(B). The angular resolution, the reconstruction and charge
identification efficiencies are practically independent of the choice of mag-
netic field map, except at very low energies, Eµ ≤ 2 GeV. In this first,
rather simplistic analysis, we ignore these outliers and take these values to
be the same as with the true magnetic field. Obviously, the hadron energy
resolution (fitted to the number of hadron hits; see Ref. [19] for details) is
also independent of the choice of the magnetic field map.

With this analysis, we are now ready to analyse the impact of magnetic
field measurement errors on the physics reach of ICAL from charged current
(CC) interactions of atmospheric neutrinos in the detector. Throughout we
use the baseline results from Ref. [20, 10] for comparison.

5 Simulations study of impact of errors in mag-
netic field measurement at ICAL

5.1 Events generation

Both νe and νµ types of neutrinos (and their anti-particles) are present in at-
mospheric neutrino fluxes (the direct tau-neutrino contribution is negligible
at these energies and are only produced through oscillation). Charged cur-
rent (CC) atmospheric neutrino (and anti-neutrino) events were simulated
for an exposure of 1000 years at the ICAL detector using the NUANCE
neutrino generator [21] and Honda 3-D fluxes [22]. The “data” is generated
using the current central best fit values of various neutrino oscillation param-
eters as listed in Table 1 which are considered to be the “true” values. Note
that the analysis is completely insensitiveto the CP phase δCP and we have
assumed maximum mixing in the 2–3 sector, viz., θ23 = 45◦; sin2 θ23 = 0.5
throughout. In addition, normal ordering is assumed unless otherwise spec-
ified.
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Since the “theory” events are to be generated with different values of
these oscillation parameters, the NUANCE events were generated without
oscillations, which were applied event-by-event later. The rate of observed
charged muons of either type in the detector in terms of the true final state
muon energy and direction is given by

d2Nµ

dEµd cos θµ
= T ×ND ×

∫
dEνd cos θνdφν

[
Pµµ

d3Φµ

dEνd cos θνdφν
+

Peµ
d3Φe

dEνd cos θνdφν

]
×

d2σCCµ
dEµd cos θµ

, (3)

where T is the exposure time in seconds, ND is the number of target nuclei,
Φe,µ are the electron and muon type atmospheric neutrino fluxes, and σCCµ
is the charged current cross section for the muon neutrino interaction in the
detector. Here Pµµ(Eν , cos θν) is the muon neutrino survival probability and
Peµ(Eν , cos θν) is the oscillation probability of electron neutrino into muon
neutrino. For anti-neutrinos, the corresponding anti-neutrino fluxes, cross
sections and probabilities are used. It is seen that both νµ and νe fluxes
contribute (the former through the survival probability Pµµ and the latter
through the oscillation probability Peµ). Hence events using both sets of
initial fluxes were generated.

Symbolically, the true number of oscillated events can be expressed as

Nµ− = N0
µ− × Pµµ +N0

e− × Peµ , (4)

Nµ+ = N0
µ+ × Pµµ +N0

e+ × P eµ .

That is, the events N0
µ± were generated by using the νµ fluxes and the events

N0
e± were generated by swapping the νµ and νe fluxes in the generator,

retaining the same cross sections.
The above equations, Eq. 5, are just representative in order to under-

stand the different contributions. Actually, the events are generated by
NUANCE, so that N0

µ± are the un-oscillated muon events and N0
e± are

swapped muon events generated by NUANCE, and Nµ± are generated from
the νµ and νµ events respectively by applying neutrino oscillations. At the
end of the events generation, we have events listed in full detail, including
the energy and direction (Eν , cos θν , φν) of the initial neutrino, the energy
and direction of the final state muon, (Eµ, cos θµ, φµ) along with the sign
of its charge, and detailed information on all the final state hadrons pro-
duced in the interaction. As detailed in Ref. [20], we use the information
on the muon energy and direction (Eµ, cos θµ), and the total hadron energy,
E′had ≡ Eν − Eµ, for the analysis, while retaining the information on the
neutrino energy and direction (Eν , cos θν), for later use in order to generate
the neutrino oscillation probabilities.
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5.2 Inclusion of detector response

The events generated by the NUANCE neutrino generator give the true
values of the various parameters. However, in the actual detector, these will
be smeared depending on the detector resolutions. We therefore smear the
events according to the detector response studied in the previous section.
That is, we incorporate the efficiencies as well as the resolutions in both
energy and direction. In particular, we use the look-up tables generated as
described in the previous section to smear the values of the muon energy
and direction, as well as the hadron energy, (Eµ, cos θµ, E

′
had). The binning

of the events is done after including reconstruction efficiency of the muon
and charge identification efficiency of the detector. The observed muon CC
events are then given as

N tot
µ−(Eobsµ , cos θobsµ , E

′obs
had ) = εrecεcidNµ− + εrec(1− εcid)Nµ+ , (5)

N tot
µ+(Eobsµ , cos θobsµ , E

′obs
had ) = εrecεcidNµ+ + εrec(1− εcid)Nµ− .

Here εrec and εcid are the reconstruction efficiency and charge identifica-
tion efficiency of the detector for both µ+ and µ−; Ntot

µ− and (Ntot
µ+) are

the total oscillated CC νµ (νµ) events that will be observed in a given
(Eobsµ , cos θobsµ , E

′obs
had ) bin. Notice that since εcid < 1, a few µ+ events are

mid-identified as µ− events and vice versa. However, εcid > 98% for Eµ & 2
GeV; hence this contamination is small.

The “theory” events were smeared as per the resolutions corresponding
to the incorrect magnetic field map by assuming the field to be Breco =
fBmap, where f = 0.95, for instance. That is, the mean and σ of the muon
energy are calculated based on the value of f , as explained above. More
details on the nature of the smearing are given below.

The events are oscillated using the oscillation parameters given in Ta-
ble 1. The normal ordering is assumed throughout unless otherwise speci-
fied. The data was scaled to 10 years so all results correspond to 10 years
exposure at ICAL.

5.3 Analysis

The main goal of this study is to understand the impact of errors in the
magnetic field measurement in ICAL on the sensitivity to the neutrino os-
cillation parameters, especially in the 2–3 sector that atmospheric neutrinos
are dependent on. We study the impact of two different kinds of errors. In
both cases, events are generated according to the true magnetic field map as
shown in Fig. 1. Hence the “data” that is to be fitted to “theory” is always
generated according to the true map, as would be the case if there was real
data from ICAL. For the “theory” events, there are two possibilities. One
is that there was a calibration error so that the measured magnetic field is
systematically higher or lower than the true one (which is represented by
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the original magnetic field map in this analysis). Also, it is possible that the
local magnetic field where an event is generated is different from the simu-
lated value due to fluctuations in iron quality, composition or deviations in
the physical construction. The latter case is idealised by assuming that the
local magnetic field fluctuates randomly around the “true” or map value.
Hence we consider the following scenarios.

1. Considering the magnetic field map using the “true” B-field where the
magnetic field that is generated using MAGNET software (see Fig. 1)
is used to reconstruct the events. The results corresponding to use of
the true map for both data generation and theory analysis are already
available [1].

2. Considering the impact of a systematic change in the B-field map
(f = constant). Here the magnetic field is systematically increased or
decreased constantly by a factor f for the whole map and the “theory”
events are reconstructed according to this modified map.

3. Considering random Gaussian variation in the B-field map. Here the
local magnetic field where the event is generated via a random gaussian
which is centred around the true value as given by the field map, with
a width σ = 5% about the central value. In this case the magnetic
field value is ramdomly varied by generating a random number with
the sigma 0.05 of the central value (true field value) of the field and
the “theory” events are reconstructed using the corresponding gen-
erated field value, fB. The importance and usefulness of the linear
parametrisation developed in the previous section is now obvious: the
random gaussian number generates an arbitrary value of the scale fac-
tor f and the reconstructed muon energy is calculated based on linear
interpolation.

Of course, it is possible that the realistic case will correspond to inclu-
sion of both systematic and measurement errors but we only consider them
individually in this analysis.

5.4 χ2 analysis

Both the “data” and “theory” events are scaled to 10 years (unless other-
wise specified) and binned in bins of observed muon energy and direction
(Eobsµ , cos θobsµ ) and observed hadron energy, E

′obs
had . The number and size

of the bins were optimised in the earlier study [20] and used as-is in this
analysis.

Apart from the specific magnetic field variation of interest, we consider
five types of systematic errors which are given in Table 3 and which are
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included using the method of pulls. The flux normalization pull is the un-
certainty in the assumed (theoretical) energy dependence of the atmospheric
neutrino flux and it is calculated for each bin as follows:

Φδ(E) = Φ0(E)

(
E

E0

)δ
' Φ0(E)

(
1 + δ ln

E

E0

)
. (6)

The uncertainty in angular flux is taken to be 5% cosθ, that in the overall
flux normalization is considered as 20%, the uncertainty in the cross section
is considered to be 10% and an overall uncertainty in detector response is
taken to be 5%.

Systematic error Error

Flux normalization 20%

Shape uncertainty or tilt 5%

Zenith angle uncertainty 5%

Cross section uncertainty 10%

Detector response 5%

Table 3: The five types of systematic uncertainties included in the analysis.

The analysis closely follows that used in Ref. [20] and the results of that
work will be used as a baseline to understand the effects of errors in the
measurement of the magnetic field.

The loss of sensitivity due to using the incorrect field map during recon-
struction of the “theory” events is determined through χ2 which is the sum
of contributions from µ+ and µ− observed events:

χ2 = min
ξ±l

N
Eobsµ∑
i=1

N
cos θobsµ∑
j=1

N
E′obs
had∑

k=1

{
2

[(
T+
ijk −D

+
ijk

)
−D+

ijk ln

(
T+
ijk

D+
ijk

)]
+

2

[(
T−ijk −D

−
ijk

)
−D−ijk ln

(
T−ijk

D−ijk

)]}
+

5∑
l+=1

ξ2l+ +

5∑
l−=1

ξ2l− , (7)

where T, D correspond to “theory” and “data”, with the former including
the systematic errors through

T+
ijk = T 0+

ijk

(
1 +

5∑
l+=1

πl
+

ijkξl+

)
, (8)

T−ijk = T 0−
ijk

(
1 +

5∑
l−=1

πl
−
ijkξl−

)
,

where the superscript ’0’ indicates the events from µ± in the absence of sys-
tematic errors. When the “theory” events are generated using the modified
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magnetic field map, the quality of the fit degrades as quantified by

∆χ2(λ) = χ2(λ)− χ2
0 , (9)

with χ2
0 being the minimum value of χ2 when the true magnetic field map

is used to generate both “data” and “theory” events. With no statistical
fluctuations, χ2

0 = 0. Here, λ refers to the sensitivity to any of the oscillation
parameters such as λ = sin2 θ23.

6 Results

The precision reach for a parameter is defined as

Pnσ(p) ≡ ∆V p
n

2V p
0

, (10)

where ∆V p
n is the allowed range of the values of the parameter p at nσ, when

the remaining parameters are marginalised over their 3σ ranges, and V p
0 is

its central value. The precision reach for each choice of B field also depends
on the minimum χ2 for the best-fit value for that choice.

The analysis is first performed for the case when the fitted magnetic field
is systematically 5% (0.95B, 1.05B)and 2% (0.98B, 1.02B) smaller/larger
than the true values. The resulting χ2 is always compared to the case where
the true magnetic field map is used for both data generation as well as for
generating the theoretical rates. Hence, what is plotted in the subsequent
figures is the relative increase in χ2 when there is a mismatch between the
two maps.

The analysis is then performed for the case when the fitted magnetic
field is randomly chosen as gaussian distributed around the true map with
a gaussian width of σ = 5%. Again the resulting sensitivity is compared to
the case when the true map is used for both data and theory.

6.1 Sensitivity to the mixing angle θ23

The theory value of sin2 θ23 is kept fixed at different values and the χ2

marginalised over the 3σ range of ∆m2.

Systematic change in B field : From the left hand figure of Fig. 6,
it can be seen that for a ±2% systematic variation in the theory field
map, there is some worsening (by a few percent) of the precision measure-
ment at 2σ (∆χ2 = 4) of θ23 although the minimum χ2 is worse by about

χ2,fB
min − χ

2,B
m in ∼ 3, where χ2,B

min = 0 always by definition for the case when
the magnetic field maps match. For larger systematic errors of ±5%, the
minimum χ2 drastically worsens; in addition, the best-fit value moves away
from the input data value. We will discuss these trends later below when
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we discuss the simulataneous best-fit for sin2 θ23 and ∆m2. It be be noted
here that poor quality fits to the data may indicate potential errors in the
calibration of the magnetic field and this is an important insight when the
main ICAL comes online.

Gaussian variation in B field : For a 5% Gaussian variation around the
true the sensitivity is reasonably similar to the case when the true magnetic
field is used for generating the theory, as can be seen from the right side of
Fig. 6. In particular, the best fit value remains the true value, which is to
be expected since the theory magnetic field map simply fluctuates around
the true value. Such small fluctuations may be caused by local variations
in the ICAL geometry, errors in cutting the iron plates, improper alignment
of the iron plates, etc. It appears that the tolerance for such deviations is
much better than when there are systematic errors in the overall calibration
of the magnetic field itself.
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Figure 6: Left: ∆χ2 as a function of the theory value of sin2 θ23 when the
true or data value is fixed to sin2 θ23 = 0.5; ∆m2 has been marginalised over
its 3σ range. The different curves correspond to theory events generated
with a systematically modified magnetic field map, modified by a factor f ,
where f = 1±2%, 1±5%. It can be seen that 5% field distortion drastically
worsens the χ2 and hence the quality of the fit. Right: The same plot for a
gaussian variation of the magnetic field map with width σ = 0.05. In both
plots the result with true magnetic field map is shown as the solid black
line. Note that the y axis ranges are different for the two plots.

6.2 Effect on sensitivity for ∆m2

A similar study was carried out to determine the impact on the sensitivity
to the mass squared difference, ∆m2. Here the χ2 was marginalised over the
3σ range of sin2 θ23 for various theory values of ∆m2.
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Systematic change in B field : From the left hand figure of Fig. 7,
again, it can be seen that ±2% systematic changes in the field map did not
cause large changes in the sensitivity. Again, a ±5% variation is beyond the
tolerance limit as the quality of fit worsens considerably. It is interesting
to note that unlike in the case of sin2 θ23, the deviation of the best-fit value
from the true value is very visible even for small deviations from the true
field map. However, we will see below that this is the case for sin2 θ23 as
well, although not as clearly visible in Fig. 6.

Gaussian variation in B field : The sensitivity does not change signifi-
cantly for a 5% Gaussian variation of the field about its true value, as can be
seen from the right panel of Fig. 7. Again, therefore, such fluctuations are
more tolerable for precision measurements of ∆m2 than calibration errors
in the magnetic field.
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Figure 7: Left: ∆χ2 as a function of the theory value of ∆m2 in units of
eV2 when the true or data value is fixed to ∆m2 = 2.47× 10−3 eV2; sin2 θ23
has been marginalised over its 3σ range. The different curves correspond to
theory events generated with a systematically modified magnetic field map,
modified by a factor f , where f = 1 ± 2%, 1 ± 5%. It can be seen that 5%
field distortion drastically worsens the χ2 and hence the quality of the fit.
Right: The same plot for a gaussian variation of the magnetic field map
with width σ = 0.05. In both plots the result with true magnetic field map
is shown as the solid black line. Note that the y axis ranges are different for
the two plots.

6.3 Combined fit to sin2 θ23 and ∆m2

In order to better understand the variation of the best fit values with chang-
ing magnetic field maps, we have performed a simultaneous 2-parameter fit
for each case. The results are shown in Fig. 8 for cases when there is a sys-
tematic change in the magnetic field by a factor |1 − f | = 2, 5%, as well as

18



for the gaussian case. Shown in blue is the 90% CL contour in the sin2 θ23–
∆m2 plane for the case when the true field map is used to generate both
the data and theory. This is the ideal case2 that has been discussed earlier
[20]. The green crosses from top left to bottom right mark the best fit values
for f = 0.95–1.05 in steps of 1% respectively. The dense red square in the
centre, at the position of the true (data) values, corresponds to all the cases
where the magnetic field map is generated by a gaussian fluctuation of the
field around the central value, with width σ = 1–5% in steps of 1%.
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Figure 8: Allowed 90% CL two parameter contour in the sin2 θ23–∆m2 plane
when the true or data value is fixed to (sin2 θ23,∆m

2) = (0.5, 2.47 × 10−3

eV2) when the true magnetic field map is used to generate the theory events.
The green crosses from top left to bottom right correspond to the best-fit
values when the magnetic field map used in the theory reconstruction is
systematically different from that for the data by f = 0.95–1.05 in steps of
1% while the red square corresponds to the best-fit values when a gaussian
variation upto 5% is used instead. See text for details.

It can be seen that the gaussian fluctuation does not change the best-fit
value while systematic errors in the magnetic field map also change both
the sin2 θ23 and ∆m2 values systematically away from the true or input
data values. The reason for the trend in the best fit values for the case when
there is a systematic variation in the field is a consequence of the complicated
dependence of the oscillation probabilities on the two parameters of interest.
It directly arises from the fact that the reconstructed muon momentum is
systematically smaller/larger than the true value when the modified field is
systematically smaller/larger than the true map. Since the flux falls severely
with neutrino energy, the fact that the cross section increases with energy
is unable to compensate for this loss; hence the muon events are peaked at
low energies. When this data is fitted using a larger/smaller field map, the

2While the procedure followed is given in this reference, the contour has been redrawn
for the new central parameter values that have been used in this work.
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peak in the events is shifted to higher/smaller muon energies. The oscillation
parameters required to fit this distorted events distribution therefore change.
The result has a complicated dependence on the energy as well as direction
due to matter effects; see [23] for the dependence of both Pµµ and Peµ on the
oscillation parameters as a function of energy and direction of the incoming
neutrino. The result however is a straightforward trend in the best fit values
as seen in the figure.

Although the best-fit values correspond to increasingly poor χ2 values
as the deviation from the true value increases it can be seen from Fig. 8 that
variations up to ±5% yield best-fit values that still lie within the 90% CL
of the true result. The minimum χ2 values are shown as a function of the
deviations from the true map in Fig. 9. It can be seen that the quality of fit
remains decent for gaussian fluctuations of the field around the true value.
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Figure 9: The minimum χ2 value corresponding to the best-fit values shown
in Fig. 8 for the simultaneous fit in the sin2 θ23–∆m2 plane. The red curve
with dot points corresponds to the values when the magnetic field map used
in the theory reconstruction is systematically different by ±5% in steps of
1% while the green crosses correspond to the best-fit values when a gaussian
variation upto 5% is used instead. See text for details.

6.4 Mass hierarchy sensitivity

Here events were generated using normal ordering (NO) and ∆χ2 was calcu-
lated by assuming the inverted ordering (IO) in the theory. The results were
marginalised over 3σ ranges of both sin2 θ23 and the magnitude of ∆m2. As
expected, the sensitivity of the ICAL to the mass ordering decreases with
smearing in the B-field. However, as can be seen from Fig. 10, the loss
of sensitivity is marginal for a ±2% systematic variation or a 5% gaussian
variation of the field, with a 3σ hierarchy sensitivity being achievable in 11+
years of running of ICAL rather than 10+ years with ideal field map.
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Figure 10: Ability to discriminate against the wrong mass ordering as a
function of exposure time in years at ICAL with theory events being gener-
ated according to true map (black solid line), showing a loss in sensitivity
when there is a ±2% systematic deviation in the map (green and blue dashed
and dotted lines), and a marginal improvement (red dotted line) when a 5%
gaussian modified map is used.

7 Discussion and conclusions

We have presented, for the first time, a detailed simulations analysis of the
realistic case when the magnetic field map for ICAL is not precisely known,
and the consequent impact on the precision with which the oscillation pa-
rameters, especially in the 2–3 sector can be determined in this case. We
have used the magnetic field measurements made on the prototype mini-
ICAL 85 ton detector which is an exact scale model of the proposed ICAL
detector to determine reasonable ranges of errors, both in measurement and
calibration, of the magnetic field. First, we generated 250 sets of 10,000
muon events each at different energies and angles in a Geant4 simulation of
the ICAL detector. The resulting muon tracks were then reconstructed and
analysed using (1) the true map, (2) maps that deviated from the true map
systematically by a constant factor f , being either larger than or smaller
than the true field. It was found that for small deviations of the map, the
deviations in the reconstructed muon momentum showed a linear depen-
dence on the deviation of the magnetic field, and was non-linear for larger
deviations. It was further found that these variations were independent of
the region in ICAL where the event was generated. The muon momentum
resolution also changed linearly, although the variation of this parameter
does not significantly affect the results. It was also found that, within rea-
sonable errors, the reconstruction efficiency, charge-id efficiency, and the
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angular resolution remained the same as with the true magnetic field map.
This study was then used to parametrise the muon parameters (energy,

resolution functions, etc) in terms of the magnetic field parameter f . This
enabled analysis for arbitrary values of the magnetic field. In addition, five
systematic errors corresponding to pulls for flux and cross section normalisa-
tion, flux angular distribution, flux energy dependence or tilt, and detector
parameters, were included in the analysis. It was found that small system-
atic deviations from the true field gave acceptable results with very little
loss of sensitivity to the 2–3 oscillation parameters sin2 θ23 and ∆m2 (or
equivalently, ∆m2

32). However, large variations of say 5%led to very bad
quality fits. It appears that poor quality fits may be useful as an indicator
of issues with calibration of the magnetic field and is an important outcome
of this study for the main ICAL detector.

Random fluctuations of the magnetic field in different regions of ICAL
with gaussian widths of 5% around the true magnetic field value, on the other
hand, gave results with very good quality fits for both the 2–3 parameters;
in addition the resulting best-fit parameters were very close to the true input
values, in contrast to the case when there are systematic variations in the
magnetic field. Hence, errors, especially in the calibration of the magnetic
field map, may give rise to best-fit values which trend away from the true
values, depending on the size of the deviations.

As mentioned earlier, this is the first detailed study of the impact of
errors in the measurement of the magnetic field in ICAL on the quality
and correctness of the fits to the neutrino oscillation parameters sin2 θ23
and ∆m2

32. More data is being currently taken at the prototype mini-ICAL
detector in Madurai, South India. In addition, detailed simulations studies
of the magnetic field map for both the main ICAL and mini-ICAL are on-
going and will be compared to the measured values. Both these will augment
this current first and preliminary analysis and allow for a more detailed study
of this crucial input to ICAL physics.
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Abstract: Optical tweezers (OT) have become an essential technique in several fields of physics,

chemistry, and biology as precise micromanipulation tools and microscopic force transducers.

Quantitative measurements require the accurate calibration of the trap stiffness of the optical

trap and the diffusion constant of the optically trapped particle. This is typically done by

statistical estimators constructed from the position signal of the particle, which is recorded by

a digital camera or a quadrant photodiode. The finite integration time and sampling frequency

of the detector need to be properly taken into account. Here, we present a general approach

based on the joint probability density function of the sampled trajectory that corrects exactly the

biases due to the detector’s finite integration time and limited sampling frequency, providing

theoretical formulas for the most widely employed calibration methods: equipartition, mean

squared displacement, autocorrelation, power spectral density, and force reconstruction via

maximum-likelihood-estimator analysis (FORMA). Our results, tested with experiments and

Monte Carlo simulations, will permit users of OT to confidently estimate the trap stiffness and

diffusion constant, extending their use to a broader set of experimental conditions.

© 2023 Optica Publishing Group

1. Introduction

Optical tweezers (OT) are a key enabling technology in a wide range of fields including single-

molecule biophysics, cell biology, colloidal studies, chemistry, statistical physics, transport

phenomena, and even quantum physics [1–7]. They have been used to manipulate microscopic

objects with forces ranging from femtonewtons (10−15 N) to piconewtons (10−12 N) [2]. Fur-

thermore, they have also been used to characterize the mechanical properties of the (possibly

complex) fluids where these particles are immersed [2, 8, 9].

In first approximation, OT exert a force � on the trapped particle that is proportional to the

displacement G of the particle from the center of the trap, i.e., � = −^G, where ^ is the trap

stiffness. There are various ways to experimentally determine ^. Most of these methods rely on

the tracking of the position of the particle as a function of time, typically measured by a digital

camera or a quadrant photodiode [1, 10–13]. From the stochastic trajectory, different statistical

estimators are used to estimate the trap stiffness of the optical trap and the diffusion constant of the

optically trapped particle [2]. For instance, the equipartition (EP) method estimates ^ relying on

http://arxiv.org/abs/2305.07245v1


the fact that, at thermodynamic equilibrium, the probability distribution of the particle position

follows the Boltzmann distribution [1, 2, 13]. Other methods can additionally estimante the

diffusion constant by relying on the mean square displacement (MSD) [1], the autocorrelation

function (ACF) [14], the power spectral density (PSD) [15] and the force reconstruction via

maximum likelihood estimator (FORMA) [2,16]. Generally speaking, the accurate and precise

calibration of OT will depend on several parameters involved in the detection of the position of

the particle, such as the signal-to-noise ratio (SNR), the sampling frequency or bandwidth, the

integration time, and the length of the acquired data.

Typically, an OT setup includes a microscope digital camera or a quadrant photodiode (QPD)

to measure the position of the optically trapped particle. QPDs represent an excellent solution

to calibrate OT when dealing with a single static optical trap; they work at very high sampling

frequencies (on the order of hundreds of kilohertz) and short intergation times (on the order

of microseconds) with high SNR. Nevertheless, when a larger field of view is needed (e.g., in

holographic optical tweezers trapping multiple particles at the same time), digital cameras are

commonly used to visualize the whole sample, permitting the user to select the region of interest

and the particular particle(s) to be analyzed [1,13]; however, standard microscopy cameras have

the disadvantage that have low sampling frequencies (usually up to some kilohertz) and long

integration times (up to milliseconds), which can affect the quality of the OT calibration with

standard methods.

Several works have discussed the effect of the integration time and sampling frequency on the

calibration of OT [17–28]. The EP method is arguably the simplest one and, often, the natural

starting point for more complex analyses, with the limitation that it only provides the stiffness

of the optical trap but not the diffusion constant of the particle [17–19]; a finite integration time

and a limited sampling frequency have been shown to introduce artifacts in the reconstructed

trapping potentials [17]. There has also been some work exploring the effects of the integration

time on different geometries of the trapping potential and in cases of anisotropic diffusion,

which may have applications in nuclear magnetic resonance imaging techniques [19]. For

MSD-based methods, the effect of the integration time has been discussed in the context of

rheological studies measuring the viscoelastic properties of the liquid where the particles are

immersed [17, 19, 21–25], relevant for the study of processes intertwined with, e.g., cellular

dynamics (such as cell growth, stem cell differentiation, cell crawling, wound healing, protein

regulation, cell malignancy, and even cell death [24, 26]). When using the PSD method, the

finite integration time and limited sampling frequency result in an effective low-pass filtering of

the signal whose signature can be identified in the acquired power spectra [18, 20, 27, 28].

Recently, there has been a growing interest in applying techniques of classical information

theory to the calibration of OT. For instance, estimations using posterior distributions and

maximum posterior estimators (e.g., FORMA with an uninformative prior [16]) are two of the

recently developed alternatives, which, nonetheless, still consider restrictive ideal conditions,

such as high sampling frequency and negligible integration time [3,16,29,30]. Using maximum

likelihood estimators, Refs. [23, 25, 28] were able to incorporate into the mathematical analysis

a limited sampling frequency and integration time and, then, use concepts from information

theory, such as Fisher information [25] and the Cramer-Rao bound [23], to ascertain the bona

fide of their techniques. Other works have considered also a covariance-based estimator [31]

While many works and methodologies are available, a general and comprehensive approach

to tackle the effects of the integration time, sampling rate and trajectory duration in standard

calibration methods is still lacking. Also, some of the works mentioned previously rely on some

intermediate procedures to fit the model’s functions, typically by means of non-linear fitting

algorithms, with the disadvantage of being time consuming and potentially adding errors to the

final estimators.

Here, we develop a general framework from which we derive analytical solutions that incor-



porate sampling frequency and integration time in their descriptions for the most commonly

used methods to estimate the stiffness and the diffusion constant in OT (namely EP, MSD, ACF,

PSD, and FORMA). We provide generalized analytical solutions for these methods, enabling

accurate and precise estimations, independent of the frame rate and of the integration time of

the camera. This will offer a framework for future research to tackle problems where fast or

real time estimations of the stiffness and diffusion are required, such as those dealing with non

equilibrium thermodynamics or molecular biology.

This article is organized as follows: First, in Sec. 2, we highlight the problems that arise

due to a finite integration time and a limited sampling frequency on the estimates derived from

the standard calibration methods (EP, MSD, ACF, PSD, and FORMA), which assume ideal

conditions (i.e., high sampling frequency and negligible integration time). In Sec. 3, we derive

analytical expressions that incorporate arbitrary integration time and sampling frequency for all

the methods, and we further use them to estimate the stiffness and diffusion. A summary of the

methods in their standard and generalized forms, including practical considerations, is presented

in Table 1. Then, in Sec. 4, we compare the performance of these new formulas, to which

we will refer as generalized formulas, to estimate the stiffness and diffusion constant against

standard ones in a broad range of experimental conditions, going from low sampling frequencies

and large integration times to high sampling frequencies and short integration times. Finally, in

Sec. 5, we show the performance of the generalized formulas to estimate stiffness and diffusion

constant when controlling total time and sample number. At the end of the article, in Secs. 6

and 7, we discuss our results and give general conclusions and future research directions.

2. Problems due finite sampling frequency and integration time

Let us start with a reminder of the standard calibration methods to later dwell on the effects

that a finite sampling frequency and integration time may have on them. We assume that the

effect of the OT on a particle is well described by the Langevin equation modelling the motion

of a Brownian particle in the overdamped regime subject to a Hookean restoring force. For

simplicity, we also restrict ourselves to the one-dimensional case:

3G(C)
3C

= − ^

W
G(C) +

√
2�, (C) . (1)

The diffusion constant is � = :B )/W, with :B the Boltzmann constant, ) the absolute tem-

perature, W = 3ca3p the drag coefficient, 3p the diameter of the particle, a the viscosity

of the medium, and , (C) a white noise with zero mean and Dirac-delta-correlated variance

〈,C), (C′)〉 = X(C − C′) [32].

A formal solution to Eq. (1) reads

G(C) = G04
−C/got +

√
2�

∫ C

0

3B, (B)4−(C−B)/got , (2)

where G0 is the initial position at time C = 0 and got = W/^ is the characteristic relaxation time of

the particle in the optical trap. From this theoretical model, one can easily derive exact formulas

for physical quantities of interest that will depend on the two parameters ^ and �. To infer these

parameters, one must contrast the theoretical formulas with sample estimators constructed from

a dataset containing a time series of the particle’s position measured experimentally. Let our

dataset be D ≡ {G=}#s

==1
, where G= ≡ G(C=) are the particle’s positions taken at regular times

C= = =ΔC = =/ 5s, for = = 1, 2, ..., #s, and 5s = 1/ΔC denotes the sampling frequency. A summary

of the implementation and relevant functions involved in these methods are (for further details

see Refs. [1, 2]):



• Potential and EP analyses. At thermodynamic equilibrium, the probability of finding

the particle around a position G is given by the Boltzmann distribution:

d(G) = d04
−* (G)

:B) , (3)

where d0 is a normalization factor. In this case, the statistical estimator is, fairly simply,

the histogram of the probability of finding the particle at a given position constructed from

the dataset D. The experimental potential is estimated by means of the histogram ℎ(G1)
of the position, with G1 the bins’ coordinates,

* (G1) = −:�) log(ℎ(G1)) + 2>=BC0=C. (4)

If we further assume that the potential is harmonic,

* (G) = 1

2
^(G − Geq)2 , (5)

with Geq the stable equilibrium position, we can fit this model function to the estimates in

Eq. (4) and obtain ^ as a free parameter. Equivalently, by the equipartition theorem we

know that

^ =
:B)〈

(G − Geq)2
〉 . (6)

This implies that a simple way to infer the value of ^ is to use the dataset D to construct

an estimate of the position’s variance
〈
(G − Geq)2

〉
. Its statistical estimator is the so-called

sample variance, usually denoted as B2
#s

. Thus,

^ =
:�)

B2
#s

, (7)

with B2
#s

=
1

#s−1

∑#s

==1
(G= − Geq)2 and Geq =

1
#s

∑#s

==1
G=. Since the potential and the EP

formulas are essentially equivalent, very similar results are expected when the number of

data is high enough; therefore, in the following, we will focus only in the EP method.

• MSD analysis. The MSD is theoretically defined as

MSD(g) =
〈
[G(C + g) − G(C)]2

〉
=

2:B)

^

(
1 − 4−g/got

)
, (8)

for C larger than got. Given the dataset D, its statistical estimator is given by

MSD(gℓ) =
1

#s − ℓ

#s−ℓ∑
==1

(G=+ℓ − G=)2 , (9)

with G= = G(=ΔC) and gℓ = ℓΔC. The theoretical formula and its estimator are then fitted

to infer ^ and got (from which � can be straightforwardly obtained).

• ACF analysis. The autocorrelation function is defined as:

ACF(g) = 〈G(C + g)G(C)〉 = :B)

^
4−g/got , (10)

again for C larger than the characteristic relaxation time. In this case, its estimator is given

by

ACF(gℓ ) =
1

#s − ℓ

#s−ℓ∑
==1

(G=+ℓG=) , (11)

which upon comparison with its theoretical counterpart allows us to infer ^ and � (through

got).



• PSD analysis. For a continuous and infinitely long signal (solution to Eq. (1)), the PSD

is given by

%( 5 ) = 1

2c2

�

5 2
c + 5 2

, (12)

which depends on 5c = ^/(2cW) and �. If, however, the signal is taken at discrete time

steps, the above formula must be replaced by [2]:

%( 5 ) = ΔG2/ 5s
1 + 22 − 22 cos(2c 5 / 5s)

, (13)

whereΔG = ((1−22)�/2c 5c)1/2 and 2 = 4−2c 5c/ 5s . The corresponding sampled estimator

of the PSD is computed by means of the Fast Fourier Transform (FFT),

%( 5:) =
〈
|Ĝ ( 5:) |2

〉
)s

=
ΔC2

)s

〈
|FFT{{xj}Ns

j=1
}k |2

〉
(14)

with 5: = :/)s for : = 1, . . . , (#s − 1)/2. In this case, 〈(· · · )〉 stands for the expected

value estimated by averagingmany experimental replicas or by data compression (typically

obtained by moving average).

• FORMA analysis. The values of ^ and � are directly computed from the experimental

datasetD by maximizing the likelihood of the linear model. The linear model comes about

discretizing the Langevin equation to linear order, and rescaling the noise accordingly,

yielding:

G=+1 − G=

ΔC
= − ^

W
G= +

√
2�

ΔC
F= (15)

with F= Gaussian variables of zero mean and unit variance. From here, the model’s

likelihood is:

L({G=}#s

==1
) = 1

(2�ΔC)#s/2
exp


−1

2

#s−1∑
==1

©
«
G=+1 −

(
1 − ΔC

got

)
G=

√
2�ΔC

ª®®¬

2
(16)

maximizing with respect to the parameters we obtain the maximum likelihood estimators:

^

W
= −

∑#s−1

==1
G=

G=+1−G=
ΔC∑#s−1

==1
[G=]2

, � =
ΔC

2(#s − 1)

#s−1∑
==1

(
G=+1 − G=

ΔC
+ ^

W
G=

)2

. (17)

All these methods assume that each sample contained in the dataset D is measured instanta-

neously. Additionally, the MSD, ACF, PSD and FORMA methods need the sampling frequency

to be high enough in comparison with the characteristic time of the trap to fully access the time

dependence of these observables. However, a real sampled trajectory will be distorted by the

time the detector takes to collect the data, called integration time, as schematically shown in

Fig. 1(a). This will skew the estimations of ^ and �. A way to model the effect of the integration

time is to assume that the sampled position at a given time C= is averaged around a time window

of size X, which represents the integration time, that is:

G̃= ≡ 1

X

∫ C=+X/2

C=−X/2
G(C) 3C . (18)



The new dataset D̃ ≡ {G̃=}#s

==1
captures better the trajectory obtained in an experiments. This

is equivalent to a low-pass filter, with an upper bound, X ≤ ΔC. In a digital camera with global

shutter, the integration time (exposure time) can be set in a range of values defined by the camera

maker and is limited by the maximum sampling frequency (frame rate) allowed by the device.

In a QPD, the effective integration time depends on the electronic bandwidth and typically is not

a controllable parameter (in contrast to standard digital cameras, QPDs may reach quite easily

sampling frequencies of the order of ∼ 105 Hz, allowing very short integration times of the order

of 10−5 s).

To appreciate the effect of the sampling frequency and the integration time on the standard

methods previously described, we perform some Monte Carlo simulations of the dynamics of a

particle trapped in an OT varying the sampling frequency and the integration time (see Refs. [1]

and Appendix A for more details on the Monte Carlo simulations). For this purpose, we used a

particle of diameter 3p = 1.54 `m and diffusion constant � = 0.299 `m2/s trapped by an OT

with ^ = 4.08 pN/`m. These values were chosen to be in line with the experiments discussed

in Secs. 4 and 5.

The scatter plots in Figs. 1(b-e) show the behavior of the estimators under various acquisition

conditions (from left to right, the methods based on the potential, MSD, ACF, PSD, and FORMA,

estimated by means of Eqs. (4), (9), (11), and (14), respectively). Figs. 1(b) show the behavior

for high sampling frequency, 5s = 5000 Hz, and zero integration time, while Figs. 1(c-e) show

the behavior for low sampling frequency, 5s = 100 Hz, and three different integration times

X = 0 s, 5 ms, and 10 ms (the latter corresponds to the limit case where X = ΔC). The solid

gray lines show the behavior of the analytical expressions corresponding to the solutions of the

standard methods considering the theoretical values of ^ and � (Eqs. (5), (8), (10), (13) and the

deterministic part of Eq. (15) for FORMA).

Fig. 1(b) shows the ideal case where the data points corresponding to each estimator follow

the theoretical predictions of the standard formulas. In this case, the sampling frequency is

more than one order of magnitude higher than the characteristic frequency of the trap, 5s =

5000 Hz ≫ fot = 1/got = ^/W = 297 Hz.

A less ideal condition with still zero integration time but with a low sampling rate is shown

in Figs. 1(c). In this case, the sampling frequency, 5s = 100 Hz, is slightly lower than the

characteristic frequency of the trap. Broadly speaking, we can already notice some important

effects on the estimators that could have repercussions on the estimated values of ^ and �.

Probably, the least affected is the potential, since this method does not depend on the sampling

frequency (as the main condition to properly recover the potential or the variance of the position

is that the total elapsed time of the trajectory is much larger than the relaxation time of the trap

()s ≫ got) [2], which is easily accomplished in the majority of cases since typically got is of the

order of some milliseconds and )s could be on the order of seconds or more).

Regarding the MSD (second column in Figs. 1(c)), the data of the estimator do not appear

appreciably distorted. In this respect, the only condition needed to properly resolve the MSD

with the estimator relies on a high enough sampling frequency to recover the first part of the

function. Since this curve reaches its maximum value at a characteristic time g = got, ΔC . got

would enable enough data points in the first region of the plot.

The figure in the third column of Figs. 1(c) shows the case of the ACF. The estimator in this

case, similarly to what happens with the MSD, is not distorted by the low sampling frequency,

following the standard formula. Nevertheless, since this function falls rapidly to zero with time,

with a characteristic time given by got, from a statistical point of view, the behavior of the ACF

would be better reproduced by the estimator if ΔC . got, similarly to what happens with the

MSD.

The estimator of the PSD shown in the fourth column of Figs. 1(c) follows its corresponding

analytical expression. Since the estimator of the PSD depends on the discrete Fourier transform,



Fig. 1. Effect of low sampling frequency and long integration time on optical

tweezers calibration. (a) The trajectory of a particle (solid line) is sampled every

ΔC, instantaneously (black dots) or with a finite integration time X (red dots). (b-

e) Behavior of the standard methods for various sampling frequencies and integration

times on simulated trajectories generated through Monte Carlo simulations of a particle

of diameter 3p = 1.54 `m in a trap with stiffness ^ = 4.08 pN/`m and diffusion

constant � = 0.299 `m2/s. The gray solid lines represent the analytical solutions of

the standard methods, whereas the colored dotted lines represent their corresponding

estimates obtained from the simulated data. From left to right, potential (POT), mean

square displacement (MSD), autocorrelation function (ACF), power spectrum density

(PSD), and force reconstruction via maximum likelihood estimator (FORMA) methods.

(b) When the conditions are ideal (i.e., with high sampling frequency 5s = 5000 Hz

and short integration time X = 0 s), there is good agreement between the estimators and

the theoretical predictions (see Eqs. (7), (8), (10), (13) and (17)). (c-e) This agreement

worsens as the conditions become less ideal (c) by lowering the sampling frequency

to 5s = 100 Hz (X = 0 ms), and then by increasing the integration time to (d) X = 5 ms

and (e) X = 10 ms.



the aliasing of the data turns more evident as the sampling frequency gets lower, which is the

case in this example. In this case, the analytical solution of the aliasing PSD is more adequate,

which is in turn the one that is shown in these figures. Under these still ideal conditions, the only

restrictions for the PSD are to have a sufficiently long trajectory, with )s ≫ got, and high enough

sampling frequency 5s & 5ot in order to have a good representation of the PSD at low and high

frequencies around the corner frequency 5c, which in our example is 5c = ^/(2cW) = 47.3 Hz.

The last figure in Figs. 1(c) depicts the behavior of FORMA. In this figure, in contrast to

the one described above, where the sampling frequency was high, it is evident that the trend

of the scattered plot, particularly its slope, is very different from the analytical formula. This

was already expected since FORMA in its simple form was designed for data sets taken at

sampling frequencies much higher than the characteristic frequencies of the trap [16], giving

rise to wrong estimates of ^ and � when these formulas were applied to experimental data under

these conditions.

Figs. 1(d-e) show the cases with low sampling frequency and a finite integration time, different

from zero. These figures illustrate how the estimators of the different methods fail as the

integration time increases. In the case of the potential, as the integration time increases, the

estimated values follow a steeper parabola than the expected one, which, according to Eq. (3),

would indicate an apparent higher stiffness than the real one. In the same way, this effect

would affect the estimation of the stiffness via the equipartition formula in its standard form (see

Eq. (7)).

In these same conditions, the estimator of the MSD is distorted at all times, getting lower

values than expected, with a lower initial slope than the theoretical prediction. According to the

ideal formula (see Eq. (8)), the MSD behaves linearly for short times with a slope of 2�, while

it reaches a plateau for long times at a value 2:B)/^. Hence, comparing directly the estimated

values of the MSD with a finite integration time and the corresponding standard formula (Eq. (8))

would give rise to biased values of � and ^, namely lower diffusion constant and higher stiffness

than the expected ones.

As the integration time increases, surprisingly, the ACF is not drastically distorted, as can be

seen in the third column of Figs. 1(d-e). The difference between the estimated values and the

analytical standard description is quite subtle, albeit clearly visible in the data points evaluated

at g = 0. We will show in the following section that the zero lag time of the ACF is actually

the one that is mainly affected by the integration time while the following terms may present

negligible distortions when X has a low value. Considering this property, the ACF would enable

more reliable estimations of ^ and � than the other methods, particularly if the integration time

is short or moderate and if the first data points of the ACF are ignored in the fitting procedure.

For the case of the PSD, the integration time distorts the estimated PSD by reducing its

expected values at short frequencies and increasing the slope of the decay at large frequencies.

Since at short frequencies the dominant behavior of the PSD, according to the analytical expres-

sion Eq. (13), is given by �/(2c) 5 −2
c and at large frequencies the PSD is expected to decay

predominantly as �/(2c) 5 −2 when the aliasing is ignored, similarly to the MSD, this give rise

to an apparent increment of ^ and a reduction of �.

In the case of FORMA, as the integration time increases, we see that the scatter plot becomes

thinner and tilts counterclockwise, indicating again apparent higher and lower valued estimates

of the stiffness and the diffusion constant, respectively.

3. Generalized methods

As we have mentioned before, the dynamics of a particle of diameter 3p, immersed in a fluid

with viscosity a and undergoning the action of an OT with stiffness ^, can be modelled by the

Langevin equation (1). Recall that the standard formulas of the methods, i.e., EP (Eq. (5) and

(7)), MSD (Eq. (8)), ACF (Eq. (10)), PSD (Eq. (13)) and FORMA (Eq. (17)) described above,



do not account for the integration time, which implies that the inferred parameters will be biased.

To incorporate this effect in a general framework, we should find the probability of observing a

whole particle’s trajectory already corrected for the integration time. If we were able to derive

such an expression, then we could easily derive any physical quantity of interest from it. In the

following, we show that this is indeed possible.

Starting from Eq. (18), using the formal solution Eq. (2), and after some calculations based on

the path integral formalism (see Appendix C), it can be shown that the joint probability density

function, denoted here as ?
(
{G̃=}#s

==1

)
of observing the particle at sampled positions G̃1, . . . , G̃#s

at times 0 < C1 < · · · < C#s
< )s, is given by :

?({G̃=}#s

==1
) = 1√

(2c)#s det �
exp

[
−1

2

#s∑
=,<=1

(
G̃= − G̃04

−C=/got

)
[�−1]=<

(
G̃< − G̃04

−C</got

)]
,

(19)

where G̃0 =
sinh(U)

U
G0, and [�−1]=< corresponds to the (=, <)-entry of the inverse covariance

matrix between two particle’s blurry positions at time C= and C<,

�=< =

[
sinh(U)

U

]2

�got,G

[
4−|C=−C< |/got,G − 4−(C=+C<)/got,G

]
+ �got,G

U − cosh(U) sinh(U)
U2

X=< ,

(20)

where X=< denotes the Kronecker delta and U = X/2got is half the ratio between the integration

time and the relaxation time. For the derivation of this formula, we have solely assumed that

|C= − C< | > X, which is quite realistic. Besides, since we assume that the process runs within

an interval starting at zero, we must have that the first time C1 at which we have the first point

recorded must obey C1 − X > 0.

In the limit of U going to zero, which corresponds to either a very fast shutter velocity or a

very long relaxation time, we recover the standard covariance matrix, and the joint PDF given

by Eq. (19), that can be written as ?({G=}#s

==1
) = ?(G0)

∏#s−1

==1
� (G=+1 |G=), with � (G=+1 |G=) the

propagator of the standard Ornstein–Uhlenbeck (OU) process. Generally, the joint PDF given

by Eq. (19) cannot be factorized in this way, since the corrected process is non-Markovian.

Other than that, this expression contains all the statistical information of the system and we can

now proceed to rederive the theoretical formulas used in the calibration methods. Henceforth,

we will take the initial condition G0 = 0 and, moreover, for MSD and ACF we will assume

that enough time has elapsed so that we only keep the time-translational invariant term in the

covariance matrix.

• Potential and EP analysis. From Eq. (19), we can evaluate the expectation value
〈
G̃2
#s

〉
which equals to �== . This automatically implies that

〈
G̃2
#s

〉
=

:�)

^
F (U) with F (U) = 4−2U + 2U − 1

2U2
. (21)

This implies, in turn, that the effective harmonic potential is given by the following

formula:

* (G) = 1

2

^

F (U) G
2 . (22)

When X = 0, Eqs. (21) and (22) reduce to their standard form (Eqs. (7) and (5)). Notice that

the formulas of the standard methods do not depend on got, so ^ can be directly determined

from these formulas without any previous knowledge of the fluid properties. This must



be contrasted to Eqs. (21) and (22), which depend on got, through U, and hence on the

drag coefficient of the particle in the fluid, W. In this sense, to directly use the generalized

equations to predict the stiffness of the trap from a single experiment, previous knowledge

of W has to be incorporated in the solution. A different approach, as it was pointed out in

Ref. [18], would be to carry out some experiments, at least two, with different exposure

times in order to obtain a data set of the variance 〈G̃2
#s
〉(X) = :�)F (X/2got)/^, and from

these determine ^ and got either by solving the resulting equations or by fitting the data

points to the analytical formula. A similar approach can be followed in the potential

method, with the difference that the variance in this case is obtained through the fitting

of the potential, Eq. (22). For simplicity, in the following sections, we apply the EP using

W = 3ca3p, where we assume that the viscosity, a, is the one of water at the laboratory

temperature and 3p is the diameter of the particle reported by the fabricant.

• MSD analysis. The mean squared displacement for a lag time gℓ = C=+ℓ − C= is defined

as MSD(gℓ ) =
〈
(G̃=+ℓ − G̃=)2

〉
. Now, from the new joint PDF we have that

〈
G̃2
=

〉
=

:�)

^
F (U) , 〈G̃= G̃=+ℓ 〉 =

:�)

^

[
sinh(U)

U

]2

4−|gℓ |/got , (23)

and gathering these results yield

MSD(gℓ) =
〈
(G̃=+ℓ − G̃=)2

〉
=

2:�)

^

{
F (U) −

[
sinh(U)

U

]2

4−|gℓ |/got

}
. (24)

Fitting this equation to the experimental estimators allows us to infer the three free

parameters 0 = 2:�)F (U)/^, 1 = 2:�) (sinh(U)/U)2/^, and 2 = got. Interestingly, we

could infer got and ^ from these three equations without knowing X in advance, which

actually could be inferred as well. In our case, as we will see later, we use X as a known

parameter in all the realizations discussed below.

• ACF analysis. Recall that the autocorrelation function is defined as 〈G̃<G̃=〉 = �<=, and

therefore

ACF(C= − C<) = 〈G̃<G̃=〉 =
:�)

^




[
sinh(U)

U

]2

4−|C=−C< |/got C= ≠ C< ,

F (U) C= = C< .
(25)

Interestingly, since F (U) ≤
[

sinh(U)
U

]2

there is a jump from the first term at equal times

to the following ones at different times in the autocorrelation function. Notice also that,

for U small, the first leading correction to F (U) is linear in U, while it is quadratic for

the factor
[

sinh(U)
U

]2

. Comparing the generalised equation Eq. (25) with the standard one,

Eq. (10), the terms corresponding to zero lag time (C= = C<) is the one that differs the

most, while the behaviour for non-zero lag times has a more moderate correction to X ≠ 0.

Overall, ignoring the zero-time term makes the ACF more resilient to trajectories sampled

with a finite integration time. This explains the robustness of the standard ACF as the

integration time increases (Fig. 1(b-e)).

Looking at Eq. (25), similarly to what happens to the MSD in its generalized form, one

could divide the inference problems into two parts corresponding to zero and non-zero

lag time and get the values of got, ^ and U. For instance, we could use the non-zero lag

time values to fit Eq. (25) and obtain the free parameters 0 = :�) (sinh(U)/U)2/^ and



1 = got and the zero lag-time value to estimate 2 = :�)F (U)/^, then, we can compute

^, got and U, or equivalently X, from these three parameters. Importantly, this implies that

we do not need to know X in advance in order to infer ^ and � accurately. In our case, as

we will see later, we use X as a known parameter in all the realizations discussed below.

• PSD analysis. Given the dataset D̃ of the blurry trajectory, the PSD is defined as follows:

%( 5 ) = 1

#sΔC

〈�����ΔC
#s∑
==1

G̃=4
2c8 5 C=

�����
2〉

, (26)

which can be rewritten as:

%( 5 ) = ΔC

#s

#s∑
=,<=1

〈G̃= G̃<〉 [cos(2c 5 C=) cos(2c 5 C<) + sin(2c 5 C=) sin(2c 5 C<)]

=
ΔC

#s

#s∑
=,<=1

�=< cos[2c 5 (C= − C<)] ,
(27)

where we have used the fact that 〈G̃=G̃<〉 = �=< is the covariance matrix. Gathering the

previous results, we get the generalised formula for the PSD:

%( 5 ) = �got

ΔC

#s

#s∑
=,<=1

{ [
sinh(U)

U

]2 [
4−|C=−C< |/got − 4−(C=+C<)/got

]

+ X=<
U − cosh(U) sinh(U)

U2

}
cos[2c 5 (C= − C<)] .

(28)

After a bit of an unrelentingly tedious algebra, one shows that the double sum reads

#s∑
=,<=1

[
4−|C=−C< |/got − 4−(C=+C<)/got

]
cos[2c 5 (C= − C<)]

= #s
sinh(ΔC/got)

cosh(ΔC/got) − cos(2c 5ΔC) − 4−(#s+1)ΔC/got
cos(2c 5 #sΔC) − cosh(#sΔC/got)

cos(2c 5ΔC) − cosh(ΔC/got)

− 4−#sΔC/got

(cos(2c 5ΔC) − cosh(ΔC/got))2

{
cos(2c 5 #sΔC)

+ sin(2c 5ΔC) sin(2c 5 #sΔC) sinh(ΔC/got) − 4#sΔC/got

+ cos(2c 5ΔC) cosh(ΔC/got)
[
4#sΔC/got − cos(2c 5 #sΔC)

] }
.

(29)



This allows us to get the final expression for the generalised PSD formula:

%( 5 ) = �got
ΔC

#s

[
sinh(U)

U

]2
(
#s

sinh(ΔC/got)
cosh(ΔC/got) − cos(2c 5ΔC)

− 4−(#s+1)ΔC/got
cos(2c 5 #sΔC) − cosh(#sΔC/got)

cos(2c 5ΔC) − cosh(ΔC/got)

− 4−#sΔC/got

(cos(2c 5ΔC) − cosh(ΔC/got))2

{
cos(2c 5 #sΔC)

+ sin(2c 5ΔC) sin(2c 5 #sΔC) sinh(ΔC/got) − 4#sΔC/got

+ cos(2c 5ΔC) cosh(ΔC/got)
[
4#sΔC/got − cos(2c 5 #sΔC)

] })

+ �gotΔC
U − cosh(U) sinh(U)

U2
.

(30)

Notice that the leading term for large #s is:

%( 5 ) = �gotΔC

([
sinh(U)

U

]2
sinh(ΔC/got)

cosh(ΔC/got) − cos(2c 5ΔC) +
U − cosh(U) sinh(U)

U2

)

+ O(#−1
s ) .

(31)

• Bayesian inference and maximum likelihood estimator (FORMA). For the model at

hand, the likelihood L of observing the dataset D̃ given the model’s parameters, denoted

here collectively as \, is:

L(D̃|\) = ?({G̃=}#s

==1
|\). (32)

Using Bayes’ rule, the posterior distribution of observing the parameters of the model

given the dataset is:

?(\ |{G̃=}#s

==1
) = L(D̃|\)?0 (\)∫

3\L(D̃|\)?0 (\)
. (33)

Unfortunately, the model’s likelihood L(D̃|\) is fairly complicated since the corrected

process is non-Markovian, which implies that the inverse of the covariance matrix is not

tridiagonal. Nevertheless, since ?({G̃=}#s

==1
|\) is multivariate Gaussian, any marginal is

multivariate Gaussian with the corresponding reduced covariance matrix. This allows

us very easily to write the probability � (G̃=+1) of observing the particle at the corrected

position G̃=+1 at at time C=+1 conditioned that at a previous time C= it was at the corrected

position G=. Let us denote ΔC = C=+1 − C=. Then, one can show that

� (G̃=+1 |G̃=) = exp


− 1

2

(
�=+1,=+1 − � 2

=+1,=

�=,=

) (
G̃=+1 −

�=+1,=

�=,=
G̃=

)2


, (34)

but

�== = �=+1,=+1 =
:�)

^
F (U) , �=+1,= =

:�)

^

[
sinh(U)

U

]2

4−ΔC/got , (35)



and, therefore,

� (G̃=+1 |G̃=) =
1√

2c
:�)
^G

F (U)
[
1 − G2 (U)4−2ΔC/got

] ×

exp

[
−

(
G̃=+1 − G(U)4−ΔC/got G̃=

)2

2 :�)
^

F (U)
[
1 − G2(U)4−2ΔC/got

]
]
,

where we have introduced the function

G(U) =

[
sinh(U)

U

]2

F (U) .
(36)

From here, we can approximate the model’s likelihood as

L(D̃|\) =
exp

[
−∑#s

==1

( G̃=+1−G(\2 \3)4−\2ΔC G̃=)2

2\1F(\2 \3) [1−G2 (\2 \3)4−2\2ΔC]

]
(
2c\1F (\2\3)

[
1 − G2 (\2\3)4−2\2ΔC

] )#s/2
,

(37)

where we have considered as parameters \ = (\1, \2, \3) = ( :�)
^

, 1/got, X/2). Let us next

introduce the estimators:

T1 =
1

#s

#s∑
==1

[G̃=+1]2 , T2 =
1

#s

#s∑
==1

G̃=+1 G̃= , T3 =
1

#s

#s∑
==1

[G̃=]2 . (38)

Then, maximizing with respect to \1 and \2 we obtain the MLEs

G(\★2 \3)4−\
★
2
ΔC

=
T2

T3
, \★1 F (\★2 \3) =

T1 −
T2

2

T3

1 −
(
T2

T3

)2
. (39)

If we want to plot the dataset D in a two-dimensional scatter plot where the G-axis

represents G̃= and the H-axis represents (G̃= − G̃=)/ΔC, then, looking at the argument of

the exponential in Eq. (37), the cloud of experimental points will have an elliptical form

with the major axis having a slope given by − (1 − T2/T3) /ΔC and a width proportional to√
T1 − T 2

2
/T3/ΔC.

In the following section, we show the performance of these generalized solutions and compare

them to the standard ones on experimental measurements.

4. Experimental estimation of the stiffness and diffusion

To demonstrate the performance of the generalized formulas presented in the previous section,we

performed a series of experiments with an OT. The details of the experimental setup are described

in Appendix B. Briefly, a silica particle of diameter 3p = 1.54 ± 0.10 `m was trapped in water

with an OT obtained by focusing a laser beam of 532 nm wavelength. The laboratory temperature

was ) = 22 ± 0.5◦C. The trapped particle was recorded at three different sampling frequencies

and four integration times (exposure time of the camera) for each frequency: 5s = 500 Hz with

X = 59, 500, 1000, and 2000 `s; 5s = 1499.25 Hz (1500 Hz nominal value) with X = 59, 200,

350 and 500 `s and 5s = 3496.5 Hz (3500 Hz nominal value) with X = 59, 100, 150 and 200 `s.



In all these experiments, we acquired trajectories with #s = 105 samples and in all the cases

where fitting is required (e.g., MSD, ACF and PSD), we used standard non-linear least square

fitting routines provided by MatLab.

The estimated values of ^ and � are shown in Figs. 2, 3, and 4 for the three sampling

frequencies 5s = 500, 1500 and 3500 Hz. For each of these experiments, the values of ^ and �

were estimated as a function of X following standard and generalized formulas. In Figs. 2, 3, and

4, the dots represent the experimental results. To compare our results with theory, we performed

Monte Carlo simulations of the OU proccess (Eq.(1)) taking the mean of the experimental values

of ^ and � retrieved by means of the generalized analyses, giving ¯̂U = 4.08 ± 0.05 pN/`m

and �̄U = 0.299 ± 0.008 `m2/s. Performing 50 realizations with #s = 105 samples for each

case, the Monte Carlo simulations enable to estimate the confidence intervals obtained by means

of the standard deviation of all the replicas as a function of X, which are depicted in colored

shaded areas in Figs. 2, 3, and 4. The gray shaded areas of the diffusion constant depict the

confidence interval of the expected diffusion computed from the size of the particle and the

viscosity of water at the laboratory temperature (a = 0.95 ± 0.01 mPa s, with its error estimated

from the error range of )), �∗ = 0.295± 0.020 `m2/s, which is useful as a reference parameter

to evaluate our estimations. Additionally, using ¯̂U and �̄U, together with the Stokes-Einstein

relation � = :�)/W, we estimate the characteristic time of our OT to be got = W/^ = 3.4 ms,

which corresponds to the characteristic frequency 5ot = 1/got = 297 Hz.

As already illustrated in Fig. 1, the standard formulas fail to give a good description of the

main quantities as X increases. This gives rise to wrong estimations of ^ and � in all the analyses,

as can clearly be seen in Figs. 2(a) and 2(c). While X increases, the values of ^ and � linearly

move away from the expected value: ^ is more and more overestimated, while � is increasingly

underestimated. An exception is the ACF method, which shows an opposite behavior and gives

the best results under these conditions. These values were obtained from the fitting procedure

ignoring the first data point of the ACF (ACF(gℓ=0)), which, as we saw in previous section,

carries most of the bias arising from the integration time. Moreover, in the MSD and in the ACF

only the first data points corresponding at most to 6 got (gℓ ≤ 6 got) were taken into consideration

for the fitting.

We can see from the estimated values that the bias with the integration time gets less important

as the sampling frequency raises, as shown in Figs. 3 and 4, since in the extreme case with

5s = 3500 Hz and X = 150 `s the sampling frequency is at least one order of magnitude larger

than the characteristic frequency of the trap and the integration time is one order of magnitude

shorter than the characteristic time of the trap ( 5s ≫ 5ot and X ≪ got). The bias of ^ and �

with respect to X and sampling frequency disappear for all the methods when the generalized

formulas are used (see Figs. 2(b,d), 3(b,d), and 4(b,d)). Interestingly, all the diffusion constants

estimated by the generalized analyses fall within the confidence interval of �∗.
All of the experimental data points shown in Figs. 2, 3, and 4 were estimated with the same

number of samples (#s = 105). This means that the data obtained for one experiment at

500 Hz lasted 3.3 minutes, while those with 5s = 3500 Hz lasted only 28.5 s. To analyze the

dependence of these results on the number of samples and on the total acquisition time, we show

the convergence of the estimation of some data points in Figs. 2, 3, and 4 as a function of time

and number of samples, as it is explained in the following section.



Fig. 2. Influence of X on the estimation of the stiffness and diffusion: low sam-

pling frequency. (a,c) standard and (b,d) generalized formulas at sampling frequency

5s = 500 Hz. The data points show estimates from experimental realizations and

the colored shaded areas depict confidence intervals obtained from simulations using

¯̂U = 4.08 pN/`m and �̄U = 0.299 `m2/s. As a reference, the gray shaded areas

in (c,d) depict the range of the expected value �∗ = 0.295 ± 0.020 `m2/s. All the

experimental data points where estimated using #s = 105 samples.



Fig. 3. Influence of X on the estimation of the stiffness and diffusion: medium

sampling frequency. (a,c) standard and (b,d) generalized formulas at sampling fre-

quency 5s = 1500 Hz. The data points show estimates from experimental realizations

and the colored shaded areas depict confidence intervals obtained from simulations

using ¯̂U = 4.08 pN/`m and �̄U = 0.299 `m2/s. As a reference, the gray shaded

areas in (c,d) depict the range of the expected value �∗ = 0.295 ± 0.020 `m2/s. All

the experimental data points where estimated using #s = 105 samples.



Fig. 4. Influence of X on the estimation of the stiffness and diffusion: high sampling

frequency. (a,c) standard and (b,d) generalized formulas at sampling frequency 5s =

3500 Hz. The data points show estimates from experimental realizations and the

colored shaded areas depict confidence intervals obtained from simulations using

¯̂U = 4.08 pN/`m and �̄U = 0.299 `m2/s. As a reference, the gray shaded areas

in (c-d) depict the range of the expected value �∗ = 0.295 ± 0.020 `m2/s. All the

experimental data points where estimated using #s = 105 samples.

5. Influence of the trajectory length

While it is intuitive to assume that both the total time )s and the number of data points #s have

to be large in order to obtain accurate and precise values, the increase of these two parameters

do not necessarily lead to better estimates, as we show in Fig. 5. At first glance, as Figs. 5(a-c)

show, the convergence of the stiffness with respect to the total sampled time )s does not show

any significant differences for the three considered sampling frequencies. After a long enough

sampled time of about )s = 10 s, all the methods yield good results within an error of 10%

(dashed-black lines). Since these results are independent of the sampling frequency, for a given

)s the number of data points do not affect importantly the result. Fig. 5(a) has only #s = 14300

samples, while Fig. 5(c) has #s = 105 samples (see red vertical lines stressing the time that

correspond to #s = 5000 samples in the three cases). This result has important consequences

if our main goal is to determine the stiffness, since an accurate and precise estimation will



require enough time only, much larger than the characteristic relaxation time of the trap, and

a faster camera or QPD will not necessarily improve the experimental accuracy. Moreover,

this result could play a very important role when the experiment requires a long integration

time, for instance when the light used for detection is very dimmed, whether it is for practical

reasons or because the interesting sample could be photodamaged or altered with high intensity

illumination.

On the contrary, a good estimation of the diffusion constant requires a large number of samples

independently of the total time acquired. Figs. 5(d-f) exhibit the behavior of the diffusion with the

number of samples #s for all the methods, showing no dramatic dependence for each sampling

frequency. In this case, we fixed the maximum number of samples to #s = 105 corresponding

to )s = 28.6 s for the highest sampling frequency (Fig. 5(f)) and to )s = 3.3 min for the lowest

sampling frequency (Fig. 5(d)). Due to this property, the estimation of the diffusion constant is

not limited by the total acquisition time, so it can be retrieved much faster than the stiffness by

increasing the speed of the camera or detector. This is important in practice if the main goal is

to estimate the diffusion, drag coefficient or the viscosity in conditions where these parameters

are not stationary. For instance, using the highest sampling frequency in our experiments of

5s = 3500 Hz (Fig. 5(f)), the time taken to have a good estimation, under the gray shaded area

in Figs. 5(d-f), will require only a few seconds, or even a fraction of a second using FORMA.

Comparing the performance of the generalized methods, in general all of them have a very

similar behavior when estimating the stiffness. Looking at the diffusion as a function of the

number of samples #s (Fig. 5(d-f)), the rhythm at which the various methods converge is very

different. While the MSD, ACF, and PSD methods have an error of about 10% at #s = 2 × 104

samples, FORMA achieves a much lower error, lower than 1%. The PSD seems to be more

sensitive to sampling frequency, showing larger errors at the highest sampling frequencies. This

is probably an error arising from a deficient representation of the PSD at low frequencies,

biasing the fitting in this case, meaning that a longer total time could benefit this estimation. It

is important to stress that these estimations were realized with standard non-linear fitting, but

weighted non-linear fitting would improve the estimations making them closer to those obtained

with FORMA, at the expense of using more computing time and more sophisticated algorithms.

Moreover, the complete expression for the PSD shown in Eq. (30) may also contribute to improve

these results.



Fig. 5. Performance of the generalized methods to estimate the stiffness and dif-

fusion. (a-c) The stiffness is estimated as a function of the total sampled time )s,

while the diffusion (d-f) is estimated as a function of the number of samples #s in the

trajectory (at three sampling frequencies 5s and three long integration times X). Exper-

imental results are shown with solid dots while colored shaded areas show confidence

intervals estimated by Monte Carlo simulations considering ¯̂U = 4.08 pN/`m and

�̄U = 0.299 `m2/s. Dashed lines in (a-c) depict the 10% error range of ¯̂ and gray

shaded areas in (d-f) depict the range of the expected value �∗
= 0.295 ± 0.02 `m2/s.

The vertical red lines in (a-c) correspond to #s = 5000 samples and the vertical red

lines in (d-f) correspond to )s = 10 s acquisition time.

6. Discussion

Integration time, sampling frequency and data length of the trajectory of the particle in an OT

affect the estimation of stiffness and diffusion constant in all the standard methods normally



employed to extract these observables. All the standard methods enable accurate results when

(i) the sampling frequency 5s is much higher than the characteristic frequency of the trap 5ot,

(ii) the integration time X is much shorter than the characteristic relaxation time got, and (iii)

the total acquisition time is several orders of magnitude larger than the characteristic relaxation

time of the optical trap.

When these ideal conditions start to weaken, the estimators for ^ and � based on standard

methods diverge from the real values. First, thinking of an ideal experimental situation where

the integration time is negligible and only the sampling frequency is reduced until a value close

or even lower than the characteristic frequency of the trap, most of the methods seem to give

reasonable predictions as long as the sampling frequency remains similar to the characteristic

frequency. Under this condition, FORMA shows less reliable results, which is understandable

since this method is based on the assumption of high sampling frequencies [16]. If the sampling

frequency gets much lower than the characteristic frequency, then an important loss of infor-

mation at short times in the MSD and ACF could bias the fitting of their respective analytical

functions, affecting particularly the prediction of �. The predictions by means of the PSD may

also be affected if the Nyquist frequency (corresponding to half the sampling frequency) does

not reach values around the corner frequency in order to properly define the PSD and obtain a

good fitting, enabling a good estimation of ^ and �. The potential and equipartition methods are

probably the least affected under these circumstances as long as the sampled trajectory is long

enough in order minimize the statistical error in the experimental histogram or the variance.

Second, going a bit farther from the ideal conditions, as the integration time increases, the

deviation of ^ and � from their estimated values obtained using the standard methods increase as

well. For the EP, MSD, and PSD the trend is more or less similar: the stiffness gets overestimated

and diffusion underestimated as the integration time increases, as can be seen in Figs. 2, 3, and

4. As can be seen in Fig. 1, the main deviation of the ACF from the theoretical value occurs at

ACF(gℓ=0). Ignoring this value allows to get very good estimations of the stiffness and diffusion,

even when the data set are far from the ideal conditions, as can be seen in Figs. 2, 3, and 4.

On the opposite end, there is FORMA, which is a reliable, simple and fast method when the

sampling frequency is much higher than the characteristic time of the OT [16]. In this respect,

low sampling and non-zero integration time drastically degrade the estimations obtained by

means this method in its standard form.

Incorporating both the integration time and frequency sampling into the estimators in all the

common methods improve the estimates drastically, making them more accurate and precise.

For a sampled trajectory with a large number of data taken over a long time, the estimations for

all these generalized methods are comparable, showing a high degree of accuracy and precision,

even if the integration time is large or the sampling frequency low, as can be seen in Figs. 2, 3,

and 4, for the generalized formulas. At this level, the main differences in the methods will come

from the way in which the experimental estimators are used or compared with model functions

in order to extract ^ and �. MSD, ACF, and PSD require an intermediate routine to fit their

experimental estimators, commonly using well-established non-linear fitting routines, or some

intermediate procedures such as data selection or windowing in the case of the PSD, requiring in

many cases preliminary knowledge of the system to optimize the solutions and computing time.

In this respect, EP and FORMA contrast with the other methods in the sense that there is not any

fitting involved in their solutions and it is not necessary to incorporate any extra information or

any intermediate routine, making them very fast and reliable. This can clearly be seen in Figs. 2,

3, and 4, where EP and FORMA in their generalized form, overall, retrieve the most accurate

estimations of ^ and �.

In general, the estimations are expected to improve as the amount of information contained

in the trajectories increases. This information is given by the number of data sampled and

the total acquisition time. One might be tempted to increase them by recording longer times



and/or by increasing the number of data points in the trajectory by means of the sampling

frequency. However, one must make considerations about the specific requirements imposed

by the experiment; for instance, there are many situations where the sampling frequency can

in principle be increased to very high values (e.g., using a fast camera system or a quadrant

photodiode), but degrading the signal-to-noise ratio and hence the estimations of ^ and �.

In practice, the total acquisition time cannot be extended indefinitely because the experimen-

tal conditions may be non-stationary or this would increase considerably the computational

resources to record, store and analyze the data. In this respect, there are better approaches

depending on whether one needs an accurate value of the stiffness ^ or of the diffusion constant

�. For instance, if one wants to determine the stiffness with high accuracy, this will require

enough acquisition time only, much larger than the characteristic time of the trap, while a faster

camera or detector will not necessarily improve the estimation. On the other hand, contrary to

the stiffness, the diffusion constant can be retrieved much faster by increasing the speed of the

camera or detector (Fig. 5). Additionally, we can notice important discrepancies between the

methods when insufficient information is contained in the trajectories. Particularly, in Fig. 5

we notice that the stiffness for all the methods behaves very similarly, but for the case of the

diffusion constant, FORMA in its generalized form shows much better accuracy and precision

than the other ones.

The analysis shown in this work is directly applicable to data acquired by means of a standard

digital camera, where the integration time is typically well defined. When dealing with quadrant

photodiodes, the integration time may not be accessible, but a slightly adapted version of the

analysis presented here may be still applicable. For example, the generalized MSD and ACF

allow one to estimate X in addition to � and ^. Similar considerations apply for the cases

where an effective integration time is indirectly implemented in the data processing by means

of low-pass filtering.

7. Conclusions

In this work, we have derived generalized formulas for the most common OT calibration methods

by incorporating the integration time and sampling frequency. The effects of these factors

on the estimates of the stiffness and diffusion were analyzed theoretically, numerically, and

experimentally.

We have shown that the integration time has important consequences for all the standard

methods, leading to errors of up to 50% in some extreme cases. The ACF seems to be an

exception, behaving better than the other methods if the zero lag time (ACF(gℓ=0)) is ignored

in the fitting procedure . On the other hand, the generalized formulas give accurate and precise

results independently of the technique, with errors that are less than 10% for a few seconds, or

a thousand of data sampled under our experimental conditions. The results can be drastically

improved by incorporating either more data or sampling for a longer time, independently of the

integration time or the sampling frequency. Particularly, we show that the generalized formulas

give very good estimations of the stiffness if the sampled time is long enough, longer than an

order of magnitude of the characteristic relaxation time, without worrying about the sampling

frequency. In stark contrast, the diffusion constant can be estimated very fast and accurately with

all generalized methods, even when the sampled time is very short or with very few data. More

interestingly, the generalized expression for FORMA enables to retrieve very good estimations

of the diffusion within an error of less than 10% with some thousands, or even hundreds, of data

points, making feasible to estimate the diffusion extremely fast with a high accuracy, depending

mainly on the speed of the detector. In our case, we showed that a sampling frequency of

3500 Hz enables to obtain the diffusion within less than a second and with much less relative

error than 10% for a stiffness of 4.08 pN/`m.

This work paves the way to extend the applicability of common methods to contexts where



the experimental conditions or the limitations of the setup do not allow measurements in ideal

conditions, i.e., at short integration time, high frequency sampling and large amount of data, to

obtain fast and reliable information about the stiffness and diffusion in OT.



Equipartition (EP) analysis. The stiffness ^ is computed from the the variance, B2
#s

=
1

#s−1

∑#s
==1

( G̃= − G̃eq)2, with

G̃eq =
1
#s

∑#s
==1

G̃=, by means of the equipartition theorem:

Standard:

^ =
:B)

B2
#s

. (7)

Generalized:

^ =
:�)

B2
#s

F(U) with F(U) = 4−2U + 2U − 1

2U2
, (21)

with U = X/2got and got = W/^. Since Eq. (21) depends on U, we can

proceed either assuming W known or perform some experiments with

different values of X in order to solve for ^ and got.

Mean squared displacement (MSD) analysis. The statistical estimator is computed by MSD(gℓ ) = 1
#s−ℓ

∑#s−ℓ
==1

( G̃=+ℓ−
G̃=)2. This dataset is fitted to the model function, with the free parameters ^ and got,

Standard:

MSD(g) = 2:B)

^

(
1 − 4−g/got

)
. (8)

Generalized:

MSD(gℓ ) =
2:�)

^

{
F(U) −

[
sinh(U)

U

]2

4−|gℓ |/got

}
. (24)

Alternatively, we could infer the three free parameters

0 = 2:�) F(U)/^, 1 = 2:�) (sinh(U)/U)2/^ and 2 = got, from

which, we could infer got and ^ without knowing X, which actually

could be inferred as well.

Autocorrelation function (ACF) analysis. The statistical estimator is ACF(gℓ ) = 1
#s−ℓ

∑#s−ℓ
==1

( G̃=+ℓ G̃=) . These data

points are fitted to the model function, with the free parameters ^ and got,

Standard:

ACF(g) = :B)

^
4−g/got , (10)

Generalized:

ACF(C= − C<) = :�)

^




[
sinh(U)

U

]2

4−|C=−C< |/got C= ≠ C< ,

F(U) C= = C< .
.

(25)

If we know X we could use the solution for C= ≠ C< and solve for ^
and got. Alternatively, we could divide the inference problems into two

parts corresponding to zero and non-zero lag time and get the values of

got, ^ and U.

Power spectral density (PSD) analysis. The expected values of the aliased PSD are computed by means of the Fast Fourier

Transform,

% ( 5: ) =
〈
| Ĝ ( 5: ) |2

〉
)s

=
ΔC2

)s

〈
|FFT{{x̃j }Ns

j=1
}k |2

〉
with 5: =

:

)s
for : = 0, 1, 2, . . . , (#s − 1)/2 ,

where the notation 〈· · · 〉 indicates the expected value estimated either by the average of many experimental replicas or

through data compression. These values are then fitted to the model function with 5c = ^/2cW and � as free parameters,

Standard:

% ( 5 ) = ΔG̃2/ 5s
1 + 22 − 22 cos(2c 5 / 5s)

, (13)

where ΔG̃ = ( (1 − 22)�/2c 5c)1/2 and 2 =

4−2c 5c/ 5s .

Generalized:

% ( 5 ) = �gotΔC

( [
sinh(U)

U

]2
sinh(ΔC/got)

cosh(ΔC/got) − cos(2c 5 ΔC)

+ U − cosh(U) sinh(U)
U2

)
+ O(# −1

s ) . (31)

Force reconstruction via maximum-likelihood-estimator (FORMA) analysis. The stiffness ^ and diffusion � (or W)

are directly computed from D via the formulas

Standard:

^

W
= −

∑#s−1

==1
G̃=

G̃=+1−G̃=
ΔC∑#s−1

==1
[ G̃= ]2

,

� =
ΔC

2(#s − 1)

#s−1∑
==1

(
G̃=+1 − G̃=

ΔC
+ ^

W
G̃=

)2

.

(17)

Generalized:

G(U)4−ΔC/got =
T2

T3
,

:�)

^
F(U) =

T1 −
T2
2
T3

1 −
( T2
T3

)2
,

(39)

with G(U) =

[
sinh(U)

U

]2

/F(U) , T1 =
1

#s−1

∑#s−1

==1
[ G̃=+1 ]2 ,

T2 =
1

#s−1

∑#s−1

==1
G̃=+1 G̃= and T3 =

1
#s−1

∑#s−1

==1
[ G̃= ]2.

Table 1. Overview of the calibration analyses in the overdamped regime. These

methods allow to estimate the stiffness ^ of the optical trap and, in most of the cases, the

diffusion constant � of the optically trapped particle from the sampled trajectory of the

particle D ≡ {G̃ 9 }#s

9=1
at sampled time ΔC and integration time X. The standard model

functions assume much shorter sampling and integration times than the characteristic

time of the optical trap. On the other hand, the generalized model functions take

into account arbitrary sampling frequency and integration time, allowing to drastically

improve the calibration of OT even if data acquisition is very far from the ideal

conditions.



Appendix A Brownian dynamics simulations

The dynamics of the a particle in an optical trap is described by the Langevin equation defined

in Eq. (1), which can be solved by means of the Wiener process as follows [1, 33]:

G:+1 = G: −
^

W
G:ΔCs +

√
�ΔCsF: , (40)

where F: is a normally distributed random variable with zero mean and unitary variance. The

trajectory {G: }":=1
is generated with a fixed time interval between successive points ofΔCs = 1 `s.

To emulate the effect of a detection system with a given sampling frequency 5s, it will suffice

to select sub-trajectories {G=}#s

==1
such that their consecutive points have a time difference of

ΔC = 1/ 5s larger tan ΔCs. For the effect of a finite integration time X > 0, one needs to find

the closest integer of the ratio X/ΔCs and perform the average over the corresponding points

in the trajectory {G: } to obtain the sampled trajectory that corresponds to the one of a given

sampling frequency and a finite integration time. In our simulations, we used ^ = 4.08 pN/`m

and � = 0.299 `m2/s.

Appendix B Experimental methods

The OT was generated by means of a Gaussian laser beam (Coherent Verdi V6, _ = 532 nm): this

laser beam was expanded, phase corrected by a phase-only spatial light modulator (Hamamatsu

X10468-04), relayed by a 1:1 telescope, and tightly focused by a water immersion objective

(Olympus UPLANSApo 60× with NA = 1.2), within an inverted microcope. The sample

consists of spherical particles (Bangs Laboratories Inc., non-functionalized silica particles of

diameter 3p = 1.54 ± 0.10 `m) suspended in an aqueous solution at laboratory temperature

() = 22 ± 0.5◦C) and put inside a sealed sample cell made with two coverslips and a spacer of

about 100 `m thickness. The beam was focused deep into the sample cell ensuring that the 3D

trapped particle was far from both the bottom and the upper coverslips (at least 10 `m from the

bottom one), preventing in this way any significant hydrodynamic interactions with the walls

of the sample cell. To perform long-term experiments with this microscope objective, which

works with a thin layer of water between the lens and the bottom coverslip, we used a water

dispenser based on capillary action to compensate for water loss that is constantly evaporating

(see Ref. [34] for more details). The dynamics of the particle was recorded with a CMOS camera

(Basler Ace acA640-750um) at different sampling frequencies and integration times (see main

text), and its position was obtained using standard video microscopy techniques [10, 35], with

an accuracy of less than 5 nm in the position detection.

Appendix C Derivation of the joint PDF of the corrected particle’s trajectory

Starting from the definition of the time-average position given in Eq. (18) and using the formal

solution given by Eq. (2), we need to evaluate two terms. The first term reads:

1

X

∫ C=+X/2

C=−X/2
3CG04

−C/got = G0
4−C=/got

2U
(4U − 4−U) = G̃04

−C=/got . (41)



For the second term, the idea is to change the order of integration to express it as an integral

over the whole trajectory of a function coupled with the noise. Thus, we write

√
2�

X

∫ C=+X/2

C=−X/2
3C

∫ C

0

3B,G (B)4−(C−B)/got =

√
2�

X

[ ∫ C=−X/2

0

3B,G (B)
∫ C=+X/2

C=−X/2
3C4−(C−B)/got

+
∫ C=+X/2

C=−X/2
3B,G (B)

∫ C=+X/2

B

3C4−(C−B)/got

]

=
√

2�

∫ )

0

3B,G (B)6= (B) ,

(42)

where we have defined

6= (B) ≡ Θ(C= − X/2 − B) 1

X

∫ C=+X/2

C=−X/2
3C4−(C−B)/got

+ Θ(B − C= + X/2)Θ(C= + X/2 − B) 1

X

∫ C=+X/2

B

3C4−(C−B)/got ,

(43)

being Θ(G) the Heaviside step function. The two integrals appearing in the above definition of

6= (B) can be easily done, viz.

1

X

∫ C=+X/2

C=−X/2
3C4−(C−B)/got =

1

2U

[
4−(C=−X/2−B)/got − 4−(C=+X/2−B)/got

]
(44)

=
sinh(U)

U
4−(C=−B)/got , (45)

1

X

∫ C=+X/2

B

3C4−(C−B)/got =
1

2U

[
1 − 4−(C=+X/2−B)/got

]
. (46)

We finally obtain the following expression for the stochastic dynamics of the corrected trajectory:

G̃(C=) = G̃04
−C=/got +

√
2�

∫ )

0

3B,G (B)6= (B) (47)

with

6= (B) ≡ Θ(C= − X/2 − B) sinh(U)
U

4−(C=−B)/got

+ Θ(B − C= + X/2)Θ(C= + X/2 − B) 1

2U

[
1 − 4−(C=+X/2−B)/got

]
.

(48)

Now, we are in position to derive the joint PDF, denoted here ?{G̃=}#s

==1
, of observing the corrected

particle’s trajectories at the blurry points G̃1, . . . , G̃#s
and times C1, . . . , C#s

. Mathematically, this

is given by:

?({G̃=}#s

==1
) =

〈
!∏

==1

X (G̃= − G̃(C=))
〉
,G

, (49)

where 〈(· · · )〉,G
denotes the average over all possible realization of the noise’s trajectory,G (C),

whose probability measure is given by the following path integral:

P[,G (C)] =
1

/
exp

[
−1

2

∫ )

0

3B,2
G (B)

]
, (50)



where / is a normalization constant. Let us now derive an exact expression for the joint PDF.

To do this, we write〈
#s∏
==1

X
(
G̃= − -̃ (C=)

)〉
b

=

〈∫ [
#s∏
==1

3H=

2c

]
exp

[
8

#s∑
==1

H=
(
G̃= − -̃ (C=)

) ]〉
,G

=

∫ [
#s∏
==1

3H=

2c

]
exp

(
8

#s∑
==1

H= G̃=

) 〈
exp

[
−8

#s∑
==1

H= -̃ (C=)
]〉

,G

.

(51)

The average over all possible realizations of the noise ,G (C) has the following form:

〈
exp

[
−8

#s∑
==1

H= -̃ (C=)
]〉

,G

=
1

/

∫
D,G (C) exp

[
− 1

2

∫ )

0

3B,2
G (B)

− 8

#s∑
==1

H=

(
G̃>4

−C=/got +
√

2�

∫ )

0

3B,G (B)6= (B)
) ]

= 4−8
∑#s

==1
H= G̃04

−C=/got

× 1

/

∫
D,G (C) exp

[
− 1

2

∫ )

0

3B,2
G (B)

− 8
√

2�

∫ )

0

3B,G (B)
#s∑
==1

H=6= (B)
]
.

(52)

But the path integral over ,G (C) is easy to evaluate yielding:

1

/

∫
D,G (C) exp

[
−1

2

∫ )

0

3B,2
G (B) − 8

√
2�

∫ )

0

3B,G (B)
#s∑
==1

H=6= (B)
]

=
1

/

∫
D,G (C)×

exp


−1

2

∫ )

0

3B

(
,G (B) + 8

√
2�

#s∑
==1

H=6= (B)
)2

− �

#s∑
=,<=1

H=H<

∫ )

0

3B6= (B)6<(B)


= exp

[
−1

2

#s∑
=,<=1

H= �=<H<

]
,

(53)

where we have defined

�=< = 2�

∫ )

0

3B6= (B)6< (B) . (54)

Gathering the results, we have that:

?({G̃=}#s

==1
) =

∫ [
#s∏
==1

3H=

2c

]
exp

(
8

#s∑
==1

H=

(
G= − G̃04

−C=/got

)
− 1

2

#s∑
=,<=1

H=�=<H<

)
. (55)



With respect to the auxiliary variables H= this is a multi-variate Gaussian integral, easy to carry

out. The final result for the joint PDF of observing a blurry trajectory is:

?({G̃=}#s

==1
) = 1√

(2c)#s det �
exp

[
−1

2

#s∑
=,<=1

(
G= − G̃04

−C=/got

)
[�−1]=<

(
G< − G̃04

−C</got

)]
,

(56)

where the matrix elements �=< are given by Eq. (54).

Appendix D Exact expression for the corrected covariant matrix �

We now proceed to derive a simple expression for the corrected covariance matrix, introduced in

Eq. (54), where the function 6= (B) is defined in Eq. (48). We first write the covariance matrix

as the sum of three contributions, that is �=< = �
(2)
=< + �

(1)
=< + �

(3)
=<, where

�
(1)
=</2� =

[
sinh(U)

U

]2 ∫ )

0

3BΘ(C= − X/2 − B)Θ(C< − X/2 − B)4−(C=+C<−2B)/got

�
(2)
=</2� =

[
sinh(U)

U

] { ∫ )

0

3BΘ(C= − X/2 − B)Θ(C< + X/2 − B)Θ(B − C< + X/2)

× 4−(C=−B)/got − 4−(C<+C=+X/2−2B)/got

2U

+
∫ )

0

3BΘ(C< − X/2 − B)Θ(C= + X/2 − B)Θ(B − C= + X/2)

× 4−(C<−B)/got − 4−(C<+C=+X/2−2B)/got

2U

}
,

�
(3)
=</2� =

∫ )

0

3BΘ(C= + X/2 − B)Θ(B − C= + X/2)Θ(C< + X/2 − B)Θ(B − C< + X/2)

× 1 − 4−(C=+X/2−B)/got

2U

1 − 4−(C<+X/2−B)/got

2U
.

(57)

The evaluation of these integrals is relatively simple. Let us evaluate each carefully. For the

integral �
(1)
=<, we notice that the two Heaviside functions indicate that the time integral over the

B-variable must be carried out in the interval B ∈ [0,min(C=, C<) − X/2]. Thus, we write

�
(1)
=</2� =

[
sinh(U)

U

]2 ∫ )

0

3BΘ(C= − X/2 − B)Θ(C< − X/2 − B)4−(C=+C<−2B)/got

=

[
sinh(U)

U

]2 ∫ min(C= ,C<)−X/2

0

3B4−(C=+C<−2B)/got

=

[
sinh(U)

U

]2
got

2

[
4−(C=+C<−2(min(C= ,C<)−X/2))/got − 4−(C=+C<)/got

]
.

(58)

Now, using the following expressions for the minimum and maximum of two real numbers, viz.

min(C=, C<) =
C= + C<

2
− |C= − C< |

2
, max(C=, C<) =

C= + C<

2
+ |C= − C< |

2
, (59)

we finally arrive at:

�
(1)
=< = �got

[
sinh(U)

U

]2 [
4−( |C=−C< |+X)/got − 4−(C=+C<)/got

]
. (60)



To carry out the integral �
(2)
=<, we will assume that |C= − C< | > X, that is, the intervals [C= −

X/2, C= + X/2] and [C< − X/2, C< + X/2] never overlap (even for consecutive ones) unless = = <.

Next, looking at the expression of �
(2)
=< , we see that the three Heaviside functions indicate that

for the integral to be non-zero we must have that the intersections of the intervals [0, C= − X/2] ∩
[C<−X/2, C<+X/2] and [0, C<−X/2] ∩ [C=−X/2, C= +X/2] must be non-zero. This automatically

implies that whenever C= = C<, the integral is zero. We are left to consider the two cases C< > C=
or C< < C=. This automatically implies that:

�
(2)
=</2� = (1 − X=<)

[
sinh(U)

U

] [
Θ(C= > C<)

∫ C<+X

C<−X

3B
4−(C=−B)/got − 4−(C<+C=+X/2−2B)/got

2U

+ Θ(C< > C=)
∫ C=+X

C=−X

3B
4−(C<−B)/got − 4−(C<+C=+X/2−2B)/got

2U

]
.

(61)

Doing the integrals and rearranging terms, we finally arrive at the following expression

�
(2)
=< = 2�got (1 − X=<) U

[
sinh(U)

U

]3

4−U−|C<−C= |/got . (62)

Finally, looking at the expression of the integral �
(3)
=< , we observe that the integration interval

is given by I[C= − X/2, C= + X/2] ∩ [C< − X/2, C< + X/2], so unless C= = C< the integral is zero as

the intervals do not overlap. Thus,

�
(3)
=</2� = X=<

∫ C=+X/2

C=−X/2
3B

(
1 − 4−(C=+X/2−B)/got

2U

)2

= X=<X/2
44−2U + 4U − 3 − 4−4U

8U3
, (63)

and therefore

�
(3)
=< = 2�gotX=<U

44−2U + 4U − 3 − 4−4U

8U3
. (64)

We can now add up the three contributions to obtain the following expression for �=<, viz.

�=< = �got

[
sinh(U)

U

]2 [
4−2U−|C=−C< |/got − 4−(C=+C<)/got

]
+ 2�gotU

[
sinh(U)

U

]3

4−U−|C<−C= |/got

+ 2�gotX=<

[
U

44−2U + 4U − 3 − 4−4U

8U3
− U

[
sinh(U)

U

]3

4−U
]
.

(65)

Finally, using the following identities[
sinh(U)

U

]2

4−2U + 2U

[
sinh(U)

U

]3

4−U =

[
sinh(U)

U

]2

,

U
44−2U + 4U − 3 − 4−4U

8U3
− U

[
sinh(U)

U

]3

4−U =
U − cosh(U) sinh(U)

2U2
,

(66)

allow us to simplify the covariance matrix, yielding:

�=< = �got

[
sinh(U)

U

]2 [
4−|C=−C< |/got,G − 4−(C=+C<)/got,G

]
+ �gotX=<

U − cosh(U) sinh(U)
U2

(67)

.
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Abstract: 

Improved miniaturization capabilities for complex fisheye camera systems have recently led to the 
introduction of many compact 360-degree cameras on the consumer technology market. Designed primarily 
for recreative photography, several manufacturers have decided to allow users access to raw imagery for 
further editing flexibility, thereby offering data at sensor level that can be directly exploited for absolute-light 
quantification. In this study, we demonstrate methodologies to carefully calibrate a consumer-grade 360-
degree camera for radiometry use. The methods include geometric calibration, assessment of the 
illumination fall-off across the image plane, spectral-response determination, absolute spectral-radiance 
calibration, linearity, and dark-frame analysis. Accuracy of the calibration was evaluated by comparing sky 
radiance measurements with a co-localized Compact Optical Profiling System (C-OPS, Biospherical 
Instruments Inc.), which gave mean unbiased percentage differences of less than 21 %. Using the photon-
transfer technique, we calculated that this camera consisting of two fisheyes with a 182˚ field of view in air 
(152˚ in water) has a limit of detection of at least 8.0 x 10-7 W∙sr-1∙m-2∙nm-1 in its three spectral channels. This 
technology, with properly stored calibration data, may benefit researchers from multiple scientific areas 
interested in radiometric geometric light-field study. While some of these radiometric calibration methods 
are complex or costly, this work opens up possibilities for easy-to-use, inexpensive, and accessible radiance 
cameras.  

© 2023 Optical Society of America under the terms of the OSA Open Access Publishing Agreement 

1. Introduction 
Spectral radiance describes the positional, directional, temporal, and spectral nature of the light 
field when measured at a certain point inside a medium  [1]. A wide range of scientific fields 
such as biophotonics, remote sensing, astronomy, oceanography, or medical imaging can 
benefit from light-field geometrical information. For example, the angular distribution of 
spectral radiance is used as ground truth to validate satellite measurements  [2,3], to obtain 
material bi-directional reflectance properties  [4–7], to assess artificial light pollution of the 
night sky  [8–10], or visual comfort perception of architectural designs  [11,12]. Collected over 
4𝜋 steradians, radiance angular distributions can be used to retrieve and infer all apparent as 
well as several inherent optical properties (AOPs and IOPs) of different environments such as 
oceanic or inland waters  [13–16], sea ice  [17,18], atmosphere  [19] or canopies  [20]. Optical 
quantities thus obtained can be used to better understand light-matter interactions, energy 
budgets, biogeochemistry, and physical-biological processes. 
 
In oceanography, angular distributions of spectral radiance have long been measured as this 
task is considered fundamental for deriving water optical properties properly and understanding 
the propagation of radiation through the medium. However, such measurements have not been 



 
 

taken frequently because of the associated technological challenges. Based on the Gershun tube 
concept [21], one of the earliest radiance instruments consisted of photometer heads of 6.6˚ in 
field of view (FOV) mounted on a tilt and azimuthal control units for measurements in discrete 
directions [22]. The very first camera dedicated to instantaneous capture of the complete light-
field geometrical distribution was developed by Smith, Austin, and Tyler [23]. Their radiometer 
was made up of two assemblies – for the upwelling and downwelling light field respectively – 
of fisheye lenses, broadband photopic spectral filters and photographic films. The optimized 
versions, named RADS, had four automatically-changing spectral filters and two different 
sensors for two distinct versions of the camera: a charge-injection device (CID) in the first 
version [24] and a charge-couple device (CCD) for the second [25]. Technological advances in 
electronics led to the development of a reduced-size version of the camera assembly, NURADS, 
measuring 30 cm in diameter and length [26]. This camera had a bulky form factor resulting in 
difficult mitigation of self-shadowing effects contributing to erroneous radiance 
measurements [27]. Significant improvements in miniaturization were made more recently 
with a radiance camera, CamLum CE600 (2011), that fitted inside a 9.6 cm diameter and 13 
cm-length housing, representing a 15-fold reduction in volume compared to the NURADS 
camera  [15]. The CE600 radiometer had a custom-built fisheye lens coupled with a high-
sensitivity complementary metal-oxide semiconductor CMOS (measurements over 7 decades) 
and 6 spectral filters changed by a motorized wheel. At the same time, another radiance camera 
named RadCam was designed specifically for large intra-scene dynamic range  [28]. This 
system with an equidistant fisheye lens and a single 555 nm spectral filter could capture 6 
decades of dynamic range in one scene.  
 
Currently, narrow to wide-angle micro-optics are becoming increasingly popular. While 
miniature fisheye lenses (FOV ≥ 180˚) are challenging to design, new manufacturing tools and 
techniques, as well as ever-growing optical engineering skills, have led to the fabrication of 
fisheyes with very small form factor (total track length below 5 mm)  [29]. The recreative 
photography market has benefited from this miniaturization as some manufacturers have started 
to design 360-degree cameras which capture light rays coming from every direction. In 2018, 
Insta360® (Arashi Vision Inc.) launched the ONE omnidirectional (360-degree) device, whose 
technology lends it to use as a radiance camera suitable for new environmental applications due 
to its low cost, easy usage, wide availability, and small form factor. An example is for internal 
sea-ice measurements. Previously, researchers faced significant technical challenges when 
given the task of measuring optical properties in sea ice using available cumbersome 
radiometers  [30–33]. This led to the under-sampling of diversified in situ internal AOPs, which 
currently limits the understanding of radiative transfer inside the medium. The radiance camera, 
however, with its lowered footprint and self-shading, can be inserted in holes drilled inside ice 
to acquire geometric light-field information and all AOPs simultaneously at a certain depth. 
Such a miniaturized omnidirectional assembly can also be easily integrated to drones or 
autonomous underwater vehicle (AUV) payloads, due to its light weight. In this way, 
directional reflectance properties (e.g. hemispherical-directional reflectance factor, HDRF) of 
surfaces like sea ice [6], open ocean and cloud [34], marginal sea-ice zones [35] or 
canopies [36,37], can be measured in multiple spectral bands, over most upwelling 
hemispherical directions and on large spatial transects. Surface reflectance anisotropy is 
moreover a key parameter for Earth energy-budget calculations and contributes to multiple 
corrections/calibrations of satellite-sensor measurements  [34,38]. In this study, we present 
calibration and characterization methodologies allowing the usage of a consumer-grade 
omnidirectional camera for radiometry. The methods include calibration for in-water and in-air 
usage as many applications are related to the field of optical oceanography. We begin by setting 
out background radiometric equations before we describe all the methods involved in the 
calibration and characterization steps, then show key results from those methodologies, and 



 
 

finally offer statistical analysis of a sky radiance inter-comparison experiment performed with 
the Compact-Optical Profiling System (C-OPS) radiometer [39].  

2. Methods 
2.1 Radiometric equations 

The 360-degree camera, with a diameter of 5 cm, includes two fisheye lenses of fixed 2.2 f-
number that measure light over a 2 -steradian sphere each. The imaging detectors are two Sony 
CMOS sensors with pixels covered in a repeated Bayer mosaic of four filters of three 
conventional RGGB. The CMOS have sizes of 1/2.3” (~7.8 mm in diagonal), 12 megapixels 
resolution (3456 x 3456 pixels) and an analog-to-digital converter (ADC) of 14 bits (16 384 
possible values). An important feature of this camera is the availability of raw imagery. This 
means that the image is recorded as captured at sensor level before being modified through an 
image signal-processor unit which performs tasks such as demosaicing, white balancing, noise 
reduction, color correction, etc. The images are saved in Digital Negative format (DNG, Adobe 
Inc.) which includes raw images as well as useful metadata. This opens up the possibility of 
using the Insta360® ONE camera for radiometry. 

 

The readouts (digital number) (ADU) of a given detector element on the imaging 
detector are related to spectral radiance  (units of W∙sr-1∙m-2∙nm-1) through the following 
equation [40]: 

  (1) 

where the subscript  refers to the spectral band, the exposure time in seconds, the 
overall sensitivity or gain of the camera, (m2) the entrance pupil area [41], (sr) the solid 
angle covered by a single pixel, (J∙s) the Planck’s constant, (m∙s-1)  the speed of light,  
(e-∙ADU-1) the quantization step equivalence, (A∙W -1)  the spectral response and
(ADU) the dark offset. The quantization step equivalence is the analog-to-digital conversion 
factor representing the digitization of electrons. Prior to every radiometric conversion, the 
images are subtracted by the dark offset and normalized by exposure parameters, i.e. gain and 
exposure time following: 

  (2) 

with (ADU∙s-1) being the digital numbers removed from the dark offset and 0.01 scaling 
the ISO relative to x1 instead of x100. The image is also downsampled into its three RGB 
components with the green band having pairs of consecutive rows averaged over the entire 
height. This method was selected to avoid modification by the demosaicing algorithm to the 
radiometric quality of each pixel. The spectral distribution of radiance is convolved with the 
spectral response of the camera for each waveband 𝑖 (combined responses of the lenses, the 
Bayer filters, and the detector element), hence the integral in Eq. (2). This integral is removed 
by introducing the effective spectral radiance  (W∙sr-1∙m-2∙nm-1) expressed as: 
  (3) 

where  is the peak normalized spectral response  [42]. Constants in Eq. (2) and 
Eq. (3) are merged into a unique calibration coefficient (W∙sr-1∙m-2∙nm-1∙ADU-1∙s). To 
project the absolute-radiance calibration to every pixel forming the image sensor, a roll-off 
correction  is added to the measurement equation [15]. We refer to roll-off as the decrease 
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in irradiance on the imaging plane due to vignetting and modification of the optical 
throughput [43]. The optical throughput is a metric of how much light flux an optical system 
can collect and is proportional to the geometrical extent (also referred as etendue or optical 
invariant) (m2∙sr). A factor of immersion  is also included to account for the response 
variation of the camera immersed in water, a consequence of the change in refractive index of 
the medium in contact with the external optical surface [44]. The measurement equation 
becomes: 

   (4) 

with  and  being respectively the zenithal and azimuthal angles of radiance seen by the 
pixels. The immersion factor is calculated for the measurements along the lens optical axis 
(camera zenith). The difference between this immersion factor and those required for the other 
angles is then included in the roll-off measured in water for the other angles.   

The following sections describe the calibration and characterization methodologies of the 
variables involved in Eq. (4). Linearity, relative spectral response, and dark-noise evaluations 
are also presented. These experiments were conducted on both electro-optic systems of the 
camera assembly, but results for only one of them are presented. The geometric calibration as 
well as the roll-off assessment were performed in air and water to allow use of the camera in 
both media.  

2.2 Geometric calibration 

Fisheye lenses generally suffer from distortion because of their wide field of view [45]. To 
correct the images for distortion, we performed a geometric calibration using the MatlabTM 
OCamCalib toolbox [46]. The algorithm uses a general Taylor series expansion function  
to model the distortion as a function of the radial distance  in pixels from the principal point: 
  (5) 

with  the polynomial coefficients. The first-degree coefficient  is null to satisfy the 

condition at  [46]. The radial distance is calculated using where 

are the pixel coordinates of a hypothetical plane orthogonal to the lens optical axis with 
the plane-axis intersection as the origin. They are related to the distorted real coordinates 

by an affine transformation which considers misalignment between the optical elements 
and the sensor plane: 

  (6) 

with being the position of the principal points while , ,  are the variables of the 
stretch matrix for optic misalignments. A chessboard plate of known square size is used for the 
calibration. With the board imaged at multiple positions and orientations, the equation system 
that links a 3D point to its corresponding position on the image plane becomes overdetermined. 
The coefficients of the distortion function  are then fitted by a pseudoinverse of the matrix-
like development of the equation system. Equation (5) was set to a fourth-order polynomial as 
suggested by Scaramuzza et al. (2006) [47]. The angle between a vector in the direction of a 
scene point and the optical axis is simply obtained by: 
  (7) 
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The central 6 x 6 corners of a 9 x 7 checkerboard with squares of 16 mm were kept for the 
calibration. The positions of the corners were detected using the Python OpenCV [48] 
findChessboardCorners routine as it was found to be more robust in different lighting 
conditions than the MatlabTM built-in algorithm detectCheckerboardPoints. As mentioned 
earlier, the calibration was performed in air as well as in water using a water tank and for the 
three channels separately. Inside water, a total of 20 images of the target in different positions 
were taken corresponding to 720 calibration points. Sixteen images were acquired for the air 
calibration as these provided sufficient precision. Attention was paid to cover the entire FOV 
to ensure validity of the inferred intrinsics (polynomial coefficients, stretch matrix variables 
and principal point positions) at the limit of the FOV. 

2.3 Roll-off 

Multiple methods are proposed in the literature to characterize radiance roll-off. The most 
common ones make use of plain white paper [49], integrating spheres covering a large part of 
the optic FOV [42,50], or spectralon targets with camera rotation [15,24]. We chose to follow 
the later methodology which solely requires rotation of the camera in such a way that the 
constant and spatially uniform source is imaged at different positions across the complete circle 
image of the sensor plane. By monitoring the average digital value of the imaged light source, 
we observe its decline as a function of the field angle. The output port of the integrating-sphere 
(Labsphere 3P-GPS-040-SF, 10.16 cm diameter, Spectraflect 98 % reflectance coating) 
illuminated by a quartz tungsten halogen (QTH) fiber-coupled source (Thorlabs SLS201L) was 
used for the experiment. The QTH source had a color temperature of 2796 K generating visible 
and IR light. For the in-water experiment, the 2.54 cm-diameter integrating-sphere output 
opening was placed in contact with one of the external walls of the aquarium (see Fig. 1a). 
Images were captured every 2˚ for camera rotations between -70˚ and 70˚ in water, and from -
80˚ to 80˚ with increments of 5˚ for the in-air characterization. The acquired digital numbers 
were dark subtracted, then averaged inside a circular mask of 15 pixels in radius centered on 
the source spot (for noise reduction). We normalized the values by the curve’s maximum. The 
azimuthal isotropy of the roll-off was verified by repeating the manipulations for 0˚ and 90˚ 
azimuthal planes. 
 

2.4 Relative spectral response 

Spectral response can be characterized using light beams generated from single [42,51,52] or 
double monochromators [50,53,54]. We used the double-grating excitation spectrometer of 
Horiba Fluorolog®-3 in FL3-22 configuration. Figure 1(b) shows the schematic of the 
characterization experiment. Two 2.5 mm-thick Edmund Optics opal diffusing glasses (100 x 
50 mm) positioned in front of the camera achieved spatial uniformization of the beam (see Fig. 
1(b)). These diffusers create near-Lambertian sources when used in transmission and have 
wavelength dependencies below 5 % across the visible spectrum. To correct for the 
spectrofluorometer Xenon lamp spectral variations, a reference photodiode – located just before 
the sample compartment – monitored the beam’s intensity. We started the experiment by 
acquiring approximately 250 intensity points of the 1 nm-slit beam with the reference 
photodiode at an exposure time of 0.1 s. Simultaneously, we captured four images with the 
radiance camera at a gain of 100 and an exposure time of 0.1 s. The images were then dark 
corrected and pixel-wise averaged.  Further noise averaging was accomplished using pixels 
inside a 1˚ mask around the centroid of the beam. We repeated this procedure for wavelength 
increments of 10 nm between 400-700 nm. Each spectral digital number was normalized by the 
beam intensity at the specific wavelength. The curves were finally divided by their peak value 
to obtain the relative spectral radiance. 



 
 

 
Fig. 1. Experimental setups for (a) roll-off calibration (view from above) in air and in water – the latter executed inside 
a tank filled with water –, (b) relative spectral response obtained from usage of Horiba Fluorolog®-3 spectrofluorometer 
in FL3-22 configuration, (c) absolute spectral-radiance calibration (view from above) and (d) immersion factor (side 
view). The calibration setups for the roll-off, the absolute-spectral radiance and the immersion factor all included a 
quartz tungsten halogen (QTH) lamp fiber-coupled to an integrating sphere. 

2.5 Absolute spectral radiance 

A source of known spectral radiance  is needed for this calibration. The effective 

radiance  derived from Eq. (3) is divided by the digital numbers – dark subtracted and 
normalized by exposure parameters – generated by the source. From this ratio, the absolute 
calibration coefficients  are obtained: 

  (8) 

Conventional radiometric absolute calibrations make use of an expensive NIST-calibrated Field 
Emission Lamp (FEL) with a reflecting spectralon plaque illuminated at normal 
incidence [15,24,26]. Instead, we used the same isotropic source described in Section 2.3 and 
characterized its spectral radiance using the Fiber Optic Integrating Sphere (FOIS-1) fiber-
coupled to a FLAME-S-XR1-ES spectrometer (both from Ocean Optics Inc.) and C-OPS 
radiometer (calibrated in February 2019) [39]. Prior to each experiment, we adjusted the 
assembly composed of the integrating sphere (FOIS-1) and the spectrometer (FLAME-S-XR1-
ES) for absolute-light flux using the Ocean Optics HL-3P-INT-CAL lamp (calibrated in March 
2020). A schematic of the calibration experiment is shown in Fig. 1(c). The spectral radiance 
emitted from the 1-inch (1 in. = 2.54 cm) port was determined from the two following 
measurements: 1) spectral-flux distribution with FOIS-1 sphere fiber-coupled to FLAME-S-
XR1-ES spectrometer, 2) spectral radiance with C-OPS at 589 nm. A factor was then applied 
to the spectral flux to match the C-OPS radiance measurement at 589 nm. The C-OPS was then 
replaced by the camera and 10 images of the light source, and 5 dark frames were taken. Each 
image stack was averaged pixel-wise for noise reduction. The digital values inside a mask of ≤ 
5˚ around the optical center were averaged for further noise reduction while keeping the angular 
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range low enough so that illumination fall-off would be negligible. The experiment was 
conducted in a dark laboratory. 

2.6 Immersion factor 

We used the procedure described in Zibordi (2006) to characterize the immersion factor [44]. 
Compared to their original setup, we inverted the detector and source positions. A schematic of 
the experiment is shown in Fig. 1(d). The immersion factor 𝐼! is found following: 

  (9) 

with and being the digital measurements when the camera is above and in 
water respectively, the transmittance at the air-water interface and the refractive index of 
water [44]. These two last variables correct for the increase in radiance below water. The 
experiment was conducted using Mili-Q water to ensure repeatability and usage of known 
values for and for . At first, the in-air response was captured in an empty tank.  
was estimated with the intercept of a linear regression of the log-transformed digital 
measurements as a function of water level z over the camera. This fitting method reduces the 
uncertainties due to source anisotropy [44]. Water levels hw (Fig. 1(d)) were varied between 6 
and 11 cm by 0.5 cm increments. Five images were acquired at each water level for noise 
reduction. and  for the three spectral channels were calculated using the 
average of pixel values inside a mask of 1.5˚ around the central point. This small angular mask 
prevents the effect of roll-off attenuation and ensures remaining within the small-angle regime 
of the transmittance. 

2.7 Linearity 

Linearity can be verified either by variation of the camera-exposure parameters using a constant 
light source or by attenuation of the same source [50]. We used the former method. Images of 
a spatially uniform and stable radiance source (the same as used for the roll-off experiment, see 
Section 2.3) were taken. One of the exposure settings – which include exposure time and ISO 
gain – was held constant while the other one was varied. At first, images were acquired for the 
exposure times of 16.67, 33.33, 66.67, 100 and 500 ms. Only this range could be tested without 
pixel saturation. Then, ISO gain was set between 100 and 3200 by doubling each time. For 
every exposure condition, 4 images were acquired. Linearity over the range of exposure time 
and ISO was verified by calculation of the squared Pearson correlation coefficients R2 for each 
pixel individually [50], thus requiring no roll-off correction. For the Pearson coefficient, only 
one image (among the four acquired) was used to verify the worst-case scenario without any 
noise reduction. The linearity curves were computed after averaging the four images pixel-wise 
and then taking the average inside a 5˚ field of view mask.  

2.8 Dark frame 

Dark frames are a combination of an offset bias and sensor-level noises such as reading and 
thermal noises. Offset bias may vary from one pixel to another resulting in a spatially fixed 
pattern noise (FPN). For the noise which adds to the bias, the level depends on the selected gain 
and exposure time. As for the linearity method in Section 2.7, the ISO gain was varied between 
100 and 3200 by doubling the value at each step. Exposure time was changed over 5 orders of 
magnitudes between 0.25 ms and 2000 ms. The frames were taken in a dark laboratory at a 
temperature of approximately 20˚C with a black absorbing fabric covering the camera. A total 
of 15 frames for each combination of ISO and exposure time was acquired. 

2.9 Validation 
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To verify the precision and accuracy of the radiometric calibrations, we carried out a 
comparison between the sky spectral radiances measured with the Insta360® ONE camera and 
the Compact-Optical Profiling System (C-OPS) radiance sensor. We chose to take the measures 
at the end of the day as the sunset allowed more dynamic range. On 18 March 2021, the C-OPS 
was placed on a tripod in the middle of an open field on the campus of Université Laval in 
Quebec City (46˚46’48.1” N, 71˚16’31.3” W). It was oriented to point upward toward the 
zenith. The radiance camera was fixed approximately 10 cm away from the radiometer with the 
optical axis of one of the fisheye lenses also oriented toward the zenithal direction. The sky 
conditions were clear that day with few clouds and the temperature was around 2˚C. We started 
the experiment at 16h00 (Eastern Daylight Time, North America) and it lasted 1 hour as the 
camera failed because of battery shortage. The sun elevation during that hour decreased from 
27.5˚ to 18.5˚. The C-OPS was set at an acquisition rate of 6 Hz while images were acquired 
manually every 2 minutes with the radiance camera.  

The pixel digital values were transformed into calibrated spectral radiance using the inverse of 
Eq. (4). We then calculated the average inside a mask of 9˚ (in-air half FOV of the C-OPS 
microradiometer [39]) around the principal point for each band. With the timestamp of both the 
C-OPS data and the camera images (in DNG metadata), we temporally matched the radiance 
values from both instruments and calculated the mean unbiased percentage difference (MUPD):   
 

  (10) 

with  and  representing respectively the C-OPS and camera spectral-radiance 
measurements for each band and every co-localized timestamp  between  and 
. In order to obtain proper comparisons, we chose the C-OPS spectral channels closest to the 
radiance camera spectral bands’ effective wavelength characterized in the experiment described 
in Section 2.4.  

3. Results and discussion 
3.1 Geometric calibration 

Viewing angles as a function of pixel Euclidean distances  are given in Fig. 2(a) and Fig. 
2(b) for in-air and in-water geometric calibration respectively. In those figures, we also display 
common stereographic and orthographic fisheye projection curves as references. It appears that 
the radiance camera mapping function is close to equidistant f-theta projection, meaning that 
the resolution in pixels per degree is nearly constant over the entire field of view. Figures 2(a)-
(b) present solely the calibration results for the green spectral channel, while Fig. 2(c)-(d) (air 
and water respectively) show the absolute differences in the mapping function of the other 
bands compared to the green channel. The maximum departures are at the edge of the FOV and 
are of -0.27˚ (in air) and 0.52˚ (in water). This suggests that the chromatic aberrations are well 
corrected. As the camera was designed mainly for in-air utilization, higher chromatic 
aberrations were expected in water. The reprojection error is an indicator of the geometric 
calibration accuracy. In air, the average deviation in pixels (degrees) between the positions of 
the corner-algorithm extracted and the re-projected points are 0.36 px (0.026˚), 0.29 px (0.023˚) 
and 0.34 px (0.026˚) for the red, green, and blue wavebands. In water, they are respectively 
1.59 px (0.094˚), 1.34 px (0.076˚) and 1.78 px (0.102˚). The errors are slightly higher in the red 
and blue channels. This may have resulted from the lower level of signal, thus lower SNR for 
those bands because of their narrower spectral bandwidth, which decreased the performance of 
the corner-detection algorithm. Figure S1 in the supplemental document shows the reprojection 
errors as a function of the radial distance from the principal points. 
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The FOV was estimated by fitting the best radial distance from the principal points to the edge 
of the circular images. The canny edge detector algorithm was used to generate the borders of 
the fisheye circular image. From the edge image, we fitted the best circle using a Circular 
Hough Transform. The isolated radius was used with the geometric calibration to retrieve the 
angle at the limit of the circular image, giving the FOV. Both algorithms were part of the Python 
image-processing toolbox scikit-image [55]. Using 10 different images, each waveband gave 
the same half field of view (HFOV) of 76˚ (total field of view of 152˚) in water. This reduction 
in field of view conforms to expectations as there is an optical power loss for the first lens 
surface due to the lower refractive index differential between water-plastic compared to air-
plastic. In the air, the fitted HFOV is 91˚ for a full field of view of 182˚. 

 
Fig. 2.  Geometric calibration results. The left and right columns present respectively the calibration achieved in air 
and in water. The two graphs in the first row (a)-(b) show the projection function between a scene point and its 
corresponding radial position on the sensor. Other commonly found projection functions for fisheye lenses were also 
added for comparison (stereographic and orthographic curves). Only the green band calibration is shown as the spectral 
differences were not distinguishable. The absolute differences of the red and blue channels with the green curves are 
shown in (c) and (d). The spectral discrepancies are all below 0.52˚ across the entire image plane. 

3.2 Roll-off 

Relative fall-off of illumination for off-axis points on the image plane is shown in Fig. 3. For 
both media, the measurements of the azimuthal planes ϕ=0˚ and ϕ=90˚ were merged as no 
significant discrepancies were found. The acquisitions between -80˚ and 0˚ (or -70˚ and 0˚ for 
water) were converted into absolute angles using the angular calibration results of Section 3.1. 
The relative illumination (RI) for each spectral band shows good symmetry in the absolute 
angles (see Fig. 3). An 8th-degree polynomial function of even terms was used to fit the 
observations: 
  (11) 2 4 6 8
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with  being the polynomial coefficients. The dependency over azimuthal angle 
ϕ was removed for the fitting process. The resulting curves are given in Fig. 3 with their 
respective coefficient of determination, while the fitted 8th-degree polynomials are provided in 
the supplemental document (see Table S2). The in-air fall-off at 80˚ are 0.645, 0.637 and 0.577 
for the blue, green, and red bands respectively. For the field angle of 70˚ in water, the results 
are 0.570 (0.728 in air), 0.562 (0.719 in air) and 0.491 (0.669 in air) for the blue, green, and red 
pixels. For each roll-off measurement, we used the standard deviation of the pixels contained 
in the region of averaging as uncertainty. The mean relative uncertainties over all the angles for 
the red, green and blue channels are respectively 3, 2 and 4 % in air. These same values increase 
to 8, 5 and 12 % in water.   

Illumination fall-off curves inside water have almost the same shape as their in-air counterparts 
but are compressed toward smaller angles. The RI at a certain pixel position will be determined 
by the entrance pupil area (affected by pupil aberrations, vignetting) and solid angle 
(affected by distortion) as seen by that same element [41]. As we move away from the optical 
center, the geometrical extent reduces. For one pixel position on the image plane, an 
optical ray comes from a larger object-space angle for a system immersed inside air compared 
to water in accordance with Snell’s law. This largely explains why the same level of  
occurs at a greater angle in air than in water (see Fig. 3). The dependence of the illumination 
roll-off on the medium is largely determined by the projection function (distortion), which may 
be also affected by different levels of in-air versus in-water aberrations. The dependent 
aberrations of those mediums can further modify pupil area, which ultimately has an impact on 
the RI. Also, for rays ending at the same position on the sensor but from different incoming 
angles that depend on the external medium, Fresnel reflection-loss discrepancies at the interface 
may be significant enough to affect the roll-off  [56]. For the spectral evolution, decreases 
as the wavelengths increase. As shown in Fig. 2(c)-(d), the spectral differences between the 
projective functions are below 0.52˚. Thus, the spectral roll-off discrepancies could not have 
resulted from chromatic lateral color only. However, larger pupil aberrations and vignetting in 
the red spectral band reducing may explained those divergences [41]. 

 
Fig. 3. Roll-off measurements as a function of angle 𝜃 relative to the camera optical axis for characterizations inside 
air and water.  The graph shows the measurements for each band and both media as well as their respective fit using 
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8th-degree even-term polynomials. The full, dotted and dashed-dotted lines fit the blue, green, and red spectral channels 
in order. The coefficients of determination are given for each fit.  

3.3 Relative spectral response 

Spectral responses normalized by their peak value are presented in Fig. 4 for the red, green, and 
blue wavebands. We computed the effective wavelength from the following relationship: 

  (12) 

while the bandwidth of each spectral band was found from . We used the 

trapezoidal rule for numerical integrations. The results of  for the red, green, and 

blue wavebands are 600 ± 38 nm, 540 ± 60 nm, and 480 ± 49 nm. As expected, the spectral 
responses for which the major contributions are from Bayer filters and pixels themselves are 
broad and overlap each other. The green band has the largest bandwidth of ∼120 nm and will 
generate a larger number of counts given the same spectrally constant incident-light field. The 
shaded region around the curves in Fig. 4 were obtained by a propagation of uncertainties 
related to the spectrofluorometer beam spectral energy and the digital numbers measured inside 
the averaging region. For signals over 10 % of the peaks, the maximum uncertainties are 
respectively 5.5, 4.5 and 4.5 % for the red, green, and blue pixels. Larger uncertainty for the 
red band may be explained by the smaller bandwidth of the channel coupled to an important 
decrease of the beam flux in that spectral region, both of which contribute to a reduced signal-
over-noise ratio. 

 

Fig. 4. Relative spectral response for the three channels of the radiance camera measured with a Fluorolog®-3 
spectrofluorometer. The spectral range of the measurements is between 400-700 nm. The shaded regions present the 
uncertainties for every spectral measurement.  

3.4 Absolute spectral radiance 

Table 1 gives the absolute spectral-radiance calibration coefficients and the variables involved 
in their calculations. The images of the integrating-sphere output are shown in the supplemental 
document (see Fig. S2). As displayed in Table 1, the green-band counts are higher than for the 
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two other spectral channels. The broad bandwidth of the band (horizontal bar of Fig. 5 at 540 
nm) in a region where spectral radiances between 540 and 600 nm are not highly separated 
explains the larger digital number. The coefficients  should not, in theory, have dependencies 

over the calibration-source spectral radiance. and are both proportional to 

, which make the latter cancel out using Eq. (8). With the calibration 

coefficients proportional to the reciprocal of , the multiplication between

and  gives the convolution of  with the spectral bands of the camera as computed 

from Eq. (3). For broad spectral responses, significant differences between measured 
and the true spectral radiance at may exist as  represents the spectral average of 
radiance within each band. Such errors are greater for unsmooth radiance spectra inside the 
spectral channels [57], which is certainly happening in natural scenes. 

 
Fig. 5. Calibration-source (QTH lamp) spectral-radiance distribution. The circular markers show the spectral 
convolution of the source radiance with the camera channel using Eq. (3). These effective spectral-radiance values are 
plotted at the effective wavelength 𝜆!"" of each channel with the horizontal bars giving their bandwidth. The triangle 
marker represents the 589 nm-band C-OPS radiance value used to scale the source spectral flux.  

The uncertainties relating to are 10.4, 10.6 and 11.0% for the red, green, and blue channels, 
respectively. They were calculated by error propagation using Eq. (8). Uncertainties relating to 

digital numbers  correspond to the standard deviations of the averaging region. The latter 
uncertainties were at the level of photon shot noise. Spectral-radiance  uncertainties 
(shaded region in Fig. 5) are a combination of Ocean Optics HL-3P-INT-CAL absolute 
calibration lamp errors, C-OPS uncertainties, and Ocean Optics FLAME-S-XR1-ES 
spectrometer noise levels. The largest contributor is the Ocean Optics calibration lamp as the 
uncertainties given by the manufacturer are 9.1 and 6.9 % at 400 and 800 nm, respectively. 
Spectral radiance at 589 nm measured with the C-OPS is 1.18 ± 0.03 mW∙sr-1∙m-2∙nm-1 as shown 
by the triangle in Fig. 5. A conservative uncertainty of ±2.5 % was given to this measurement. 
C-OPS radiometers are commercial off-the-shelf (COTS) instruments whose measurements are 
often used as ground truth to validate optical properties inverted from ocean-color satellite 
observations. They therefore require high accuracy, in the 1 % range. From Morrow et al. 
(2010) [39], the average unbiased percentage difference between the C-OPS calibrated 
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instrument and the SuBOPS (Submersible Biospherical Optical Profiling System) reference for 
a subset of 9 spectral channels was 1.8 %. 
 
Table 1. Effective spectral-radiance calibration coefficients  for each spectral band i calculated using Eq. (3). 
The exposure time and ISO x 0.01 gain of the calibration images are respectively 0.1 s and 1.0. 

Spectral band   
[mW∙sr-1∙m-2∙nm-1] 

 

[x 103 ADU∙s-1] 
 

[W∙sr-1∙m-2∙nm-1∙ADU-1∙s] 
Uncertainty 

[%] 
r 1.3 ± 0.1 61 ± 1 2.1 x 10-8 10.4 
g 0.84 ± 0.09 65 ± 1 1.3 x 10-8 10.6 
b 0.46 ± 0.05 21.9 ± 0.5 2.1 x 10-8 11.0 

 

3.5 Immersion factor 

Figure 6 shows the depth-dependent natural logarithm of digital numbers below water and the 
extrapolated . The in-air measurements are given in Table 2. As pointed out by 
Zibordi (2006), the need to correct for absorption (  [m-1]) and scattering ( [m-1]) of pure 
water – light attenuation following – is largely relaxed by using the logarithm of the

. Relatively good linear fit of the log-transformed digital numbers as a function of depth 
was obtained with R2 values over 0.75 (see Fig. 6). Fluctuations in the measurements at a certain 
depth can result from small surface wavelets or an accumulation of bubbles on the optic external 
interface. Table 2 gives the immersion factors and relevant quantities to compute them using 
Eq. (9). We found immersion factors of 1.69 ± 0.02, 1.69 ± 0.02 and 1.71 ± 0.03 for the red, 
green, and blue bands. The increase in radiance below water (n-squared law ) was 
calculated using the refractive index of pure water from Hale and Querry (1973) [58] at the 
effective wavelength of the wavebands. We also used Fresnel equations for the 
transmittance. The fitted immersion factors of the three channels are equivalent inside their 
uncertainties due to little dispersion in visible light of the involved media and the large 
overlapping spectral bands. 

 
Fig. 6. Immersion factor characterization in the (a) red, (b) green and (c) blue wavebands. The circle markers represent 
the natural logarithm of the averaged in-water DNi measurements as a function of water height z above the camera and 
corrected for n-squared law. The linear regression results are shown with the intercept b corresponding to the camera 
response just below water (triangle markers). 
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The theoretical equation for the immersion factor adopted by the ocean optic community is 
used and expressed as follows: 

  (13) 

with being the refractive index of the external surface [44]. Using (pure water at 
25˚C) and , an immersion factor of 1.70 is obtained and lies within the uncertainties 
of our experimental observations. The unknown refractive index of the plastic external surface 
is expected to be close to 1.50. The uncertainties relating to  as presented in Table 2, were 
calculated by a propagation of in-air digital-numbers uncertainty, which is the standard 
deviation of the values inside the averaging region and uncertainty relating to
calculated by taking the 95 % confidence interval of the regression intercept standard error. 
From Eq. (13), the effect of salinity and temperature on the refractive index of water and 
therefore on was verified. Using the empirical equation of Quan and Fry (1995) [59] (valid 
for brine water [60]) for temperature T  between -2˚C and 25˚C and salinity S between 0 and 35 
PSU, it was found that the maximum variation in  is an increase of approximately 0.02 from 
the value for pure water (T=25˚ C, S=0 PSU), which is in the same range as the uncertainties. 
Thus, no further correction was applied for variations in temperature and/or salinity. 
 
Table 2. Immersion factor results for each waveband. In order from left to right, the table shows the spectral 
bands, the measurements taken in-air 0+, the increase factor of radiance (n-squared law), the measurements just 
below water, 0- , and the retrieved immersion factor. The measurements below water are corrected for the n-
squared law as mentioned in the heading of the 4th column. 

Spectral band i 
   Immersion factor 

[ADU]  [ADU]  
r 5267 ± 68 1.738 3111 ± 12 1.69 ± 0.02 
g 8259 ± 90 1.742 4877 ± 26 1.69 ± 0.02 
b 3737 ± 60 1.748 2191 ± 12 1.71 ± 0.03 

 

3.6 Linearity 

Images in raw format give pixel values at sensor level and are assumed to be linear with 
exposition parameters. The digital numbers are scaled by those quantities before the application 
of the absolute calibration coefficient  as shown in Eq. (2). Detector linearity is an important 
feature that must be verified. Pixel-wise linearity for a single acquisition at each exposition 
time was evaluated for 24 866 pixels inside a 5˚ mask around the principal points. The squared 
Pearson coefficients of linearity for ISO (gain) and exposure time were computed for each pixel 
and are presented as histograms in Fig. 7. The CMOS sensor had highly linear behavior with 
averaged R2 coefficients of 0.998 and 0.992 for exposure time and gain, respectively. Figure 8 
shows the mean digital outputs as a function of exposure time and ISO gain for the three bands 
separately. Linearities for the exposure times and gains presented in Fig. 8 are higher (R2 ≥ 
0.999990) than the ones in Fig. 7 because of the multiple frames averaged for noise reduction. 
The linearity holds up to saturation reached by the red and green 
bands ((a) and (b) columns of Fig. 8, respectively) because of their larger sensitivities and the 
absolute spectral radiance of the source. Linearity is higher for variations over exposure time 
compared to gain as the latter also amplifies noises. As apparent for gain linearity (bottom row 
of Fig. 8), the digital number at an ISO/100 of 1.0 seems to be affected by nonlinearity effects 
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compared to the other digital outputs. These nonlinearity effects are more common for CMOS 
imaging detectors compared to their CCD counterparts [61]. If possible, users should always 
set a fixed ISO gain and then vary the exposure time to achieve better a signal-to-noise ratio 
(SNR). 

 
Fig. 7. Histograms of Pearson coefficients R2 for linearity of exposition time and gain of 24 866 pixels. In both cases, 
pixels show linear behavior. The average R2 for linearity in exposure time t and gain ISO are respectively 0.998 and 
0.992.  

 

Fig. 8. Linearity of the camera over exposure time in milliseconds (upper row) and ISO x 0.01 gain (bottom row). From 
left to right, the figures show the results for the red (a)-(d), green (b)-(e), and blue (c)-(f) bands, respectively. The 
linear-regression estimators are given with their uncertainties corresponding to confidence intervals for 95 %. The error 
bars (not visible for each data point) are the standard deviations of the pixel inside the averaging mask.  



 
 

3.7 Dark frame 

Dark-frame characterization and analysis were performed to estimate electronic noise levels 
and determine whether some of these could be problematic in specific acquisition conditions 
(e.g. low light). Dark frames are time-, temperature-, and gain-dependent. As the sensor 
temperature was unavailable, we did not test the temperature dependency.  

Figure 9(a) presents the histograms of the dark signal (15 frames pixel-wise average) at a 
minimum ISO of 100 and for each exposure time: 1/4000 s, 1/1000 s, 1/240 s, 1/60 s, 1/15 s, 
1/5 s, 1 s, and 2 s. The gaussian-shaped curves do not vary significantly with exposure time at 
the lowest gain. Between 1/4000 s and 2 s, the central values of the histograms increase from 
800.20 to 801.90 (over 16 384 possible counts) while the widths increase from 1.92 to 2.02. 
The central and width values are given in Fig. 9(c) and correspond respectively to the average 
and standard deviation of gaussian fits. This suggests that the temporal thermal dark current is 
rather low and that for the minimal gain setting, pixel bias (FPN) and reading noise mostly 
contribute to the dark frame. The dark current starts to build up when grabbing times are in the 
order of seconds and over (see Fig. 9(c)). We noticed that the frames’ average and standard 
deviations deviate from the fitted values when exposure time reaches 1/15 s and above. 
Histograms in Fig. 9(a) show only digital numbers between 790 and 810 as the majority of the 
12 megapixels are in that range. Thus, the fit does not consider hot pixels that appear at high 
exposure-time settings. Careful attention should be taken to remove those hot pixels in low-
light conditions, when  goes over 1/15 s.  

Figure 9(b) shows the histograms of pixel counts for the pixel-wise averaged dark image of 15 
frames for gain variations. We display a limiting case scenario with the exposure time at 1.0 s 
for each setting of ISO gain varied from 100 to 3200 by doubling each time. As expected, the 
dark image has more noise when the gain is increased. Both the average and standard deviations 
of the gaussian fit over the histograms increase close to linearly with ISO. From 100 to 3200, 
the average digital value increases from 801.02 to 823.43 and the standard deviation rises from 
1.93 to 39.17. This is expected as the ISO gain also amplifies noise with the signal. For this 
reason, at low light, it is suggested that the exposure time be set initially, and then, if it is not 
enough, that the gain be increased. Furthermore, each time an acquisition with known exposure 
parameters is taken, it is recommended to take a dark frame – by covering the camera – at the 
same exposure time and gain to correct for the bias. Such dark frames should be taken in the 
same thermal conditions as frames exposed to light.  
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Fig. 9. Dark-frame characterization of the entire CMOS area (3456 x 3456 pixels) for multiple exposure conditions. 
The dark frames were analyzed using 15 captures at each condition. (a) Pixel dark-value histograms for ISO gain of 
100 and multiple exposure times: 1/4000 s, 1/1000 s, 1/240 s, 1/60 s, 1/15 s, 1/5 s, 1 s and 2 s. (b) Dark counts for ISO-
gain variation from 100 to 3200 by doubling the values each time and with exposure time of 1.0 s. The gaussian-fit 
central values and standard deviations of the dark images for exposure time and ISO-gain variations are presented in 
(c) and (d) respectively. 

3.8 Validation 

Figure 10 shows the results of the comparison experiment conducted on 18 March 2021. The 
subfigures in the left column display the temporal measurements from the C-OPS radiometer 
(all data gathered at 6 Hz) and the Insta360® ONE radiance camera (taken every 2 minutes) 
for the red, green, and blue spectral channels. The C-OPS channels selected were those closest 
to the effective wavelength of each radiance camera band, and correspond respectively to the 
channels at 625, 555 and 490 nm. The radiance time series from the omnidirectional camera 
follow those of the scientific radiometer globally well. In the dynamic parts of the curves, 
discrepancies are observed. These likely result from the passage of clouds over both sensors. 
The error bars displayed for the radiance values of the 360-degree camera (see Fig. 10) also 
reflected their presence as they caused larger variations of the signal inside the 9˚ half FOV 
averaging region. Clouds can completely modify the spectral composition of the incoming light 
which, coupled with the camera’s broad spectral bands (as discussed in Section 3.4), may cause 
greater errors in retrieved radiance. To a lesser extent, the gaps might be a consequence of 
timestamp mismatches between both instruments caused by unsynchronized clocks or 
differences in their temporal resolution. 

In smoother regions – between 16h30 and 16h40 for example – there are better agreements 
between the two curves. We observed however underestimation offsets, especially for the green 
and blue spectral bands. This can be seen more clearly in the right column (Fig. 10(b), (d), and 



 
 

(f)) which compares measurements of the two sensors for 30 data points in total. Most of the 
points in the lower part tend to be below the 1:1 line. This is especially true for the 480-nm 
camera channel that has a slope of 1.1 ± 0.3. This larger slope might be explained by the broad 
camera bandwidths as the sky spectral radiance inside the spectral range of the band is less 
smooth than for the two other channels (verified by plotting the C-OPS radiance in its 19 
spectral channels). We however observed the highest linear correlation with the C-OPS 
measurements for the same blue band. Its coefficient of determination is R2 = 0.732, while R2 = 
0.710 at 540 nm and R2 = 0.700 at 600 nm. The dispersion of the values from the linear fit is 
large with root-mean-square error (RMSE) in the range of 0.017, 0.019 and 0.021 W∙sr-1∙m-

2∙nm-1 for the red, green, and blue channels respectively. These values are high considering that 
most of the spectral radiance measured is within 0.10 W∙sr-1∙m-2∙nm-1. The dispersion seems to 
increase as the values rise, but again this may result from the cloud presence and clock shifts 
during those measurements. For the mean unbiased percentage difference (MUPD), the values 
are 21.0 % for 600 nm, 20.4 % for 540 nm and 18.9 % for 480 nm. The average percentage 
difference is lower for the band at 480 nm, which may be because radiance in this spectral 
region is greater. If we do not scale the difference by the average of the measurements between 
C-OPS and Insta360® ONE, as done in Eq. (10), the absolute differences are higher at 480 nm 
than for the other bands. 

Other sources of error may explain the discrepancies between the two instruments. First, there 
are calibration errors as discussed in previous sections. These include uncertainties relating to 
the absolute spectral-radiance calibration coefficients and the fitted relative illumination. In 
addition, there are inter-pixel variations in sensitivity that were not accounted for. One way to 
reduce these sensitivity discrepancies would be to use a larger integrating sphere for uniform 
illumination and to apply a correction factor for each pixel illuminated. Another source of error 
is stray light which may impact the two radiometers at different levels, especially in clear sky 
conditions. Obviously, as discussed several times already, the broad bandwidths of the camera 
spectral responses are significant sources of bias. It is important to mention that in-water 
accuracy and precision may be lower as uncertainties related to immersion factor are added and 
because in-water roll-off characterizations have larger uncertainties. Overall, the agreements 
between the trusted commercial C-OPS and the calibrated omnidirectional radiance camera are 
in the range of what was expected for a consumer-grade camera. Similar inter-comparisons 
between RadCam fisheye [28] and Sea-Bird Scientific radiometers (HyperOCR and OCR-
504I/R) were conducted with values of mean unbiased percentage differences of 16.3 % in 
laboratory and 6.2 % for upwelling radiance profiles inside the ocean. For commercial radiance 
sensors calibrated under the same conditions, the percentage of differences reach as low as ≤ 5 
% over all the spectral points when compared with one other in the field [62,63].   

Dynamic range of this inter-comparison is on one order of magnitude with spectral-radiance 
values between 0.0167-0.2096 W∙sr-1∙m-2∙nm-1. We are however confident that with this 360-
degree camera, we can obtain good radiance signal over 6 orders of magnitude (10-6-100 W∙sr-

1∙m-2∙nm-1). From the linearity dataset of Section 3.6, it was possible to evaluate the signal-to-
noise ratio (SNR) as a function of the dark-corrected digital numbers. By fitting the SNR curves 
according to the photon-transfer equations [64], we obtained noise-equivalent radiance (NER) 
signals – i.e. when the SNR is 1.0 – of 1.9 x 10-7, 7.8 x 10-8, and 1.9 x 10-7 W∙sr-1∙m-2∙nm-1 for 
the 600, 540 and 480 nm bands respectively. For these calculations, we assumed an ISO gain 
of 100 and an exposure time of 1.0 s. We could get smaller NER by increasing the exposure 
parameters, but we kept conservative values of gain and exposure time to ensure limited 
impacts of hot pixels and thermal noises on the image. As a basis of comparison, Sea-Bird 
Scientific OCR-507, TriOS RAMSES ARC-VIS and Biospherical Instruments Inc. C-OPS 
radiometers have NER of 3.0 x 10-3, 2.5 x 10-7 (exposure time of 8.0 s, 500 nm), and 1.8 x 10-8 
W∙sr-1∙m-2∙nm-1 (at an acquisition rate of 5 Hz, 490 nm) respectively. A more reasonable limit 
of detection would be for a SNR of 3.0 which gives minimum measurable spectral radiances 



 
 

for the Insta360® ONE camera of 8.0 x 10-7, 3.0 x 10-7, and 7.9 x 10-7 W∙sr-1∙m-2∙nm-1 for the 
red, green, and blue channels.   

 

 
Fig. 10. Validation experiment between the radiance camera and the commercial Compact Optical Profiling System 
(C-OPS) conducted on 18 March 2021 on the Université Laval Campus in Quebec City. In the left column of the figure, 
the time series of the spectral radiance (units of W sr-1 m-2 nm-1) from the sky light is shown for both instruments at 
three spectral bands: respectively red, green, and blue for (a), (b) and (c) subfigures. The right column shows 
scatterplots of camera versus C-OPS radiance measurements. The dotted line in each graphic is the 1:1 line, while the 
solid lines show the linear regressions. The uncertainties of the slope m and intercept b (given in each subfigure) reflect 
the 95 % confidence interval. 

4. Conclusion 



 
 

We successfully calibrated the Insta360® ONE 360-degree camera for in-air and in-water 
radiometry. The projection functions of the optics follow linear relationships with field angles 
over FOV of 182˚, 152˚ in air and water respectively. The CMOS sensor response was assessed 
linear with exposure time with a coefficient of determination of 0.998, and slightly less over 
gain with a value of 0.992. For this reason, we suggest fixing a low gain for minimum noise 
amplification, and then allowing the camera to adjust its sensitivity with the exposure time. The 
minimum detectable radiance levels for a SNR of 3.0 are 8.0 x 10-7, 3.0 x 10-7, and 7.9 x 10-7 
W∙sr-1∙m-2∙nm-1 for the 600 nm, 540 nm, and 480 nm channels respectively. Satisfactory 
agreements were reached by comparing sky downward radiance measurements with 
simultaneous measurements of the C-OPS radiometer, which gave spectral MUPD between 
18.9-21.0 %. We suspect that the broad spectral responses of the channels are the principal 
contributors to the observed discrepancies. Future validations will involve field inter-
comparisons over a wider dynamic range, under covered sky conditions – making the incident 
light field more isotropic –, and inside water. We also plan to perform temperature-dependency 
analysis. One way to reduce the impact of thermal noise is to acquire dark frames at the same 
temperature as the light frames. To the best of our knowledge, this is the first time that an off-
the-shelf 360-degree camera has been calibrated for radiometric/geometric absolute-light-field 
quantification. Since this type of camera is cost-efficient, compact, and easy-to-use, it can be 
easily adapted to a wide range of research needs. We believe that with proper calibration 
parameters stored in a database, these cameras could democratize the measurement of spectral 
radiance angular distributions and benefit numerous scientific and engineering projects. With 
their reduced form factors and low weight, light-field geometric information could be gathered 
from places such as unmanned aerial vehicles (UAV), AUV, or drilled holes inside solids (e.g. 
snow, sea ice). This would allow a broad diversity of measurements such as directional 
reflectance properties of multiple surfaces (sea ice, snow, ocean, clouds, etc.) over large spatial 
transects, vertical profiles of most apparent optical properties inside sea ice, or even leaf-area 
indexes in canopies. Quantities thus captured would help increase understanding of the transfer 
of radiation inside those natural environments. Our next steps include testing the repeatability 
of the calibration for multiple ONE models to allow transferability of the calibration achieved 
in the present study. Moreover, new models of 360-degree devices with better specifications in 
terms of framerate, resolution, battery lifetime or sensitivity could also be added to the list of 
radiometrically calibrated omnidirectional cameras. 
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1 Introduction

The experimental results are presented on intermittency analysis using second-order scaled factorial mo-
ments of mid-rapidity protons produced in central 40Ar + 45Sc collisions at 150A GeV/c beam momentum
(
√

sNN = 16.84 GeV). The measurements were performed by the multi-purpose NA61/SHINE [1] appa-
ratus at the CERN Super Proton Synchrotron (SPS). They are part of the strong interactions program of
NA61/SHINE devoted to the study of the properties of strongly interacting matter such as onset of de-
confinement and critical end point (CP). Within this program, a two-dimensional scan in collision energy
and size of colliding nuclei was conducted [2].

In the proximity of CP, the fluctuations of the order parameter are self-similar [3], belonging to the 3D-
Ising universality class, and can be detected in transverse momentum space within the framework of
intermittency analysis of proton density fluctuations by use of scaled factorial moments. This analysis
was performed in intervals of transverse momentum and cumulative transverse momentum distributions.
For the first time, statistically independent data sets were used to obtain results for different number of
intervals (at the cost of reducing event statistics).

The paper is organized as follows. Section 2 introduces quantities exploited for the CP search using
the intermittency analysis. In Sec. 3, the characteristics of the NA61/SHINE detector, relevant for the
current study, are briefly presented. The details of data selection and the analysis procedure are presented
in Sec. 4. Results obtained are shown in Sec. 5 and compared with several models in Sec. 6. A summary
in Sec. 7 closes the paper.

Throughout this paper, the rapidity, y = arctanh(βL), is calculated in the collision center-of-mass frame
by shifting rapidity in laboratory frame by rapidity of the center-of-mass, assuming proton mass. βL =

pL/E is the longitudinal (z) component of the velocity, while pL and E are particle longitudinal momen-
tum and energy in the collision center-of-mass frame. The transverse component of the momentum is
denoted as pT =

√
p2

x + p2
y , where px and py are its horizontal and vertical components. The azimuthal

angle φ is the angle between the transverse momentum vector and the horizontal (x) axis. Total momen-
tum in the laboratory frame is denoted as plab. The collision energy per nucleon pair in the center-of-mass
frame is denoted as

√
sNN.

The 40Ar + 45Sc collisions are selected by requiring a low value of the energy measured by the forward
calorimeter, Projectile Spectator Detector (PSD). This is the energy emitted into the region populated
mostly by projectile spectators. These collisions are referred to as PSD-central collisions and a selection
of collisions based on the PSD energy is called a PSD-centrality selection.
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2 Scaled factorial moments

2.1 Critical point and intermittency in heavy-ion collisions

A second-order phase transition leads to the divergence of the correlation length (ξ ). The infinite sys-
tem becomes scale-invariant with the particle density-density correlation function exhibiting power-law
scaling, which induces intermittent behavior of particle multiplicity fluctuations [4].

The maximum CP signal is expected when the freeze-out occurs close to the CP. On the other hand, the
energy density at the freeze-out is lower than at the early stage of the collision. Thus, the critical point
should be experimentally searched for in nuclear collisions at energies higher than that of the onset of
deconfinement – the beginning of quark-gluon plasma creation. According to the NA49 results [5, 6], this
general condition limits the critical point search to the collision energies higher than

√
sNN ≈ 7 GeV.

The intermittent multiplicity fluctuations [7] were discussed as the signal of CP by Satz [8], Antoniou
et al. [9] and Bialas, Hwa [10]. This initiated experimental studies of the structure of the phase transi-
tion region via analyses of particle multiplicity fluctuations using scaled factorial moments [11]. Later,
additional measures of fluctuations were also proposed as probes of the critical behavior [12, 13]. The
NA61/SHINE experiment has performed a systematic scan in collision energy and system size. The
new measurements may answer the question about the nature of the transition region and, in particular,
whether or not the critical point of strongly interacting matter exists.

The scaled factorial moments Fr(M) [7] of order r are defined as:

Fr(M) =

〈
1

MD

MD

∑
i=1

ni ... (ni− r+1)
〉

〈
1

MD

MD

∑
i=1

ni

〉r
, (1)

where M is the number of subdivision intervals in each of the D dimensions of the selected range ∆, ni

is the particle multiplicity in a given subinterval and angle brackets denote averaging over the analyzed
events. In the presented analysis, ∆ is divided into two-dimensional (D = 2) cells in px and py.

In case the mean particle multiplicity, ni, is proportional to the subdivision interval size and for a poisso-
nian multiplicity distribution, Fr(M) is equal to 1 for all values of r and MD. This condition is satisfied in
the configuration space, where the particle density is uniform throughout the gas volume. The momen-
tum distribution is, in general non-uniform and thus in the momentum space, it is more convenient to use
the so-called cumulative variables [14] which, for very small cell size, leave a power-law unaffected and
at the same time lead to uniformly distributed particle density. By construction, particle density in the
cumulative variables is uniformly distributed.
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If the system at freeze-out is close to the CP, its properties are expected to be very different from those
of an ideal gas. Such a system is a simple fractal and Fr(M) follows a power-law dependence:

Fr(M) = Fr(∆) · (MD)φr . (2)

Moreover, the exponent (intermittency index) φr obeys the relation:

φr = (r−1) · (dr/D) , (3)

where the anomalous fractal dimension dr is independent of r [10]. Such behavior is the analogue of the
phenomenon of critical opalescence in conventional matter [3]. Importantly the critical properties given
by Eqs. 2 and 3 are approximately preserved for very small cell size (large M) under transformation to
the cumulative variables [14, 15].

The ideal CP signal, Eqs. 2 and 3, derived for the infinite system in equilibrium may be distorted by
numerous experimental effects present in high-energy collisions. This includes finite size and evolution
time of the system, other dynamical correlations between particles, limited acceptance and resolution of
measurements. Moreover, to experimentally search for CP in high-energy collisions, the momentum-
space region’s dimension, interval size and location must be chosen. Note that unbiased results can be
obtained only by analyzing variables and dimensions in which the singular behavior appears [16, 17, 18].
Any other procedure is likely to distort the critical-fluctuation signal.

Another question is the selection of particle type used in the experimental search for CP. The QCD-
inspired considerations [19, 20] suggest that the order parameter of the phase transition is the chiral
condensate. Suppose a carrier of the critical properties of the chiral condensate is the isoscalar σ -field. In
that case, the critical behavior can be observed either directly from its decay products (π+π− pairs) [21]
or by measuring the fluctuations of the number of protons. The former requires precise reconstruction
of pion pairs. In this case, d = φ2 = 2/3 [21] is expected. The latter is based on the assumption that the
critical fluctuations are transferred to the net-baryon density, which mixes with the chiral condensate [22,
23, 20, 24, 25, 26, 27]. Thus, the net-baryon density may serve as an order parameter of the phase
transition. Such fluctuations are expected to be present in the net-proton number and the proton and
anti-proton numbers, separately [28]. For protons, d = φ2 = 5/6 [3] is expected.

2.2 Cumulative transformation

Scaled factorial moments are sensitive to the shape of the single-particle momentum distribution. This
dependence may bias the signal of critical fluctuations. To remove it, one has two possibilities. First, to
construct a mixed events data set, where each event is constructed using particles from different experi-
mental events thereby removing all possible dynamical correlations. Then the quantity:

∆F2(M) = Fdata
2 (M)−Fmixed

2 (M) (4)
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is calculated. It was shown [11] that this procedure removes (approximately) the dependence of ∆F2(M)

on the shape of single-particle distribution.

The second possibility is to use cumulative transformation [14], which for a one-dimensional single-
particle distribution f (x) reads:

Qx =

x∫
a

f (x)dx

/ b∫
a

f (x)dx , (5)

where a and b are lower and upper limits of the variable x. For a two-dimensional distribution f (x,y)
and a given x the transformation reads

Qy(x) =

y∫
a

f (x,y)dy

/ b∫
a

f (x,y)dy. (6)

The cumulative transformation transforms any single-particle distribution into a uniform one ranging
from 0 to 1, and therefore it removes the dependence on the shape of the single-particle distribution for
uncorrelated particles. At the same time, it has been verified that the transformation preserves the critical
behavior [15] given by Eq. 2, at least for the second-order scaled factorial moments.

An example of the transformation of transverse momentum components px and py for protons produced
in 5% most central 40Ar + 45Sc collisions at 150A GeV/c (see next sections for details) is shown in Fig. 1.

Both methods are approximate. Subtracting moments for mixed data set may introduce negative ∆F2(M)

values [11] and using cumulative quantities mixes the scales of the momentum differences and therefore
may distort eventual power-law behavior.

3 The NA61/SHINE detector

The NA61/SHINE detector (see Fig. 2) is a large-acceptance hadron spectrometer situated in the North
Area H2 beam-line of the CERN SPS [1]. The main components of the detection system used in the
analysis are four large-volume Time Projection Chambers (TPC). Two of them, called Vertex TPCs
(VTPC-1/2), are located downstream of the target inside superconducting magnets with maximum com-
bined bending power of 9 Tm, which was set for the data collection at 150A GeV/c. The main TPCs
(MTPC-L/R) and two walls of pixel Time-of-Flight (ToF-L/R) detectors are placed symmetrically on
either side of the beamline downstream of the magnets. The TPCs are filled with Ar:CO2 gas mixtures
in proportions 90:10 for the VTPCs and 95:5 for the MTPCs. The Projectile Spectator Detector (PSD), a
zero-degree hadronic calorimeter, is positioned 16.7 m downstream of the MTPCs, centered in the trans-
verse plane on the deflected position of the beam. It consists of 44 modules that cover a transverse area
of almost 2.5 m2. The central part of the PSD consists of 16 small modules with transverse dimensions
of 10 x 10 cm2 and its outer part consists of 28 large 20 x 20 cm2 modules. Moreover, a brass cylinder
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Figure 1: Example of the effect of the cumulative transformation of transverse momentum components, px and
py of proton candidates selected for intermittency analysis of the NA61/SHINE 40Ar + 45Sc at 150A GeV/c data.
Distributions before (top) and after (bottom) the transformation.

of 10 cm length and 5 cm diameter (degrader) was placed in front of the center of the PSD in order to
reduce electronic saturation effects and shower leakage from the downstream side caused by the Ar beam
and its heavy fragments.

Primary beams of fully ionized 40Ar nuclei were extracted from the SPS accelerator at 150A GeV/c beam
momentum. Two scintillation counters, S1 and S2, provide beam definition, together with a veto counter
V1 with a 1 cm diameter hole, which defines the beam before the target. The S1 counter also provides the
timing reference (start time for all counters). Beam particles are selected by the trigger system requiring
the coincidence T1 = S1∧S2∧V1. Individual beam particle trajectories are precisely measured by the
three beam position detectors (BPDs) placed upstream of the target [1]. Collimators in the beam line
were adjusted to obtain beam rates of ≈ 104/s during the ≈ 10 s spill and a super-cycle time of 32.4 s.

The target was a stack of 2.5 x 2.5 cm2 area and 1 mm thick 45Sc plates of 6 mm total thickness
placed ≈ 80 cm upstream of VTPC-1. Impurities due to other isotopes and elements were measured
to be 0.3% [29]. No correction was applied for this negligible contamination.

Interactions in the target are selected with the trigger system by requiring an incoming 40Ar ion and a
signal below that of beam ions from S5, a small 2 cm diameter scintillation counter placed on the beam
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Figure 2: The schematic layout of the NA61/SHINE experiment at the CERN SPS [1] showing the components
used for the 40Ar + 45Sc energy scan (horizontal cut, not to scale). The detector configuration upstream of the
target is shown in the inset. Alignment of the chosen coordinate system is shown on the plot; its origin (x=y=z=0)
lies in the middle of VTPC-2, on the beam axis. The nominal beam direction is along the z-axis. Target is placed
at z ≈−580 cm. The magnetic field bends charged particle trajectories in the x–z (horizontal) plane. The drift
direction in the TPCs is along the (vertical) y-axis.

Table 1: Basic beam properties and number of events recorded and used in the analysis of 40Ar + 45Sc interactions
at incident momentum of 150A GeV/c.

pbeam (GeV/c)
√

sNN (GeV) Recorded central triggers Number of selected events

150A 16.84 1.7 ·106 1.1 ·106

trajectory behind the MTPCs. This minimum bias trigger is based on the breakup of the beam ion due
to interactions in and downstream of the target. In addition, central collisions were selected by requiring
an energy signal below a set threshold from the 16 central modules of the PSD, which measure mainly
the energy carried by projectile spectators. The cut was set to retain only the events with the ≈ 30%
smallest energies in the PSD. The event trigger condition thus was T2 = T1∧S5∧PSD. The statistics
of recorded events at 150A GeV/c are summarized in Table 1.
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4 Analysis

The goal of the analysis was to search for the critical point of the strongly interacting matter by measuring
the second-order scaled factorial moments for a selection of protons produced in central 40Ar + 45Sc
interactions at 150A GeV/c, using statistically independent points and cumulative variables.

4.1 Event selection

NA61/SHINE detector recorded over 1.7 million collisions using 150A GeV/c 40Ar beam impinging on a
stationary 45Sc target. However, not all of those events contain well-reconstructed central Ar+Sc inter-
actions. Therefore the following criteria were used to select data for further analysis.

(i) no off-time beam particle detected within a time window of ±4µs around the trigger particle,

(ii) no interaction-event trigger detected within a time window of ±25µs around the trigger particle,

(iii) beam particle detected in at least two planes out of four of BPD-1 and BPD-2 and in both planes of
BPD-3,

(iv) T2 trigger (set to select central and semi-central collisions),

(v) a high-precision interaction vertex with z position (fitted using the beam trajectory and TPC tracks)
no further than 10 cm away from the center of the Sc target (the cut removes less than 0.4% of T2
trigger (EPSD) selected interactions),

(vi) energy in small PSD modules should be less than 2800 GeV,

(vii) energy in large PSD modules should be in the range between 800 GeV and 5000 GeV,

(viii) if the number of tracks in the vertex fit is less than 50, then the ratio of tracks in fit to all tracks
must be at least 0.25.

After applying the selection criteria, about 1.1 million events remain for further analysis.

4.2 Centrality selection

The analysis was performed in several centrality intervals (0-5%, 5-10%, 10-15%, 15-20% and 0-20%).
Centrality is determined using the energy deposited in the PSD forward calorimeter, EPSD (see Ref. [30]
for details). Figure 3 shows the proton candidate multiplicity distributions for each of the studied cen-
trality classes and the distributions of the number of accepted proton candidates for different selections
of energy deposited in PSD.

Table 2 presents number of events in each of the chosen centrality intervals selected for the analysis.
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Figure 3: Left: Distribution of selected events in the number of accepted proton candidates and the energy regis-
tered by the Particle Spectator Detector with PSD-energy values for centrality selection marked as red vertical lines.
Right: Multiplicity distributions of proton candidates for different centrality selections (for all events selected for
the analysis and after all track cuts described in Sec. 4.3).

Table 2: Number of events selected for the analysis.

data set
number of events in centrality intervals

0 – 5% 5 – 10% 10 – 15% 15 – 20% 0 – 20%

experimental data 237k 235k 236k 216k 924k
EPOS1.99 323k 323k 323k 324k 1293k

4.3 Single-track selection

To select tracks of primary charged hadrons and to reduce the contamination by particles from secondary
interactions, weak decays and off-time interactions, the following track selection criteria were applied:

(i) track momentum fit including the interaction vertex should have converged,

(ii) total number of reconstructed points on the track should be greater than 30,

(iii) sum of the number of reconstructed points in VTPC-1 and VTPC-2 should be greater than 15,

(iv) the ratio of the number of reconstructed points to the potential (maximum possible) number of
reconstructed points should be greater than 0.5 and less than 1.1,

(v) number of points used to calculate energy loss (dE/dx) should be greater than 30,

(vi) the distance between the track extrapolated to the interaction plane and the vertex (track impact
parameter) should be smaller than 4 cm in the horizontal (bending) plane and 2 cm in the vertical
(drift) plane.
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As the analysis concerns mid-rapidity protons, only particles with center-of-mass rapidity (assuming
proton mass) greater than -0.75 and less than 0.75 were considered.

Only particles with transverse momentum components, px and py, absolute values less than 1.5 GeV/c
were accepted for the analysis.

4.3.1 Proton selection

To identify proton candidates, positively charged particles were selected. Their ionization energy loss in
TPCs is taken to be greater than 0.5 and less than the proton Bethe-Bloch value increased by the 15%
difference between the values for kaons and protons while the momentum is in the relativistic-rise region
(from 4 to 125 GeV/c). The dE/dx distribution for selected positive particles is shown in Fig. 4. The
selected region is marked with a red line.
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Figure 4: Energy loss vs total momentum of positively charged particles measured with the NA61/SHINE Time
Projection Chambers in the selected 40Ar + 45Sc events at 150A GeV/c. Dashed lines represent the nominal Bethe-
Bloch values. The graphical cut to select proton candidates is marked with a red line.

The selection was found to select, on average, approximately 60% of protons and leave, on average, less
than 4% of kaon contamination. The corresponding random proton losses do not bias the final results in
case of independent production of protons in the transverse momentum space. The results for correlated
protons will be biased by the selection (see Sec. 5 for an example), thus the random proton selection
should be considered when calculating model predictions.
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4.4 Acceptance maps

4.4.1 Single-particle acceptance map

A three-dimensional (in px, py and center-of-mass rapidity) acceptance map [31] was created to describe
the momentum region selected for this analysis. The map was created by comparing the number of
Monte Carlo-generated mid-rapidity protons before and after detector simulation and reconstruction.
Only particles from the regions with at least 70% reconstructed tracks are analyzed. The single-particle
acceptance maps should be used for calculating model predictions.

4.4.2 Two-particle acceptance map

Time Projection Chambers (the main tracking devices of NA61/SHINE) are not capable of distinguishing
tracks that are too close to each other in space. At a small distance, their clusters overlap, and signals are
merged.

The mixed data set is constructed by randomly swapping particles from different events so that each
particle in each mixed event comes from different recorded events.

For each pair of particles in both recorded and mixed events, a Two-Track Distance (TTD) is calculated.
It is an average distance of their tracks in px-py plane at eight different z planes (-506, -255, -201, -171,
-125, 125, 352 and 742 cm). Figure 5 presents TTD distributions for both data sets (left) and their ratio
(right). The TPC’s limitation to recognizing close tracks is clearly visible for TTD < 2 cm.
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Figure 5: Distributions of Two-Track Distance for experimental and mixed data (left) and their ratio (right).

Calculating TTD requires knowledge of the NA61/SHINE detector geometry and magnetic field. Hence
it is restricted to the Collaboration members. Therefore, a momentum-based Two-Track Distance (mTTD)
cut was introduced to allow for a meaningful comparison with models.
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The magnetic field bends the trajectory of charged particles in the x-z plane. Thus, it is most convenient
to express the momentum of each positive particle in both recorded and mixed data sets in the following
coordinates:

sx = px/pxz,

sy = py/pxz,

ρ = 1/pxz,

where pxz =
√

p2
x + p2

z . For each pair of positively charged particles, a difference in these coordinates is
calculated as

∆sx = sx,2− sx,1,

∆sy = sy,2− sy,1,

∆ρ = ρ2−ρ1.

The distribution of particle pairs’ momentum difference for pairs with TTD < 2 cm is parametrized
with ellipses in the new coordinates. Such elliptic cuts are applied to recorded and mixed events. Their
distributions and their ratio are shown in Fig. 6.
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Figure 6: Distributions of Two-Track Distance for experimental and mixed data (left) and their ratio (right) after
applying the momentum-based Two-Track Distance cut.

The mTTD cut defines the two-particle acceptance used in the analyses. The explicit formulas with
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numerical values of parameters are: (
∆ρ

0.0105

)2

+

(
∆sy

0.0018

)2

≤ 1,(
∆sx

0.0080

)2

+

(
∆sy

0.0018

)2

≤ 1,(
∆ρ cos(51◦)−∆sx sin(51◦)

0.0200

)2

+

(
∆ρ sin(51◦)+∆sx cos(51◦)

0.0023

)2

≤ 1.

Particle pairs with momenta inside all the ellipses are rejected. The two-particle acceptance maps should
be used for calculating model predictions.

4.5 Statistically-independent data points

The intermittency analysis yields the dependence of scaled factorial moments on the number of subdivi-
sions of transverse momentum and cumulative transverse momentum intervals. In the past, the same data
set was used for the analysis performed for different subdivision numbers. This resulted in statistically-
correlated data points uncertainties, therefore the full covariance matrix is required for proper statisti-
cal treatment of the results. The latter may be numerically not trivial [32]. Here, for the first time,
statistically-independent data subsets were used to obtain results for each subdivision number. In this
case, the results for different subdivision numbers are statistically independent. Only diagonal elements
of the covariance matrix are non-zero, and thus the complete relevant information needed to interpret the
results is easy to present graphically and use in the statistical tests. However, the procedure significantly
decreases the number of events used to calculate each data point increasing statistical uncertainties and
therefore forcing to reduce the number of the data points to 10.

Number of events used in each subset was selected to obtain similar magnitudes of the statistical un-
certainties of results for different subsets. Table 3 presents the fractions of all available events used to
calculate each of the 10 points.

Table 3: Fraction of the total number of analyzed events for each centrality interval used to calculate second-order
scaled factorial moments for the chosen number of cumulative momentum cells.

number of cells M2 12 502 702 862 1002 1112 1222 1322 1412 1502

fraction of all events (%) 0.5 3.0 5.0 7.0 9.0 11.0 13.0 15.5 17.0 19.0

4.6 Uncertainties and biases

The standard expression for the scaled factorial moments, Eq. 1 can be rewritten as

F2(M) = 2M2 〈N2(M)〉
〈N〉2

, (7)
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where N2(M) denotes the total number of particle pairs in all of the M2 bins in an event. Then the
statistical uncertainties can be calculated using the standard error propagation:

σF2

|F2|
=

√
(σN2)

2

〈N2〉2
+4

(σN)2

〈N〉2
−4

(σN2N)2

〈N〉〈N2〉
. (8)

The left plot in Fig. 7 shows F2(M) results for the mixed data set (see Sec. 5 for details). As expected, the
F2 values are independent of M2. Deviation of the points from the value for the first point (marked with
the dashed line) is approximately χ2/ndf = 7.7/9, which validates the values of statistical uncertainties.
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Figure 7: Results on the dependence of the scaled factorial moment of proton multiplicity distribution on the num-
ber of subdivisions in cumulative transverse momentum space for mixed events (left) as well as events generated
with EPOS1.99 model before and after reconstruction (right).

Final results presented in Sec. 5 are not corrected for possible biases. Systematic uncertainty was esti-
mated by comparing results for pure EPOS1.99 and EPOS1.99 subjected to the detector simulation, re-
construction and data-like analysis as shown in Fig. 7 (right). Their differences are significantly smaller
than statistical uncertainties (χ2/ndf = 9.7/9) of the experimental data and increase with M2 up to the
order of 0.1 at large M2 values. Note that protons generated by EPOS1.99 do not show significant cor-
relation in the transverse momentum space, see Sec. 6. In this case, the momentum resolution does not
affect the results significantly.

In the case of the critical correlations, the impact of the momentum resolution may be significant, see
Ref. [33] and Sec. 6 for detail. Thus a comparison with models including short-range correlations in
the transverse momentum space requires smearing of their momenta according to the the experimental
resolution, which can be approximately parametrized as:

psmeared
x = poriginal

x +δ p,

psmeared
y = poriginal

y +δ p,
(9)
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where δ p is randomly drawn from a Gaussian distribution with σ = 3 MeV/c.

Uncertainties on final results presented in Sec. 5 correspond to statistical uncertainties.

5 Results

This section presents results on second-order scaled factorial moments (Eq. 1) of ≈ 60% randomly se-
lected protons (losses due to proton misidentification) with momentum smeared due to reconstruction
resolution (Eq. 9) produced within the acceptance maps defined in Sec. 4.4 by strong and electromag-
netic processes in 0-5%, 5-10%, 10-15%, 15-20% and 0-20% most central 40Ar + 45Sc collisions at
150A GeV/c. The results are shown as a function of the number of subdivisions in transverse momentum
space – the so-called intermittency analysis. The analysis was performed for cumulative and original
transverse momentum components. Independent data sets were used to calculate results for each subdi-
vision.

Uncertainties correspond to statistical ones. Biases estimated using the EPOS1.99 [34] model (see Sec. 6)
are significantly smaller than statistical uncertainties of the experimental data.

5.1 Subdivisions in cumulative transverse momentum space

Figures 8 and 9 present the dependence of the factorial moment on the number of subdivisions in
cumulative-transverse momentum space for the maximum subdivision number of M2 = 1502 and M2 =

322, respectively. The latter, coarse subdivision, was introduced to limit the effect of experimental mo-
mentum resolution; see Ref. [33] and below for details. The experimental results are shown for five
different selections of events with respect to centrality. As a reference, the corresponding results for
mixed events are also shown. The mixed data set is constructed by randomly swapping particles from
different events such that each particle in a mixed event comes from different recorded events. Note that
by construction, the multiplicity distribution of protons in mixed events for M2 = 12 is equal to the cor-
responding distribution for the data. In the mixed events, protons are uncorrelated in the transverse mo-
mentum space. Therefore for them, the scaled factorial moment is independent of M2, F2(M) = F2(12).
The experimental results do not show any significant dependence on M2. The obtained values are con-
sistent with the value of the first data point (dashed line) with χ2/ndf = 8.7/9 on average for the fine
binning (Fig. 8) and χ2/ndf = 11.4/9 for the coarse binning (Fig. 9). There is no indication of the critical
fluctuations for selected protons.
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Figure 8: Results on the dependence of the scaled factorial moment of proton multiplicity distribution on the
number of subdivisions in cumulative transverse momentum space M2 for 12 ≤M2 ≤ 1502. Closed circles indicate
the experimental data. For comparison, corresponding results for mixed events (open triangles) and the EPOS1.99
model (open squares) are also shown. Results for five centrality selections of events are presented in different
panels. Only statistical uncertainties are indicated.

5.2 Subdivisions in transverse momentum space

Figure 10 presents the results which correspond to the results shown in Fig. 8, but subdivisions are done
in the original transverse momentum space. By construction, F2(12) values are equal for subdivisions
in cumulative transverse momentum space and transverse momentum space. But for the latter, F2(M)

strongly depends on M2. This dependence is primarily due to non-uniform shape of the single-particle
transverse momentum distributions, see Sec. 2.2. It can be accounted for by comparing the results for the
experimental data with the corresponding results obtained for the mixed events. There is no significant
difference between the two, which confirms the previous conclusion of no indication of significant critical
fluctuations.
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Figure 9: Results on the dependence of the scaled factorial moment of proton multiplicity distribution on the
number of subdivisions in cumulative transverse momentum space M2 for 12 ≤M2 ≤ 322. Closed circles indicate
the experimental data. For comparison, corresponding results for mixed events (open triangles) and the EPOS1.99
model (open squares) are also shown. Results for five centrality selections of events are presented in different
panels. Only statistical uncertainties are indicated.
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Figure 10: Results on the dependence of the scaled factorial moment of proton multiplicity distribution on the
number of subdivisions in transverse momentum space M2 for 12 ≤M2 ≤ 1502. Closed circles indicate the exper-
imental data. For comparison, corresponding results for mixed events (open triangles) are also shown. Results for
five centrality selections of events are presented in different panels. Only statistical uncertainties are indicated.
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6 Comparison with models

This section presents a comparison of the experimental results with two models. The first one, EPOS1.99 [34],
takes into account numerous sources of particle correlations, in particular, conservation laws and reso-
nance decays, but without critical fluctuations. The second one, the Power-law Model [35], produces
particles correlated by the power law together with fully uncorrelated particles.

6.1 EPOS

For comparison, almost 20 ·106 minimum bias 40Ar + 45Sc events have been generated with EPOS1.99.
Signals from the NA61/SHINE detector were simulated with GEANT3 software, and the recorded events
were reconstructed using the standard NA61/SHINE procedure. Number of analyzed events is shown in
Table 2.

To calculate model predictions (pure EPOS), all generated central events were analyzed. Protons and
proton pairs within the single-particle and two-particle acceptance maps were selected. Moreover, 60%
of accepted protons were randomly selected for the analysis to take into account the effect of the proton
misidentification.

Results for the reconstructed EPOS events were obtained as follows. The model events were required
to have the reconstructed primary vertex. Selected protons and proton pairs (matching to the generated
particles was used for identification) were subject to the same cuts as used for the experimental data
analysis, see Sec. 4.

The results for the pure and the reconstructed EPOS events are compared in Fig. 11. They agree for both
fine and coarse subdivisions. As the statistics of the EPOS events is several times higher than of the data,
one concludes that for the EPOS-like physics, the biases of the experimental data are significantly smaller
than the statistical uncertainties of the data.

Finally, the experimental results are compared with the pure EPOS predictions in Figs. 8, 9 and 10. No
significant differences are found.

6.2 Power-law Model

Inspired by expectations of the power-law correlations between particles near the critical point, the
Power-law Model was developed [35] to compare with the experimental result. It generates momenta
of uncorrelated and correlated protons with a given single-particle transverse momentum distribution in
events with a given multiplicity distribution. The model has two controllable parameters:

(i) fraction of correlated particles,
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Figure 11: Results on the dependence of the scaled factorial moment of proton multiplicity distribution on the
number of subdivisions in cumulative transverse momentum space for events generated with EPOS1.99 for fine
M2 = 12...1502 (left) and coarse, M2 = 12...322 (right) subdivisions.

(ii) strength of the correlation (the power-law exponent).

The transverse momentum of particles is drawn from the input transverse momentum distribution. Correlated-
particle pairs’ transverse momentum difference follows a power-law distribution:

ρ(|∆−→pT |)∼ |∆−→pT |−φ2 , (10)

where the exponent φ2 < 1. Azimuthal-angle distribution is assumed to be uniform. The momentum
component along the beamline, pz, is calculated assuming a uniform rapidity distribution from −0.75 to
0.75 and proton mass.

Many high-statistics data sets with multiplicity distributions identical to the experimental data and similar
inclusive transverse momentum distributions have been produced using the model. Each data set has a
different fraction of correlated particles (varying from 0 to 2%) and a different power-law exponent
(varying from 0.00 to 0.95). The following effects have been included:

(i) Gaussian smearing of momentum components to mimic reconstruction resolution of the momen-
tum, (see Eq. 9),

(ii) random exchange of 40% of correlated particles with uncorrelated ones to simulate 60% acceptance
of protons (preserves the desired multiplicity distribution, but requires generating more correlated
pairs at the beginning),

(iii) two-particle acceptance map, see Sec. 4.4,

(iv) single-particle acceptance map, see Sec. 4.4.
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The results for the fine and coarse subdivisions are shown in the left and right panels, respectively.

The influence of each of the above effects separately and all of them applied together on F2(M) is shown
in Fig. 12 for an example model parameters, and fine and coarse subdivisions.

Next, all generated data sets with all the above effects included have been analyzed the same way as the
experimental data. Obtained F2(M) results have been compared with the corresponding experimental
results and χ2 and a p-value were calculated. For the calculation, statistical uncertainties from the model
with similar statistics to the data were used. Examples of such comparison are presented in Fig. 13.
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Figure 13: Examples of comparison of results for two Power-law Model data sets with the experimental data. The
left panel includes model predictions assuming only uncorrelated protons, whereas the right one shows predictions
for 0.5% of correlated protons with power-law exponent φ2 = 0.65.
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Figure 14: Exclusion plot, the p-values, for the Power-law Model parameters – the fraction of correlated protons
and the power-law exponent. The white areas correspond to p-values less than 1%. The exclusion plot for the fine
subdivisions.

Figure 14 shows obtained p-values as a function of the fraction of correlated protons and the power-law
exponent. White areas correspond to a p-value of less than 1% and may be considered excluded (for this
particular model). Results for the coarse subdivision have low statistical uncertainties, thus small devi-
ations from the behavior expected for uncorrelated particle production due to non-critical correlations
(conservation laws, resonance decays, quantum statistics, ...), as well as possible experimental biases
may lead to significant decrease of the p-values.

The intermittency index φ2 for an infinite system at the QCD critical point is expected to be φ2 = 5/6,
assuming that the latter belongs to the 3-D Ising universality class. If this value is set as the power-law
exponent of the Power-law Model with coarse subdivisions (Fig. 14), the NA61/SHINE data on central
40Ar + 45Sc collisions at 150A GeV/c exclude fractions of correlated protons larger than about 0.1%.

7 Summary

This paper reports on the search for the critical point of strongly interacting matter in central 40Ar + 45Sc
collisions at 150A GeV/c. Results on second-order scaled factorial moments of proton multiplicity dis-
tribution at mid-rapidity are presented. Protons produced in strong and electromagnetic processes in
40Ar + 45Sc interactions and selected by the single- and two-particle acceptance maps, as well as the
identification cuts are used.

The scaled factorial moments are shown as a function of the number of subdivisions of transverse mo-
mentum space – the so-called intermittency analysis. The analysis was performed for cumulative and
non-cumulative transverse momentum components. Independent data sets were used to calculate results
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for each subdivision. Influence of several experimental effects was discussed and quantified. The results
show no significant intermittency signal.

The experimental data are consistent with the mixed events and the EPOS model predictions. An upper
limit on the fraction of critical proton pairs and the power of the correlation function was obtained based
on a comparison with the Power-law Model.

The intermittency analysis of other reactions recorded within the NA61/SHINE program on strong inter-
actions is well advanced and the new final results should be expected soon.
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Experimental signatures of subtleties in the Brout-Englert-Higgs mechanism

Axel Maas
Institute of Physics, NAWI Graz, University of Graz, Universitätsplatz 5, 8010 Graz, Austria

Subtle, but long-known, field-theoretical aspects require a more refined treatment of gauge
theories involving a Brout-Englert-Higgs effect. This refinement can be done analytically
using the Fröhlich-Morchio-Strocchi mechanism. In the standard model, this leads to slight,
but in principle detectable, quantitative changes in observables. This can have significant
implications for current and future colliders, which are investigated for a few sample processes.

1 Introduction

There exists a long-standing tension between formal aspects of quantum gauge theories and
their very successful treatment using perturbation theory, especially for electroweak physics 1,2:
Even in the presence of a Brout-Englert-Higgs effect perturbation theory is on principle grounds
ill-defined for multiple reasons. This tension is resolved by the Fröhlich-Morchio-Strocchi (FMS)
framework 1,3,4. It replaces the elementary particles of perturbation theory with bound states
of the elementary particles and the Higgs in matrix elements. A perturbative treatment is still
possible, if the expansion is performed around the bound states. This is the FMS mechanism.
Perturbation theory augmented by the FMS mechanism then yields that ordinary perturbation
theory is the first term of a finite sum. However, the specific features of the standard model
suppress the contribution of the other terms, yielding only very small quantitative deviations.
This resolves the tension, agrees with current experimental results, and has been confirmed in
full non-perturbative lattice simulations of truncated standard models 1,5.

But the other terms are not zero 6,7,8,9. Thus, they add unaccounted for standard model
background, which needs to be included. Also, beyond the standard model the effects can
become qualitative, and dominate over the non-augmented perturbative contribution1,2,10. This
alters potentially fundamentally model building. Hence, just relieving the tension by the FMS
framework is not enough. (FMS-mechanism) augmented perturbation theory needs to be used
instead of standard perturbation theory.

To establish both the necessity and the adequacy of augmented perturbation theory requires
besides lattice support experimental tests. The following provides some first possible tests,
though increased precision needs still to be achieved for a final confrontation and eventually
confirmation.

2 Augmented perturbation theory

Augmenting perturbation theory by the FMS mechanism requires only very few additions. The
FMS framework first requires that the asymptotic states are not created by elementary fields,
but rather by manifestly gauge-invariant composite fields, carrying global quantum numbers. E.
g., a physical, left-handed electron is described by the composite operator L = X†l, where l =
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(eL, νL)T is the elementary left-handed doublet lepton field andX a matrix-valued representation
of the Higgs field 3,4,5. The gauge-invariant L is a doublet of the global (custodial) symmetry
carried by the Higgs, one component being, e. g., the physical electron and the other the physical
electron-neutrino. From these matrix elements for (scattering) processes are build. E. g. for
physical (massless left-polarized) electron annihilation into (massless left-polarized) muons this

is 〈L1
1L

1
1L

2
1L

2
1〉, where the upper (lower) index is the generation (global Higgs charge) index.

These are the same matrix elements as would be obtained in an nPI approach 11.

For an augmented perturbative treatment the Higgs field in the composite operators is
expanded in a suitable gauge in its fluctuations η around its vacuum expectation value v, e.
g. as X = v1 + η. This yields a finite sum of matrix elements, which are individually gauge-
dependent, but their sum is gauge-invariant, order-by-order in the perturbative expansion 7. E.
g. for the scattering process before this yields

〈
L
1
1L

1
1L

2
1L

2
1

〉
= v4

〈
ēLeLµ̄LµL

〉
+ v3

〈
(η†l1)1︸ ︷︷ ︸ eLµ̄LµL + permutations

〉
+ O

(
s

v2

)
, (1)

where the underbraces identifies a composite operator and permutations indicate that the com-
posite operator appears for each of the four leptons in turn. It is important to note that this
implies that neutrino components of l also appear in the matrix elements, which will be decisive
in section 3.3. The first term is hence the matrix element of perturbation theory, while the
other terms of this finite sum are additional terms coming from the FMS mechanism. They are
suppressed in powers of

√
s/v, where s is the characteristic energy scale of the process, e. g.

the center-of-mass energy. At this point, this is an exact rewriting. The sum is still manifestly
(and non-perturbatively) gauge-invariant, even if this is no longer the case for the individual
terms. However, it shows that the elementary fields only are the leading term in s/v2. Thus the
elementary valence fields of the composite operator are the FMS dominant constituent, and the
Higgs valence field acts at first order in s/v2 entirely as a spectator.

In augmented perturbation theory, the matrix elements in (1) are now expanded as in or-
dinary perturbation theory, including for the composite operators 11. If the full sum is kept,
this automatically guarantees that gauge invariance is manifestly maintained order-by-order 7.
It has been explicitly demonstrated that, e. g., the gauge-dependence of residua, which appear
in perturbation theory, is canceled by the other terms 6,7.

Resummation needs to respect this structure 6,7, which can be achieved by using the Dyson-
Schwinger equations 11. A non-trivial complication is that external wave-functions in the LSZ
formalism need to be replaced by bound state amplitudes. These, however, can also be calculated
within augmented perturbation theory 11.

3 Signatures

The results are found to have a structure which is familiar from hadron physics 2. If two such
weak gauge-invariant bound states interact, three different regimes are observed. If all relevant
energy scales are small compared to the vacuum expectation value, the bound state is probed as
a whole. In the intermediate regime, where the relevant energy scales are of order of the vacuum
expectation value, the bound state is dominated by the FMS-dominant valence particle. In a
sense, it is actually here where the biggest difference is observed to hadrons, as for hadrons all
valence particles contribute. However, because only the FMS-dominant constituent contributes,
this is actually the kinematic region in which the results of augmented perturbation theory most
closely resemble the non-augmented perturbative results. Thus, it is also the regime in which a
distinction is most challenging. Finally, at very high energies, the other valence (and eventually
sea) constituents start to be probed. Each of the three regimes has its own distinctive features,
and it is therefore worthwhile to treat them in turn.



Figure 1 – Left panel: The change of the cross section compared to the Born-level perturbative cross section
in the process V V → V

′
V

′
integrated between the elastic threshold and 1.2-times the elastic threshold in the

V V system. Size and softening correspond to the inverse scattering length and first-nonvanishing momentum-
dependent coefficient in the universal threshold expansion, respectively. Right panel: An exploratory estimate of
the exclusion limits for the parameter values, i. e. which ratio of the cross sections is still compatible with which
extension parameters, including estimates of non-electroweak background.

3.1 Low energies

At very low energy, the bound state is probed as a whole. This determines also the response
in reactions. Most notably, the extension of the bound state becomes relevant. This yields a
characteristic modification of the form factor12. Lattice results suggest a characteristic extension
of a few tens of GeV 8,12, making the bound states about a factor 5 more compact, in relation
to their mass, as the proton. Such non-trivial form factors modify the (differential) production
rate, and thus also show up if the particle is appearing as an intermediate state. Even for
unstable particles, like weak ones, this makes the effect experimentally accessible.

While it is possible to calculate the process in augmented perturbation theory, its higher
order nature makes this yet challenging. However, it is possible to access the effect by combining
lower-order augmented perturbation theory with lattice results, at least for a truncated standard
model 8. In this case, it is possible to study the process V V → V

′
V
′
, where the V (′)V (′) are any

combinations of the pairs ZZ and W+W−. Besides a genuine four-vector-boson interaction, this
contains both vector boson fusion and vector boson scattering (VBS) with intermediate Higgs
or Z.

Considering the process just above the threshold, i. e. just above 2mV , any extended state
below threshold will show up in the corresponding partial wave. The effect will be stronger the
closer the mass of the state is to the threshold, and the larger the extent is. The exact values
depend, of course, on the theory in question, and also the quantitative value of its coupling
constants. In principle, the modification could then be measured, and by direct comparison to
the calculations the extent, or even density profile, be determined. A sample of the modification
of the cross section is shown in figure 1.

Experimentally, this kinematics is already measured, though as a control region, in the
context of the off-shell determinationa of the width of the Higgs 15,16. Electroweakly initiated
processes make up only about 10% of the total signal. The data is furthermore only available
within one bin from threshold to about 1.2-times the threshold energy at ATLAS 15 or in three
equal bins between about 1.2-times to 1.5-times the threshold energy at CMS16. The experimen-
tal uncertainty in these bins is about 10%, and thus of the same size as the electroweak-initiated
processes, and consistent within this uncertainty window with the perturbative expectation. The
results in the left panel of the figure 1 correspond to the result in the same bin as the ATLAS

aDirect measurements of, e. g., VBS processes use enrichment techniques on the event sample 13,14. However,
even the angular dependencies in this kinematic region change 8, and this may therefore affect the signal.
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result 15. In the right panel of figure 1 the expected difference between augmented perturbation
theory and non-augmented perturbation theory is shown, rescaled to the total electroweak signal
and standard model parameters. Note that while many approximations are going into this, no
assumption on physics are made. This is thus a standard model prediction. It is visible that the
size is much less restricted than the softening. Within the statistical errors, even the numerical
lattice results of the truncated standard model in lattice calculations remains consistent, 39(10)
GeV ’size’ and a ’softening’ of 12(10) GeV 8. Especially the latter is likely too high as in the
lattice calculations 8 the Higgs masses were with 150 GeV higher than in the standard model.
In the three CMS bins, the expected signal is much smaller 2, and thus likely no distinction will
be possible without much more precise measurements.

3.2 Intermediate energies

If the relevant energy scale of a process is much larger than the ’size’, but still not much larger
than the vacuum expectation value of the Higgs, an intermediate regime is reached. Here,
kinematic suppression 1,17 of the further terms in the FMS sum occurs, while the energies are
too large to be able to resolve the composite state effects. As such, the results are essentially
given by the one FMS-dominant valence particle.

This has been seen explicitly in calculations on 8,12 and off the lattice 6,7. It is visualized for
the process discussed in section 3.1 for parameters consistent both with the lattice results 8 and
the ATLAS data 15 in figure 2. It is visible, that already at 20% more energy than threshold,
i. e. where CMS data is available 16, the difference has dropped below 1%. Thus, the choice of
kinematic regions is crucial to detect the effect.

3.3 High energies

If the energies are substantially larger than the vacuum expectation value the remaining valence
(Higgs) particles and the electroweak sea particles are also probed, very much like in deep-
inelastic scattering2. This probes into the TeV range of parton energies, which only now starts to
become accessible at appreciable parton luminosities at the LHC. In this range sizable deviations
are again expected, due to the presence of the additional valence particles 6,7,9. These add to
the electroweak sea effects 18.

The most prolific consequence is likely to be seen in collinear physics. At such high energies
the vector bosons and the Higgs are effectively massless. They can thus be radiated similar
to photons in both the initial state and final state. Because perturbation theory starts form
elementary states, Bloch-Nordsieck cancellation of, effectively, infrared divergences due to real
and virtual emissions of vector bosons cannot happen 19. This leads to a change of the cross
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section for the interaction of left-handed fermions of the same order as the strong corrections.
In the manifest gauge-invariant FMS framework the cancellations happen, as here the same
cancellation mechanism as in the electromagnetic case takes effect 9, as the composite operators
contain full weak multiplets. E. g., for 2l → 2f processes, the cross sections will deviate by a term
of order ln2 s/m2

W between the physical, composite scattering, and the perturbative elementary
one 9,19. At future lepton colliders at sufficiently high energies, this would be a marked effect.
This is sketched for the case of e+e− → hadrons in figure 3. Of course, replacing the initial states
by muons for a muon collider would not alter the effect perceptible. Thus, the total cross section
of this process drops markedly in comparison to expectations from non-augmented perturbation
theory.

Unfortunately, such lepton colliders will not be available on short notice. At the LHC, the
same effect is reduced due to the bound state structure of the protons 9,19. Furthermore, making
the proton an electroweak singlet affects also the structure of the parton distribution functions
9. This happens in addition to the non-augmented perturbative electroweak effects from the sea
18. Moreover, this will also affect final state production of electroweak particles 9,20, and would
thus need to be taken duly into account. A quantitative prediction would, however, require to
take these effects into account already when determining the parton distribution functions 9,21.

4 Conclusion

Taking manifest gauge-invariance into account leads to small, but in principle detectable, devia-
tions from perturbative expansion. Augmenting perturbation theory with the FMS mechanism
provides a feasible path to resolve the contributions, making it unnecessary to refer to gen-
uine non-perturbative methods. With more and more tools (becoming) available for augmented
perturbation theory 6,7,9,11,17, it will be possible to provide sufficiently precise signatures and
predictions for the effects. Since these effects are entirely from the underlying field theory of the
standard model, there is no freedom left in these calculations. Hence, failure to detect the ef-
fects will invalidate the underlying formal field theoretical understanding of the standard model.
Though, of course, it could also be physics beyond the standard model, and both possibilities
would then be needed to be disentangled.

However, for physics beyond the standard model, up to and including quantum gravity2, the
effects may be much more drastic than for the standard model 1,2. Even qualitative deviations
such as altered spectra would be possible 1,10. Thus, any adequate description of physics beyond
the standard model need to take into account these effects. Which again seems to be possible
using augmented perturbation theory 1.

Ultimately, there is an exciting, guaranteed discovery awaiting. Either, physics beyond the
standard model shows up. Or, the predicted effects cannot be found. This would invalidate
our formal understanding of quantum gauge theories, requiring a fundamental reworking of the



theoretical foundations of particle physics. Or, it is confirmed within the standard model. This
would then imply that all particles within the standard model, except for possible right-handed
neutrinos, are necessarily composite, extended objects. This possibility leads down to very
interesting consequences, both for future model building and conceptual considerations 2.
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12. Axel Maas, Sebastian Raubitzek, and Pascal Törek. Exploratory study of the off-shell
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Abstract. The prospect of quantum computing with a potential exponential speed-up
compared to classical computing identifies it as a promising method in the search for alternative
future High Energy Physics (HEP) simulation approaches. HEP simulations, such as employed
at the Large Hadron Collider at CERN, are extraordinarily complex and require an immense
amount of computing resources in hardware and time. For some HEP simulations, classical
machine learning models have already been successfully developed and tested, resulting in several
orders of magnitude speed-up. In this research, we proceed to the next step and explore whether
quantum computing can provide sufficient accuracy, and further improvements, suggesting it as
an exciting direction of future investigations.

With a small prototype model, we demonstrate a full quantum Generative Adversarial
Network (GAN) model for generating downsized eight-pixel calorimeter shower images. The
advantage over previous quantum models is that the model generates real individual images
containing pixel energy values instead of simple probability distributions averaged over a test
sample.

To complete the picture, the results of the full quantum GAN model are compared to hybrid
quantum-classical models using a classical discriminator neural network.

1. Introduction
The full quantum Generative Adversarial Network (qGAN) model consists of a generator and
a discriminator, both of which are variational quantum circuits [1] with trainable parameters.
While hybrid quantum-classical GAN models have been well studied, successfully operating full
qGAN models are still rare in the literature due to the complexity of the implementation and
difficulties in training towards convergence. For example, Ref. [2] proposed a full qGAN model
that can generate quantum states with a high fidelity. Another work, Ref. [3] introduced a full
qGAN that can be trained with a limited number of samples.

The use case to which we apply the full qGAN model in this study is the calorimeter
detector simulation, employed in HEP researches to measure the energies of particles [4]. The
preprocessed training and test data sets contain both approximately 1 000 simplified eight pixel
images and are available at Ref. [5]. The data sets were generated by the Geant4 tool [6] for
primary particle energies between E ∈ [225, 275] GeV. The model utilizes angle encoding [7],
which has a linear scaling from the number of image pixels to the number of qubits. Here, eight
qubits are required in the quantum circuits.
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Figure 1. The full qGAN training circuits: (left) the circuit for generator and discriminator
training with fake images. (right) The circuit for discriminator training with true images, where
only the discriminator part and not the generator part is needed.

This paper comprises: an introduction to the model and the quantum circuit architecture, the
encoding and decoding, and the training parameters. Then, the full qGAN model is evaluated
in training and inference. Finally, the full qGAN is compared to a hybrid model to compare the
expressive power of quantum circuits to classical neural networks.

2. Description of the Full Quantum GAN Model
The full qGAN model follows the adversarial training approach of classical GANs, described
in Ref. [8]. Since our model is fully quantum, it uses a quantum generator and a quantum
discriminator circuit. The states of all qubits are initialized in the |0〉 basis state, followed by a
Hadamard (H) gate to initiate superposition, as shown in figure 1 (left). Random Y-rotational
(RY ) gates with parameters Ω ∈ [−1, 1] are used to generate noise and create individual images.
The gate angles Ω are scaled by pixel standard deviations for accurate pixel energy variations,
and a random factor between [-1/4, 1/4] accounts for primary particle energies.

2.1. Training with Fake Images
In the implementation of the full qGAN model, the two circuits – generator and discriminator
– are directly connected to train on fake images or to train the generator. Both circuits use the
same qubits and can be combined into one large circuit, as visualized in figure 1. Therefore,
no intermediate measurement is required between the generator and discriminator. This is an
enormous advantage of the full qGAN model compared to hybrid approaches, since intermediate
measurements can distort the result. This happens, for example, due to readout errors or due
to the fact that the measurement operation is only an approximation to the probability vector
of a quantum state instead of providing a precise result.

The MERA-upsampling (MERA-up) circuit architecture is employed for the generator and
the MERA-downsampling (MERA-down) architecture for the discriminator, as shown in figure
2. Both circuit architectures are fractions from the Multi-scale Entanglement Renormalization
Ansatz (MERA) introduced in Ref. [9]. The main components for the circuits are two-qubit CX
entangling gates to connect the qubits, and single qubit RY gates with trainable parameters
θ. In the MERA-up generator, the information from one qubit is upsampled to the others,
and in the MERA-down discriminator, the information from multiple qubits is compressed or
downsampled into one qubit, which is eventually measured and compared to classical data.



Figure 2. (left) The MERA-upsampling quantum circuit used as a generator and (right) the
MERA-downsampling quantum circuit used as a discriminator.

This concept is similar to the one used in conventional machine learning generative models with
neural networks, for example GANs [8]. The measurement result of the discriminator qubit
corresponds to the True/Fake probability. When |0〉 is measured, the image corresponds to a
fake image, and when |1〉 is measured, it corresponds to a true image. The True/Fake probability
is obtained by measuring the discriminator output for multiple shots and averaging the result.
The True/Fake loss is calculated by the binary cross entropy loss, as described in Ref. [8]. To
confuse the discriminator, the labels of the true and fake images are swapped when training the
generator.

2.2. Training with True Images
To train the discriminator with true images, the generator is not required and the images from
the classical training set must be encoded into quantum images. For this purpose, angle encoding
with the rotation angles θ is employed, as visualized in the circuit in figure 1 (right). The angle
encoding process for a single qubit is visualized in figure 3 (left) and described in the following.
The minimum energy (Emin = 0 MeV) is set to the |1〉 state at the bottom of the Bloch sphere
and the maximum energy Emax = 0.6 MeV is set to the |0〉 state at the top. The angle θ acts in
the x-z-plane of the Bloch sphere and is defined as zero in the |+〉 state.

Figure 3. (left) The angle encoding from classical to quantum data and (right) the decoding.

For the encoding of the true images: first, a H-gate is applied to initiate superposition. Next,
one RY -gate is placed. The rotational angle θ of the RY -gate correlates with the encoded pixel



energy value. The transformation of the pixel energy E into the angle θ is performed with:

θ =
2 · θmax

Emax
· E − θmax . (1)

2.3. Creating Shower Images for Inference
For running inference, the outputs of all qubits of the generator circuit are measured directly to
make them visible, and no discriminator is required. For decoding the measurements into energy
values, the circuit must be executed for multiple shots and the number of |0〉 state measurements
is counted. This allows the intersection I of the vertical axis on the Bloch sphere (z-axis) to be
calculated:

I =
counts(|0〉)

number of shots
. (2)

The calculated intersection I is transformed to the angle θ using trigonometric functions by:
θ = arcsin(I). The figure 3 (right) shows an example state Ψ with its intersection I and the
corresponding angle θ. The back transformation of the angle θ into an energy is done with
resolving equation 1 for the energy E:

E =
θ − θmax

2 · θmax
· Emax. (3)

3. The Adversarial Training of the Full Quantum GAN Model
Separate generator and discriminator learning rates are employed by empirical experience: the
generator learning rate 0.02 and the discriminator learning rate 0.04 are chosen. The training
converges much faster when the discriminator is trained more frequently than the generator. A
similar observation was made for a hybrid qGAN model in Ref. [10]. In the full qGAN model, the
discriminator is trained five times at each optimization step, followed by one generator training.
The model is trained for 1 000 epochs, where one epoch contains eight optimization steps (batch
size of eight). The generator and discriminator employ two distinct exponential learning rate
decays: the learning rate decay for the generator is 0.006 and for the discriminator 0.007.
Training and inference use 1 024 shots. The hyperparameters are found by hyperparameter
searches using the Optuna [11] library and empirical testing.

Two-sided label smoothing is applied during training: true labels 1 are smoothed to 0.9
and fake labels 0 to 0.1. This improves training convergence and the achieved accuracy. All
rotational parameters are initialized with zeros to provide a stable training start point. The
SPSA optimizer [12] is used for calculating the parameter update.

3.1. Training Evaluation of the Full Quantum GAN
Figure 4 (left) visualizes the statistics of 20 training trials (repeating the training with the same
hyperparameters) with the average MSE as the accuracy metric. The MSE is computed pixel by
pixel between the training and the generated images. Due to the hyperparameter optimization,
the mean value (blue solid line) converges quickly and remains at a stable level. The standard
deviation (light blue band) is narrow, and the best trial (green solid line) shows little oscillations.
All these factors indicate a smooth, stable and successful training.

Next, the characteristic training losses of the best trial are shown in figure 4 (top right).
Plotted are: the generator loss (red), the discriminator true loss (blue), the discriminator fake
loss (orange) and the summed discriminator losses (green). Due to the zero initialization of
the circuit parameters, the composite discriminator loss is lower than the generator loss in the
first epochs. In the following epochs, the losses converge to increasingly similar values, resulting
in a good training convergence. Moreover, the losses remain stable towards the end of the
training due to the learning rate decay. Between the single epochs, the losses oscillate in a



Figure 4. (left) The MSE accuracy metric is plotted as a function of the training epochs
for 20 trials. (top right) The characteristic training losses of the best trial. (bottom right)
The generated average shower image in inference. The box shows the mean MSE, its standard
deviation (STD) and the MSE of the best trial of the last training epoch.

larger range, likely due to the small number of batches. A larger number of batches per epoch
would potentially smooth the losses.

3.2. Inference Evaluation Quantum GAN
To evaluate the inference accuracy, the same number of images is generated as in the Geant4
test set. As a first accuracy metric, the average shower image of the best trial is provided in
figure 4 (bottom right). It can be observed that the full qGAN model can accurately reproduce
the average shower image of Geant4 with an overall MSE of: MSE = 1.77± 1.46.

4. Hybrid Quantum-Classical Model for Comparison
In a final test, a hybrid qGAN combining the MERA-up quantum generator with a classical
discriminator is investigated. This comparison could enable to observe possible advantages of
the quantum behavior over the classical behavior, or vice versa. The classical discriminator
is constructed with fully connected layers. Three discriminator sizes S, M and L are tested:
small (S: 153 trainable parameters), medium (M: 433 trainable parameters) and large (L: 1 889
trainable parameters). The hyperparameters of all the hybrid qGAN model that achieve training
convergence are: the generator learning rate 0.01, the discriminator learning rate 0.006 and
a joint learning rate decay 0.006. The training comprises 1 000 epochs, each containing one
optimization step. The generator and discriminator are equally optimized once per training
step.

4.1. Training Evaluation Hybrid qGAN
Ten training trials are performed for each of the three models, and shown in figure 5 (left).
The average MSE converges for all models to stable results: towards the end of the training, the
hybrid M model converges to the lowest MSE (MSE = 1.50±2.15), which corresponds to the best
accuracy. The reason why the S (MSE = 6.65±3.11) and L (MSE = 3.80±4.32) models perform
worse is due to the GAN principle: in the adversarial training, the best accuracy is obtained
when the generator and discriminator model are balanced. Because the L (S) discriminator



Figure 5. (left) The MSE is plotted as an accuracy metric as a function of the training epochs
for the three hybrid qGAN models. (right) The average shower shape plot generated by the
hybrid M qGAN model of the best trial.

outperforms (underperforms) the generator, the accuracy becomes worse. The M model exhibits
a representational power that matches best the one of the generator.

4.2. Inference Evaluation Hybrid qGAN
Figure 5 (top right) displays the average shower image for the best hybrid M model. It agrees
well with the Geant4 prediction. Since the accuracy of the full qGAN model (MSE = 1.77±1.46)
is very similar to the best hybrid model M (MSE = 1.50± 2.15), the representational power of
the two discriminator models, the full quantum and the hybrid, can be considered approximately
similar within the given statistics. This means that the MERA-down discriminator quantum
circuit architecture with only 20 trainable parameters performs equally well to a classical neural
network with more than 400 trainable parameters. This rises the question if variational quantum
circuits requiring far fewer trainable parameters are able to achieve the same representational
power as neural networks? Similar results are observed in related studies. For example, in
Ref. [13] and Ref. [14], it is claimed that quantum circuits have a higher storage and modelling
capacity as well as a better computational efficiency than neural networks because they employ
quantum principles. It should be noted that both the full qGAN and the hybrid qGAN models
are unable to reproduce the more sophisticated physics accuracy metrics beside the average
shower image, for example the pixel-wise correlation patterns.

5. Discussion and Conclusion
In this paper, a full qGAN model was developed and trained as a proof of concept. The trained
model was able to accurately reproduce the average shower image.

For comparison a hybrid qGAN was trained with three discriminator sizes in terms of number
of parameters. Only the hybrid model with the medium discriminator size was able to achieve
similar MSE values as the full qGAN. Training with the small and large discriminator produced
worse results due to an imbalance of the power between the generator and discriminator models.

It is worth noting, that the full qGAN model with only 20 parameters accomplished a
statistically similar good accuracy than the hybrid model M with 433 parameters. This result
encourages to pursue this approach further towards larger models and increasing statistics.
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Recent Results and Future Prospects from the STAR Beam Energy Scan Program
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The STAR experiment at Brookhaven National Laboratory has completed data taking for the
second phase of the beam energy scan (BES-II) program, including in a fixed-target (FXT)
mode. The BES-II program has collected high-statistics data on Au+Au collisions in the high
baryon-density region of the QCD phase diagram. Together those data cover a wide range
of per-nucleon center-of-mass energy from 3 GeV to 27 GeV. Recent results and anticipated
analyses will be discussed along with implications for mapping the QCD phase diagram and
its critical point.

1 Introduction

The Solenoidal Tracker at RHIC (STAR) is a general-purpose detector providing precision par-
ticle identification and tracking. It is located at the Relativistic Heavy Ion Collider (RHIC)
at Brookhaven National Laboratory (BNL). When running Au+Au collisions in collider mode,
center-of-mass energies per nucleon pair of 7.7 ≤ √sNN ≤ 200 GeV can be studied.

In recent years, the STAR experiment has aimed to map the phases of QCD matter in
Beam Energy Scan phase I and phase II, including the Fixed-Target Program (BES-I, BES-II,
FXT). The phases of QCD matter are mapped as a function of temperature and baryon chemical
potential (µB) in Fig. 1. At low temperatures and µB, partons are confined in a hadron gas. At
high temperatures, quarks and gluons are deconfined and form a QGP. By colliding gold ions
at varying energies, STAR is able to scan this phase space. The BES programs aim to map the
size, shape, and temperature of the fireball produced in Au+Au collisions, as well as find the
onset of deconfinement, signatures of a first-order phase transition, and a QCD critical point.

BES-I finished collecting data in 2011 and now BES-II and FXT have completed high-
statistics data-taking at high-µB. BES-II covers an energy range from

√
sNN = 7.7 GeV to

27 GeV in the collider mode. To measure lower energies, the STAR utilized the FXT set up in
2018, which extends the

√
sNN coverage down to 3 GeV. The STAR now has FXT data at 9

energies from
√
sNN = 3.0 GeV to 7.7 GeV. One challenge with the FXT data is the shifting

acceptance with respect to midrapidity, which limits some analyses at the highest FXT energies.

Analyses of the BES-II data are ongoing. I will highlight here several analyses currently
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Figure 1 – QCD phase diagram with BES-I, BES-II, and FXT coverages superimposed. 1

underway to characterize the evolution of the fireball and QGP as a function of collision energy.
I will discuss the relevance of these analyses to our understanding of the phase diagram, and
note what to look for in the coming months to years as results are made public.

2 Femtoscopy and a First-Order Phase Transition

Femtoscopy refers to the use of interferometry to measure the size and shape of the fireball
produced in heavy-ion collisions. This field was inspired by Hanbury-Brown-Twiss (HBT) in-
teferometry 2, in which interference of radio waves from a distant astrophysical object could be
used to infer the size of the object. This principle can be used to map not only giant astro-
physical objects, but also the femtometer-scale fireball produced in Au+Au collisions at RHIC.
We refer to the three dimensions of the fireball (or HBT radii) as Rlong, Rout, Rside

3, which
characterize the longitudinal (beam direction), outward (along expansion transverse to the beam
axis), and sideways (transverse to Rlong and Rout) dimensions of the fireball.

By measuring pion pairs, a two-particle correlation function, C(~q), may be constructed for
identical pions as a function of the difference in their momenta (~q). The correlation function
can be parameterized in terms of Rout, Rside, and Rlong, such that the fireball shape can be
extracted. HBT radii were measured in BES-I 4 and now BES-II analyses are being published 3.

HBT radii may provide an insight into the nature of the QCD phase transition. A peak in
Rout/Rside as a function of the collision energy can be predicted to be a signature of the first-
order phase transition 5. The latent heat associated with a first-order transition extends the
lifetime of the fireball during freeze-out, during which a mixed phase is present. This extended
lifetime during the fireball’s outward expansion has the effect of extending Rout, leading to a non-
monotonicity in Rout/Rside with respect to the collision energy. A peak structure was observed
in BES-I near

√
sNN = 20 GeV, and the newest FXT measurement 3 at

√
sNN = 4.5 GeV

is consistent with this picture. Further high-statistics measurements in BES-II and FXT will
provide further insights on this first-order phase transition signature.

3 Dileptons and the Fireball Temperature

Leptons, which are transparent to the strong force, can be used to probe the temperature deep
within the fireball up to the time at which chemical freezeout occurs. Dileptons are categorized
based on their invariant mass region as either in the low-mass region (LMR, Mll < 1.1 GeV),
intermediate-mass region (IMR, 1.1 < Mll < 3 GeV), or high-mass region (HMR, Mll > 3 GeV).
LMR dileptons, resulting primarily from semileptonic meson decays, are able to measure the
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collisions, the finite lifetime and size of the system [59],
and dynamical effects such as the critical slowing
will smear the “critical point” to a region in collision
energy [60,61].
Poisson statistics and the grand canonical ensemble

(GCE) model predict that C4=C2 is 1. Because of baryon
number conservation, calculations from models without
critical dynamics such as the canonical ensemble (CE) [16]
and UrQMD [17,19] show a characteristic suppression with
respect to the Poisson baseline in the net-proton C4=C2

when the collision energy is decreased, as seen in Fig. 5.
The same experimental cuts on event centrality, rapidity,
and transverse momentum have been applied to these
calculations. It is worth noting that if the rapidity window
is extended to jyj < 0.5, the UrQMDmodel predicts a value
of C4=C2 ! "4 for proton in central Au! Au collisions at!!!!!!!!
sNN

p " 3.0 GeV. Compared to results from higher energy
collisions, the suppression of the C4=C2 ratio in central
Au! Au collisions at 3.0 GeV is stronger due to baryon
stopping and conservation. Recently, a hadronic equation
of state for 3.0 GeV Au! Au collisions was shown to be
applicable, using the measurement of collective flow
parameters [62]. While the low C4=C2 value observed at
the energy can be explained by fluctuations driven by
baryon number conservation in a region of high baryon
density where hadronic interactions are dominant, the
nonmonotonic variation [14,15,63] observed at higher
collision energies is not demonstrated by the dynamics

in noncritical models such as UrQMD. Precision data from
the energy window of 3 <

!!!!!!!!
sNN

p
< 20 GeV are needed in

order to explore the possibility of critical phenomena.
In summary, cumulant ratios of proton multiplicity

distribution from
!!!!!!!!
sNN

p " 3.0 GeV Au! Au collisions
are reported. The new data are measured by the STAR
experiment configured in fixed-target mode. At this colli-
sion energy, large effects due to the initial volume fluc-
tuation are observed in the cumulant ratios except in the
most central 0%–5% bin. The protons are measured with
the acceptance "0.5 < y < 0 and 0.4 < pT < 2.0 GeV=c.
The rapidity and transverse momentum dependencies of the
cumulant ratios C2=C1, C3=C2, and C4=C2 are presented.
A suppressionwith respect to thePoisson baseline is observed
in proton C4=C2""0.85#0.09$stat%#0.82$syst% in
the most central 0%–5% collisions at 3 GeV and the
UrQMD model reproduces the observed trend in the central-
ity dependence of the cumulant ratios including
C2=C1; C3=C2, and C4=C2. This new result is consistent
with fluctuationsdrivenbybaryonnumber conservation at the
high baryon density region.
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FIG. 5. Collision energy dependence of the ratios of cumulants
C4=C2, for proton (squares) and net proton (red circles) from the
top 0%–5% Au! Au collisions at RHIC [14,15]. The points for
protons are shifted horizontally for clarity. The new result for
proton from

!!!!!!!!
sNN

p " 3.0 GeV collisions is shown as a filled
square. HADES data of

!!!!!!!!
sNN

p " 2.4 GeV 0%–10% collisions
[52] is also shown. The vertical black and gray bars are the
statistical and systematic uncertainties, respectively. In addition,
results from the HRG model, based on both canonical ensemble
and grand-canonical ensemble, and transport model UrQMD are
presented.
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Figure 2 – IMR and LMR temperature measurements from STAR, NA60 6, and HADES 7, compared with
chemical freeze-out obtained using a statistical-hadronization approach (Tch SH) 8, a grand/strangeness canonical
ensemble (Tch GCE/SCE) 9, and lattice QCD predictions (TPC LQCD) 10 (left). Proton kurtosis measurements 11

demonstrating non-monotonic deviations from the UrQMD baseline and return to baseline at 3 GeV (right).

temperature of the fireball at chemical freeze-out when those mesons form. IMR dileptons,
on the other hand, originate from thermal radiation of the fireball early in the collision. HMR
dileptons come from hard processes and are not sensitive to temperature. Dileptons are therefore
an ideal probe for measuring the temperature of the fireball both early in the collision and at
chemical freeze-out. By studying these temperatures as a function of the collision energy, we
may begin to understand where these temperatures diverge.

Recent results from STAR at
√
sNN = 54.4 GeV and 27 GeV are pictured in Fig. 2 (left)

where the temperature extracted from the IMR diverges from that extracted from the LMR.
This is comparable to the divergence in Fig. 1 between the blast points representing the early
fireball and the solid black points representing the state at chemical freeze-out. As the new data
are processed, it will be interesting to see exactly where the initial-state and chemical freeze-out
curves begin to diverge, and whether they follow the existing trends.

4 Flow, Spectra, and the Onset of Deconfinement

In non-central heavy-ion collisions, the overlap region of the two ions is an almond shape. The
anisotropy of the collision geometry leads to pressure gradients within the fireball such that
particles are also emitted anisotropically. This is measured by taking a Fourier transform of
the azimuthal distribution of detected particles, and extracting the coefficients vn. The second
coefficient v2 is referred to as the elliptic flow and, for hadrons, scales proportionally with the
number of constituent quarks (NCQ scaling). This tells us that early in the fireball while the
flow dynamics are underway, the deconfined quarks themselves are flowing. For example, v2/3
for protons matches v2/2 for pions.

The results from FXT 3.0 GeV collisions have been published 12, in which, in stark contrast
with previous measurements from

√
sNN = 7.7 GeV to 200 GeV, NCQ scaling is broken. At

3.0 GeV it is clear that pions and protons have very different elliptic flows, suggesting that the
fireball produced in

√
sNN = 3.0 GeV collisions is made up of hadrons, not free partons.

Particle spectra, by measuring baryon stopping, also have a connection to deconfinement.
Baryon stopping is a phenomenon in heavy-ion collisions in which baryons, initially confined
in nuclei traveling at relativistic speeds, are detected at midrapidity. Thus a large number of
protons have lost most of their momentum. It has been proposed that baryon stopping may
be sensitive to the equation of state (EoS) of the fireball and may help resolve the order of the
deconfinement phase transition 13. Less stopping may be associated with a softening of the EoS,
so we may search for a dip in the amount of stopping as a function of energy. Analysis of the FXT
data has begun at 3.0 GeV, and the results are consistent with previously-published results 14.



The remaining data may illuminate the energy at which NCQ scaling breaks, and whether there
is a decrease in baryon stopping, both of which may hint at the onset of deconfinement.

5 Cumulants of Proton-Number Distributions and the QCD Critical Point

The last analysis I’ll highlight here is the net-proton-number moments analysis, in which we
count the number of protons detected in a given acceptance window subtracted by the number
of antiprotons for each event and then calculate the ith-order cumulants of the distributions
(Ci). Moments of distributions of conserved quantities are expected to undergo fluctuations if
the fireball, while cooling, passes near the critical point. This analysis use fluctuations in proton
number as a proxy for fluctuations in baryon number, and the trivial volume dependence of
cumulants can be removed by taking ratios of different orders of cumulants. Model calculations
predict a non-monotonic collision energy dependence of net-baryon C4/C2 in the vicinity of a
critical point 15. A non-monotonicity was observed in BES-I with a 3.1σ significance 16. This
exciting critical signature was part of the motivation for the BES-II and the FXT. The BES-II
data covers the full range of the observed non-monotonicity, and the FXT data will be used to
confirm the possible disappearance of the critical signature below 7.7 GeV.

The proton moments of the first FXT dataset at
√
sNN = 3.0 GeV have now been pub-

lished 11. As shown in Fig. 2 (right), the C4/C2 at this energy demonstrates a return to the
non-critical (UrQMD) baseline, which could indicate that hadronic interactions are dominant
at 3 GeV. The remaining task is to make high precision measurements from

√
sNN = 3.2 GeV

to 27 GeV. This will allow us to see whether BES-I’s non-monotonicity persists and determine
if there is evidence of a critical point and its location.

6 Conclusion

STAR and RHIC are unique in their ability to map the QCD phase diagram with a large
√
sNN

range and the ability to measure many observables. Analysis of recent data collected in STAR’s
BES-II and FXT are ongoing. With these high-statistics data sets, we hope to shed light on
the temperature and size of the fireball produced in Au+Au collisions, as well as the onset of
deconfinement and the location of the QCD critical point.
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IceCube: Neutrinos from Active Galaxies
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The IceCube project transformed a cubic kilometer of transparent, natural Antarctic ice into
a Cherenkov detector. It discovered neutrinos of TeV-PeV energy originating beyond our
Galaxy with an energy flux that exceeds the one of high-energy gamma rays of extragalactic
origin. Unlike at any other wavelength of light, extragalactic neutrinos outshine the nearby
sources in our own Milky way. Updated measurements of the diffuse cosmic neutrino flux
indicate that the high-energy gamma rays produced by the neutral pions that accompany
cosmic neutrinos lose energy in the sources and are likely to be observed at MeV energy, or
below. After the reanalysis of 10 years of archival data with an improved data selection and
enhanced data analysis methods, the active galaxy NGC 1068 emerged as the hottest spot in
the neutrino sky map. It is also the most significant source in a search at the positions of
110 preselected high-energy gamma-ray sources. Additionally, we find evidence for neutrino
emission from the active galaxies PKS 1424+240 and TXS 0506+056. TXS 0506+056 had
already been identified as a neutrino source in a multimessenger campaign triggered by a
neutrino of 290 TeV energy and, by the independent observation of a neutrino burst in 2014
from this source in archival IceCube data. The observations point to active galaxies as the
sources of cosmic neutrinos, and cosmic rays, with the gamma-ray-obscured dense cores near
the supermassive black holes at their center as the sites where neutrinos originate, typically
within 10 ∼ 100 Schwarzschild radii.

1 High-Energy Neutrinos from the Cosmos

The shortest wavelength radiation reaching us from the universe is not radiation at all; it
consists of cosmic rays—high-energy nuclei, mostly protons. Some reach us with extreme energies
exceeding 10

8
TeV from a universe beyond our Galaxy that is obscured to gamma rays and

from which only neutrinos reach us as astronomical messengers that point back to where they
originate [1]. The recent observation of neutrinos originating in active galaxies [2,3] and produced
in the dense core in the close vicinity of the supermassive black hole [4], represents a breakthrough
for resolving the century-old puzzle of the origin of cosmic rays.

The rationale for searching for cosmic-ray sources by observing neutrinos is straightforward:
in relativistic particle flows, for instance onto black holes, some of the gravitational energy
released in the accretion of matter is transformed into the acceleration of protons or heavier
nuclei. These subsequently interact with radiation surrounding, or ambient matter accreting
onto, the black hole to produce pions and other secondary particles that decay into neutrinos. For
instance, when accelerated protons interact with intense radiation fields via the photoproduction
processes

p + γ → π
0
+ p and p + γ → π

+
+ n , (1)

both neutrinos and gamma rays are produced with roughly equal rates; while neutral pions decay
into two gamma rays, π

0
→ γ + γ, the charged pions decay into three high-energy neutrinos (ν)
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and antineutrinos (ν̄) via the decay chain π
+
→ µ

+ + νµ followed by µ
+
→ e

+ + ν̄µ + νe; see
Fig. 1. Based on this simplified flow diagram, we expect equal fluxes of gamma rays and pairs
of νµ + ν̄µ neutrinos, which a neutrino telescope cannot distinguish between. Also, from the
fact that in the photoproduction process 20% of the initial proton energy is transferred to the
pion

a
, we anticipate that the gamma ray carries one tenth of the proton energy and the neutrino

approximately half of that. Because cosmic neutrinos are inevitably accompanied by high-energy
photons, neutrino astronomy is a multimessenger astronomy. While propagating to Earth,
unlike neutrinos, the gamma rays interact with microwave photons and other diffuse sources
of extragalactic background light (EBL). The γ-rays lose energy by e

+
e
−

pair production and
the resulting electromagnetic shower subdivides the initial photon energy into multiple photons
of reduced energy reaching our telescopes. Importantly, both neutrinos and the accompanying
photons trace sources where protons are accelerated, i.e., cosmic-ray sources.

Figure 1 – Flow diagram showing the production of charged and neutral pions in pγ interactions. The circles
indicate equal energy going into gamma rays and into pairs of muon neutrinos and antineutrinos, which IceCube
cannot distinguish between. Because the charged pion energy is shared roughly equally among four particles and
the neutral pion energy among two photons, the photons have twice the energy of the neutrinos.

Deployed at a depth of 1450-1550 meter below the geographic South Pole, the IceCube
project has transformed a cubic kilometer of transparent Antarctic ice into a Cherenkov detec-
tor. After accumulating two years of data, a sample of neutrino events interacting inside the
instrumented volume of ice revealed the first evidence for neutrinos of cosmic origin [1,5]. Events
with PeV energy and no trace of an accompanying muon revealing its atmospheric origin, are
highly likely to be of cosmic origin. The present 7.5-year data sample encompasses a total of 60
neutrino events with deposited energies ranging from 60 TeV to 10 PeV. A purely atmospheric
explanation of the observation is excluded at 8σ.

This discovery has been confirmed using alternative methods to separate the high-energy
cosmic neutrinos from the large backgrounds of cosmic ray muons, 3,000 per second, and neu-
trinos, one every few minutes, produced in the atmosphere. Muon neutrinos of cosmic origin
are efficiently identified in samples of muon tracks that are produced by up-going muon neu-
trinos reaching the South Pole from the Northern Hemisphere, with IceCube using the Earth
as a passive shield for the large background of cosmic ray muons. Separating the flux of high-
energy cosmic neutrinos from the lower energy neutrinos of atmospheric origin, a spectral index
dN/dE ∼ E

−γ
is observed with γ = −2.37± 0.09 above an energy of ∼ 100 TeV [6]; see Figure 2.

This value is somewhat larger than the value of −2.87± 0.2 for the 68% confidence interval, ob-
tained for events starting inside the detector [7]. Figure 2 also shows the results of yet another

a
This is referred to as the inelasticity κpγ ≃ 0.2



search that exclusively identifies showers initiated by electron and tau neutrinos that can be
isolated from the atmospheric background to energies as low as 10 TeV [8]. Reaching us from
long baselines the cosmic neutrinos flux has oscillated to a ratio νe ∶ ντ ∶ νµ of approximately
1:1:1.

Figure 2 – The flux of cosmic muon neutrinos [6] inferred from the 9.5-year upgoing-muon track analysis (solid line)
with 1σ uncertainty range (shaded) is compared with the flux of showers initiated by electron and tau neutrinos [9].
The measurements are consistent assuming that each neutrino flavor contributes an identical flux to the diffuse
spectrum. Both are consistent with the flux derived from the observation of a single Glashow-resonance event.

Besides the three independent analyses discussed, IceCube has confirmed the existence of
neutrinos of cosmic origin by the observation of high-energy tau neutrinos [10] and, by the
identification of a Glashow resonant event. Identified in a dedicated search for partially contained
showers of very high energy, the reconstructed energy of the Glashow event is 6.3 PeV, matching
the laboratory energy for the production of a weak intermediate W

−
boson in the resonant

interaction of an electron antineutrino with an atomic electron [11]: ν̄e + e
−
→ W

−
→ q + q̄.

Given its high energy, the initial neutrino is cosmic in origin and provides an independent
discovery of cosmic neutrinos at the level of 5.2σ.

We can now calculate the flux of gamma rays produced by the neutral pions that accompany
the neutrino flux in Fig. 2. After propagating the photons through the EBL to our telescopes
at Earth, we find that it exceeds the diffuse extragalactic photon flux observed, for instance by
the NASA Fermi satellite. There is no contradiction here; we infer from the calculation that
the pionic gamma rays already lose energy in the target producing the neutrinos, and not just
in the EBL, and emerge below the threshold of the instrument, at MeV energies or below. We
conclude that the observed diffuse neutrino flux points at γ-ray-obscured sources; see Ref. 12
for a recent analysis. This conclusion will be confirmed by the observation of the first sources.

2 Observation of the First Neutrino Sources

Starting with different configurations of the partially completed detector, IceCube has per-
formed searches for sources of high-energy neutrinos by studying the arrival directions of well-



reconstructed muon neutrinos from the Northern Hemisphere using the Earth as a filter. Using
long-established maximum likelihood methods [13], we search the sky for clusters of high-energy
neutrinos. Additionally, having in mind the multimessenger interface between pionic photons
and neutrinos, we search in the directions of preselected known gamma-ray emitters, 110 in the
most recent analyses.

The most recent search of the neutrino sky has revealed three sources [4]: the active galaxies
NGC 1068, PKS 1424+240, and TXS 0506+056. The first, NGC 1068 (M77), is the most
significant source in both searches mentioned above. The active galaxy TXS 0506+056 had
already been identified as a neutrino source in a multimessenger campaign triggered by a neutrino
of 290 TeV energy, IC170922, as well as by the independent observation of a burst of neutrinos
from the same source in archival data in 2014 [2,3].

Identified as powerful particle accelerators by astronomers, the emergence of active galaxies
as the first sources of cosmic rays is not unexpected. However, a neutrino source is more than an
accelerator, it requires a proton beam as well as a target converting protons into pions that decay
into neutrinos. In some active galaxies, the radiation and accreting matter near the black hole
reach extremely high densities in a very small volume referred to as the corona, providing a dense
target for producing neutrinos [14]. The emergence of these, and other sources observed with
diminishing significance [4], suggest that the neutrinos may originate in the gamma-ray-obscured
cores of active galaxies, typically within 10 ∼ 100 Schwarzschild radii of the supermassive black
hole. We will return to this fascinating observation at the conclusion of this review.

With the observation of NGC 1068 approaching the level of evidence at 2.9σ [15] after 10
years, IceCube initiated a campaign to update the detector calibrations in combination with
improved modeling of the optics of the ice and the development of superior methods for recon-
structing the direction and energy of neutrinos using the more modern machine learning tools
that have become recently available. Using archival data we reconstructed a sample of 670,000
muon neutrinos with a purity of 99.7% covering the declinations from −3

◦
to 81

◦
. Searching

the entire sky resulted in a hot spot with a local signficance of 5.3σ, which is however reduced
to 2.0σ after accounting for all trials in the search. A refined scan zooming in on its location
reveals NGC 1068 within ∼ 0.18

◦
, i.e., within the IceCube resolution; see Fig. 4.

Figure 3 – Sky map of the scan for point sources in the Northern Hemisphere. The color scale indicates the
logarithm of the local P value (Plocal) obtained from the maximum likelihood analysis, evaluated at each location
in the sky. The spectral index is left free as a parameter. The map is shown in equatorial coordinates. The black
circles indicate the three most significant objects in the source list search. The circle around NGC 1068 contains
the most significant location in the Northern Hemisphere, shown in higher resolution in Fig. 4.



Figure 4 – High-resolution scan around the most significant location in the sky map. (a) High-resolution scan
around the most significant location marked by a white cross, with contours showing its 68% (solid) and 95%
(dashed) confidence regions. The red dot shows the position of NGC 1068, and the red circle is its angular size
in the optical wavelength. (b) The distribution of the angular distance squared, Ψ

2
, between NGC 1068 and

the reconstructed event directions. We estimated the background (orange) and the signal (blue) from Monte
Carlo simulations, assuming the best-fitting spectrum at the position of NGC 1068. The superposition of both
components is shown in gray and the data in black.

We subsequently search at the locations in the sky of preselected astronomical objects in
the Northern Hemisphere. It is important to point out here that we performed a blind analysis
with all methods, including the selection of the hypotheses to be tested, formulated a priori,
i.e., all trials can be accounted for. Of the 110 astronomical objects tested, NGC 1068 is also
the most significant here, with a local P value of 1 × 10

−7
, or 5.2σ; its flux has best-fitting

values of spectral index of 3.2 ± 0.2 and mean number of signal events of 79
+22
−20. NGC 1068 is

contained within the 68% confidence region around the most significant location in the sky scan,
offset by 0.11°, consistent with neutrino emission from NGC 1068 (Fig. 4). After correcting for
having tested the 110 sources in the catalog, the global P value for NGC 1068 is 1.1 × 10

−5
,

corresponding to a significance of 4.2σ.

Both scans were performed assuming a power-law neutrino flux with the spectral index as
a free parameter. They were subsequently repeated for spectral indices fixed at 2.0 and 2.5. It
is intriguing that NGC 4151 is the fourth source in the latter analysis; it was, with NGC 1068,
one of the two brightest spirals detected by Carl Seyfert in 1943 [16].

A binomial scan of the list of sources reveals that three dominant sources contribute an
excess with a combined significance of 3.4σ after correcting for all trials: NGC 1068, and two
additional sources PKS 1424+240 and TXS 0506+056, with local significances of 3.7σ and 3.5σ,
respectively. These were already the dominant sources in a previous analysis [15].

The 3.5σ evidence for TXS 0506+056 in a time-integrated analysis confirms the previous
identification of this source by its transient emission in 2014 [3] and in a multimessenger campaign
in 2017 [2]. The case that its observation is compelling has been made in detail in Ref. 17; we
briefly summarize it here.

Within 43 seconds of a neutrino of energy 290 TeV, IC170922, stopping in the instrumented



Antarctic ice, its arrival direction was reconstructed and automatically sent to the Gamma-
ray Coordinate Network (GCN) for potential follow-up by astronomical telescopes. Its arrival
direction was aligned with the coordinates of a known Fermi “blazar,” TXS 0506+056, to within
0.06

◦
. The source was “flaring,” with a gamma-ray flux that had increased by a factor of seven

in recent months. A variety of estimates converged on a probability on the order of 10
−3

that
this coincidence was accidental. The identification of the neutrino with the source reached the
level of evidence, but not more. What clinched the association were observations following the
multimessenger campaign.

Informed where to look, IceCube searched its archival neutrino data up to and including
October 2017 for evidence of neutrino emission at the location of TXS 0506+056 [3]. Evidence
was found in 2014-15 for 19 high-energy neutrino events on a background of fewer than 6 in a
burst lasting 110 days. This burst dominates the integrated flux from the source over the last
9.5 years of archival IceCube data, leaving the 2017 flare as a second subdominant feature. This
observation is consistent with the evidence for the source found in the time-independent analysis
discussed above. Interestingly, the burst is not accompanied by high-energy gamma rays.

The association of IC170922 with TXS 0506+056 has been sealed by an optical observation,
initiated 73 seconds after the alert, that observed the source switching from an “off” to “on”
state two hours after the emission of IC-170922A, conclusively associating the neutrino with TXS
0506+056 in the time domain [18]. The rapid transition resulted in a doubling of its optical
luminosity [18]. Such optical flares of active galaxies are often associated with magnetohydro-
dynamical instabilities triggered by processes modulated by the magnetic field of the accretion
disk. This may hint at the production of neutrinos near the core, as is the case for NGC 1068.

3 Do Cosmic Neutrinos Originate in the Obscured Cores of Active Galaxies?

With the accumulating evidence that neutrinos originate in γ-ray obscured sources, I would like
to emphasize that this should not come as a surprise. Imagine that protons, accelerated near
the black hole or in the accretion disk, interact in a photon target of size R centered on the
black hole; see Fig. 5. Astronomers refer to such structures with large densities in both X-rays
and accreting matter as a “corona.” The opacity of such a target to accelerated protons

b
is

τpγ ≃
κpγRescape

λpγ
≃ κpγRescape σpγ nγ , (2)

which is determined by how often the proton interacts in a target of size Rtarget given its
interaction length λpγ . With each interaction, the proton loses a fraction κpγ of its energy, the
inelasticity. The interaction length is determined by the density of target photons nγ and the
interaction cross section σpγ

c
.

The opacity of the target to the photons produced along with the neutrinos is given by

τγγ ≃ Rtarget σγγ nγ , (3)

and therefore, approximately, the two opacities are related by their cross sections

τγγ ≃
σγγ

κpγσpγ
τpγ ≃ 10

3
τpγ (4)

for Rescape ∼ Rtarget ∼ R. A target that produces neutrinos with τpγ ≳ 0.1 will not be transparent
to the pionic gamma rays, which will lose energy in the target even before propagating in the
EBL. For instance, we should not expect neutrinos to be significantly produced in blazar jets

b
The opacity is actually the energy-loss length and τ should be replaced by 1 − e−τ whenever it is large [19].
c
For the simple dimensional analysis in this section we use the following cross sections σγγ = 6.7 × 10

−25
cm

2
,

σpγ = 5 × 10
−28

cm
2
, and σpp = 3 × 10

−26
cm

2
.



that are transparent to very high energy gamma rays. In contrast, the highly obscured dense
cores close to supermassive black holes in active galaxies represent an excellent opportunity to
produce neutrinos, besides providing opportunities for accelerating protons.

Figure 5 – The core of an active galaxy combines the ingredients to produce neutrinos, with protons accelerated
by the black hole and/or the accretion disk and a target (corona) with a large optical depth in both gamma rays
and hydrogen that converts them into neutrinos.

Pursuing these dimensional arguments for the X-ray emitting corona of an active galaxy, we
introduce a conceptual version of the neutrino source in Fig. 5 showing the core of the active
galaxy obscured by a dense corona of radius R that converts accelerated protons into neutrinos.
We estimate its opacity to protons from Eq. 2 with a target density nγ ≃ nX, with

nX =
uX

EX
=

1

4πR2c

LX

EX
, (5)

and therefore

τpγ =
κpγσpγ

4πc

1

R

LX

EX
(6)

We here determined the target density in X-rays from the energy density of X-rays uX divided by
their energy EX and, subsequently, identified the energy flux cuX with the measured luminosity
of the source 4πR

2
LX. In the end the opacity of the corona to protons is proportional to the

density of target photons, i.e., to the X-ray luminosity LX, and inversely proportional to the
radius R.

In order to study the implications, we rewrite the opacity in terms of the Schwarzschild
radius and the Eddington flux of the supermassive black, with a mass of about 10

7
Msun for

NGC 1068:

Rs = [2GM]/c
2
= 3 × 10

5
cm [ M

Msun
] , (7)

and the Eddington luminosity by

Ledd = 4πGMmpc/σT = 1.2 × 10
38 erg

s [ M

Msun
]. (8)



M is the mass of the supermassive black hole, G Newton’s constant, c the speed of light, mp the
proton mass, and σT the Thomson cross section. We thus obtain the result that

τpγ ≃ 10
2 [Rs

R
] [1 keV

EX
][ LX

Ledd
] ≃ 10

−3
τγγ . (9)

Figure 6 – Multimessenger spectral energy distribution of NGC 1068. Dark and light green points indicate gamma-
ray observations at 0.1 to 100 GeV [20, 21] and > 200 GeV [22], respectively. Arrows indicate upper limits, and
error bars are 1σ confidence intervals. The solid, dark blue line shows our best-fitting neutrino spectrum, with
the dark blue shaded region indicating the 95% confidence region. We restrict this spectrum to the range between
1.5 and 15 TeV, where the flux measurement is well constrained (26). Two theoretical predictions are shown for
comparison: The light blue shaded region and the gray line show the NGC 1068 neutrino emission models from
Refs. 23, 24, and 14, respectively. All fluxes are multiplied by the energy squared E

2
.

The neutrino flux from NGC 1068 is shown in Fig. 6 along with the multiwavelength gamma
ray data. Note the MAGIC upper limits that exclude the presence of the accompanying TeV
flux by more than one order of magnitude; the source is gamma-ray obscured. In order to
produce the neutrinos we require a relatively large opacity to protons in the target, τpγ ≳ 0.1.
Importantly, this will automatically guarantee the suppression of the pionic photon flux by more
than one order of magnitude relative to neutrinos by Eq. 4. For NGC 1068, LX ∼ 10

43
erg/s

at keV energy, or LX ≃ 10
−2

Ledd. This implies that R ≃ 10 Rs. Detailed modeling of the
accelerator and target reinforce our conclusion that neutrinos originate within ∼ 10

−4
pc of the

supermassive black hole. Producing neutrinos, even at the base of the jet at a distance within
parsecs of the black hole, will fail to yield the neutrino flux observed for NGC 1068 and suppress
the appearance of a TeV gamma ray flux at TeV energy.

Interestingly, high densities of both radiation [25–27] and matter [28,29] are associated with
the core of NGC 1068 and therefore neutrinos are efficiently produced in both pγ and pp inter-
actions. A second look of the multiwavelength data shown in Fig. 6 leads us to conclude that
τpp > τpγ because, while protons are absorbed by target photons through both pγ photoproduc-
tion and the pγ → pe

+
e
−

Bethe-Heitler process, the pγ threshold for producing neutrinos on a
target of keV-energy photons at the ∆-resonance, is at PeV energy. Instead, the typical energy
of the neutrinos observed by IceCube from the direction or NGC 1068 is closer to ∼ 10 TeV; see



Fig. 6. These neutrinos are predominantly produced in pp interactions with a reduced threshold
for producing multiple pions that result in neutrinos of lower energy.

From Eq. 2 we calculate the opacity of the target on the large matter density close to the
black hole

τpp ≃
κpp R

λpp
≃ κpp Rσpp np ≃ κpp σpp NH, (10)

where we have introduced the line-of-sight density NH = R np, which is sufficiently large for
NGC 1068 to achieve an opacity τpp ≳ 1. In Fig. 6, two such models are compared to the flux
observed by IceCube from NGC 1068. Accelerated protons interact in the corona with both
the dense gas in pp interaction and with the X-ray photons by pγ → pe

+
e
−

, the Bethe-Heitler
process.

From Eq. 10, one may be tempted to conclude that, with the production of neutrinos in
pp interactions only depending on the line-of-sight density NH , we can evade the constraint on
the size of the production region R ≲ 100 Rs. This is not the case because a high density of
X-rays in the corona is still required to suppress the flux of pionic gamma rays produced in pp
interactions in order to evade the strong upper limits from the the MAGIC telescope shown in
Fig. 6. The suppression of the γ-ray flux by over one order of magnitude cannot be achieved with
interactions with protons only. Although produced by different mechanisms, the gamma rays
accompanying the neutrinos still emerge at MeV energies, the characteristic energy at which the
X-ray corona becomes transparent to photons.

Detailed modeling of the multiwavelength spectrum is more challenging with the GeV-energy
gamma ray flux shown in Fig. 6 pointing at other low-energy contributions, possibly from the
star-forming region in NGC 1068 or the inverse Compton scattering of nonthermal electrons.
Recently, an analysis of the neutrino data by Ke Fang and collaborators of the circumnuclear
region of NGC 1068 suggests that the region where the torus and jet interact with the interstellar
medium may also be a potential site for producing neutrinos (in preparation). For a more
detailed review of the models, see Refs. 30–33.

It is intriguing [33] that the number of active galaxies with X-ray flux exceeding 10
43

erg/s
is n ∼ 10

3
Gpc

−3
[34]; these can collectively reproduce the diffuse neutrino flux observed by

IceCube:

Φν ≃
1

4π
RH n Lν , (11)

with Lν ∼ 10
−2

LXE
2
ν and RH the Hubble radius. Reinforced by the fact that the energies of

cosmic rays and neutrinos in the universe are similar, this represents a possible blueprint for the
solution of the problem of the origin of cosmic rays.

The emergence of active galaxies as cosmic ray sources coincides with the demise of gamma-
ray bursts (GRBs) [35]. The strong limits obtained by IceCube on the neutrino emission from
the most powerful GRB ever observed [36] have recently further constrained their contribution
to the cosmic ray spectrum [37].

Do cosmic neutrinos (and cosmic rays) originate in the obscured cores of active galaxies?
Some do, and with NGC 1068, we have identified the first source of high-energy cosmic rays since
their discovery more than a century ago. Instead, the modeling of the multiwavelength spectrum
of TXS 0506+056 represents an unmet challenge. The source is different: it emits neutrinos in
bursts with Eddington luminosity characterized by a harder neutrino spectrum, close to E

−2.2
.

The gamma-ray obscured spectra at the time of neutrino production [17] may indicate that the
neutrinos are produced in the vicinity of the core in association with catastrophic events hinted
at by the observation of a strong optical flare in 2017 [18].

An inescapable inference of this review is that progress will require more neutrinos with
better angular resolution. As a next step, IceCube has produced a technical design for a next-
generation detector instrumenting more than 8 km

3
of glacial ice at the South Pole, capitalizing

on the large absorption length of Cherenkov light in ice [38]. In the meantime, neutrino telescopes
are under construction in Lake Baikal [39], in the Mediterranean Sea [40] and, in the Pacific



Ocean [41]. In China, two initiatives are in the planning stages [42], one contemplating the
construction of a 30 km

3
telescope.
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When the Machine Chimes the Bell:
Entanglement and Bell Inequalities with Boosted tt̄
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The Large Hadron Collider provides a unique opportunity to study quantum entanglement and
violation of Bell inequalities at the highest energy available today. In this paper, we will investigate
these quantum correlations with top quark pair production, which represents a system of two-qubits.
The spacelike separation requirement for the two causally disconnected top quarks requires they fly
relativistically away from each other, which motivates the use of the boosted top-tagging with the
semi-leptonic top pair channel. Although measuring the spin polarization of the hadronic top quark
is known to be challenging, our study indicates that it is feasible to reconstruct the spin density
matrix of the two-qubit system using an optimal hadronic polarimeter. This is achieved with the aid
of jet substructure techniques and NN-inspired reconstruction methods, which improve the mapping
between subjets and quarks. We find that entanglement can already be observed at more than 5σ
level with existing data, and violation of Bell inequalities may be probed above 4σ level at the
HL-LHC with 3 ab−1 of data.

I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum theory provides a robust framework for de-
scribing physical phenomena at the microscopic level,
and its implications are ubiquitous in our daily life. How-
ever, various aspects of quantum theory are highly non-
trivial. One such phenomenon is entanglement, which
sets quantum physics apart from classical physics [1, 2].
Even more perplexing is the violation of Bell inequali-
ties [3], a consequence of entanglement that unequivo-
cally identifies this departure from classical theory. Since
the birth of quantum theory, entanglement and viola-
tion of Bell inequalities have been extensively tested in
a myriad of experiments, ruling out the classical hidden
variable explanation of quantum phenomena. Typically,
such tests are performed using entangled low-energy pho-
tons [4–6], ions [7], superconducting systems [8], and
nitrogen vacancy centers [9], among others. In recent
decades, a series of experiments have closed all potential
loopholes in these tests [10–12].

Although these quantum correlations have been
probed in the low energy regime, they have yet to be
observed in the very high energy scales. Some proposals
suggested testing Bell inequalities in e+e− collisions [13],
decays of charmonium [14–16], and positronium [17]. The
Large Hadron Collider (LHC) provides an excellent en-
vironment for studying quantum entanglement and Bell
inequalities at the highest energy available today. Only
very recently, a few proposals have been made to test en-
tanglement and Bell inequalities for the final state with tt̄
[18–25], a pair of weak bosons [26–30], and τ+τ− [31, 32].

In this paper, we explore the possibility of observ-
ing entanglement and violation of Bell inequalities in

∗ cdong@ku.edu
† dorival@okstate.edu
‡ kckong@ku.edu
§ alberto.navarro serratos@okstate.edu

top quark pair production, which represents a system
of two-qubits. Previous studies have mainly focused on
the dilepton channel [18–21], as the top quark spin is
correlated with the direction of charged leptons. They
show that entanglement may be observed for both the
tt̄ threshold and the boosted region, while violation of
Bell inequalities may be probed only in the boosted re-
gion. However, evaluation of the probability of space-like
separated decays shows that most of the top pairs near
threshold decay within each other’s light-cone. For ex-
ample, the probability for space-like separation is about
30% at mtt̄ ∼ 400 GeV, while more than 90% of top
quark pairs decay when they are space–like separated for
mtt̄ > 800 GeV [20]. Thus, the threshold region would
be difficult to provide a clear observation of the entangle-
ment of the two top quarks, which motivates us to study
the boosted region. Furthermore, the dilepton channel
suffers from lower statistics and the reconstruction of
two top quarks is challenging. Hence, we will consider
the semi-leptonic channel, which will increase the signal
statistics by a factor of six and allow an easier recon-
struction. We will address some technical challenges as-
sociated with this analysis, which can be overcome using
an optimal hadronic polarimeter in combination of jet
substructure and machine learning techniques.

Whereas the observation of entanglement and Bell in-
equalities is interesting in its own right, it can further
shed light on top quark physics. Top quark physics is one
of the most relevant topics within the standard model
(SM) and in the search for new physics. Ultimately,
studying entanglement and violation of Bell inequalities
may offer a new perspective on these searches.

This paper is organized as follows. We provide a brief
review of entanglement and Bell inequalities in Section II.
We then study the possibility of observing entanglement
and violation of Bell inequalities for the top quark pro-
duction in the semi-leptonic channel. We present the
parton-level truth in Section III and present the com-
plete analysis accounting for parton-shower, hadroniza-
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tion, and detector effects in Section IV. Finally, Sec-
tion VI is reserved for summary and outlook.

II. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

A. Quantum Entanglement and Bell Inequalities

A quantum state of two subsystems A and B is sep-
arable when its density matrix ρ can be expressed as a
convex sum

ρ =
∑
i

piρ
i
A ⊗ ρiB , (1)

where ρiA and ρiB are quantum states of the subsystems
A and B, and Σipi = 1 with pi ≥ 0. If the state is not
separable, it is named entangled. The Peres-Horodecki
criterion provides a necessary and sufficient condition for
entanglement in two-qubit systems [33, 34]. It exploits
the fact that, for a separable density matrix ρ, the partial
transpose for a second subsystem

ρT2 =
∑
i

piρ
i
A ⊗ (ρiB)T , (2)

results in a non-negative operator. Therefore, if ρT2 dis-
plays at least one negative eigenvalue, the density matrix
ρ describes an entangled system.

An entangled quantum state can result in the viola-
tion of Bell-type inequalities [3]. Remarkably, the vio-
lation of such inequalities demonstrates that there is no
hidden variable theory capable of encoding the generated
entanglement. Hence, quantum mechanics cannot be de-
scribed by classical laws. The Clauser, Horne, Shimony,
and Holt (CHSH) inequality is a realization of the Bell-
type inequalities for bipartite systems [35]

|〈A1B1〉+ 〈A2B1〉+ 〈A1B2〉 − 〈A2B2〉| ≤ 2 , (3)

where the observer of system A (usually called Alice) can
measure two distinct observables A1 or A2 and the ob-
server of system B (usually called Bob) can probe B1 or
B2. Each of these observables has two possible eigen-
values, ±1. For spin observables, the CHSH inequality
can be violated by certain entangled states, provided that
there is an appropriate choice of spin axes â1(2) for A and

b̂1(2) for B.

B. Top Polarization

In this section, we will discuss the top quark polariza-
tion and how it can be used to probe entanglement and a
possible violation of the CHSH inequalities in top quark
pair production tt̄ at the LHC.

Due to its short lifetime (∼ 10−25 s), the top quark
decays before hadronization occurs (∼ 10−24 s) and spin
decorrelation effects take place (∼ 10−21 s) [36, 37]. It

implies that the top quark final states correlate with the
top quark polarization axis as

1

Γ

dΓ

d cos ξk
=

1

2
(1 + βkp cos ξk) , (4)

where Γ is the partial decay width, ξk is the angle be-
tween the final state particle k and the top quark spin
axis in the top quark rest frame, p is the degree of po-
larization of the ensemble, and βk is the spin analyzing
power for the decay product k [38]. The spin analyzing
power βk is +1 for the charged lepton `+ and d̄-quark,
−0.3 for the neutrino ν̄ and u-quark, −0.4 for the b-quark,
and 0.4 for the W+ boson. The signs of βi coefficients
are reversed for anti-top quark decays.

Similarly to the charged lepton `±, the d-quark
(or down-type quark) displays maximal spin analyzing
power. However, it is a challenging task to tag a d-quark
in a collider environment. A possible solution is to choose
the softest of the two light jets from the top decay in the
top quark rest frame. This choice leads to a spin ana-
lyzing power βsoft ' 0.5 [39, 40]. This spin analyzing
power can be uplifted by choosing an optimal hadronic
polarimeter βopt ' 0.64 [41].

C. Optimal Hadronic Polarimeter

We begin by considering the top quark decay in the
W boson rest frame. Although the azimuthal angle of
the W decay is random, the polar decay angle (θWhel

) in
the W rest frame (often called helicity angle) is strongly
correlated with the polarizations of the W . We take the
“z-axis” of the decay to be the direction pointing opposite

to the b-quark direction, ẑ = −b̂ in the W boson rest
frame.

The cosine of the helicity angle cWhel
≡ cos θWhel

is
taken to be positive when the d-quark (or down-type
quark) is emitted in the forward hemisphere and the u-
quark (or up-type quark) in the backward hemisphere.
Then, the distribution of cWhel

for the decay products of
W+ is given by

ρ(cWhel
) =

3

8
fR(1 + cWhel

)2 +
3

4
f0(1− c2Whel

)

+
3

8
fL(1− cWhel

)2, (5)

where fR = 0, f0 = m2
t/(m

2
t + 2m2

W ) ≈ 0.7, and
fL = (2m2

W )/(m2
t + 2m2

W ) ≈ 0.3 are, respectively, the
fractions of right-handed helicity, zero helicity, and left-
handed helicity of W bosons in the top quark rest frame.
For the W− decay, fR and fL are interchanged.

Since the collider detectors do not distinguish the d-
quark and u-quark, we need to identify cWhel

←→ −cWhel
.

However, the quark emitted in the forward direction in
the W rest frame will be harder and more separated from
the b-quark in the top rest frame. Similarly, the quark
emitted in the backward direction in the W frame will
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be softer and more aligned with the b-quark in the top
rest frame. Therefore, the hard and soft quarks have a
probability of being the d-quark given by

p(d→ qhard) =
ρ(|cWhel

|)
ρ(|cWhel

|) + ρ(−|cWhel
|)
, (6)

p(d→ qsoft) =
ρ(−|cWhel

|)
ρ(|cWhel

|) + ρ(−|cWhel
|)
. (7)

The top spin axis will align with the direction defined
by the weighted average of the hard and soft-quark di-
rections [41], so the optimal direction is given by

~qopt(|cWhel
|) = p(d→ qhard) q̂hard

+p(d→ qsoft) q̂soft, (8)

where q̂hard and q̂soft denote the direction of the hard and
soft quarks in the top rest frame, respectively. The spin
analyzer power, βopt, as a function of |cWhel

| is equal to
the length of ~qopt(|cWhel

|). Its integrated value is βopt '
0.64.

D. Quantum Tomography

The top quark pair tt̄ forms a two-qubit system that
can be represented by the spin density matrix

ρ =
1⊗ 1 +

∑
i

(
Biσi ⊗ 1 + B̄i1⊗ σi

)
+
∑
ij Cijσi ⊗ σj

4
,

(9)

where Bi and B̄i are the spin polarizations and Cij are
the spin correlations for the spin-1/2 particles. The spin
density matrix can be simplified when applied to strong tt̄
production at the LHC. Strong top pair production sat-
isfies the P and CP symmetries, leading to Bi = B̄i = 0
and Cij = Cji [42]. Electroweak corrections can change
these relations; however, they have been shown to be
subleading [43]. In combination with these results, the tt̄
density matrix can be further simplified in the helicity ba-
sis, where the only non-vanishing parameters are the di-
agonal entries Cii and one off-diagonal term (C12 ' C21).
The other off-diagonal terms are generated by P-odd ab-
sorptive parts of the mixed QCD-weak corrections at one-
loop, and are negligible [42]. Henceforth, we shall assume
these well-justified relations. In this study, the top quark

spin is measured in the helicity basis (k̂, r̂, n̂) [38]:

• k̂ is the direction of the top quark momentum in
the top pair rest frame.

• r̂ = sign(cos θ)(p̂ − cos θk̂)/ sin θ, where the beam

axis p̂ = (0, 0, 1) and cos θ = k̂ · p̂.

• n̂ = k̂ × r̂.

It was shown that the entanglement and Bell inequali-
ties violation criteria are written in simpler forms in the
helicity basis [21]. More concretely, for the tt̄ system, the

Peres-Horodecki criterion for entanglement results in the
relation

E ≡ |Ckk + Crr| − Cnn − 1 > 0. (10)

Analogously, the CHSH inequalities can be expressed in
terms of spin correlations

B1 ≡ |Crr − Cnn| −
√

2 > 0, (11)

B2 ≡ |Ckk + Crr| −
√

2 > 0, (12)

B3 ≡ |Ckk + Cnn| −
√

2 > 0, (13)

B4 ≡ |Crr + Cnn| −
√

2 > 0. (14)

We focus on B1 and B2 which lead to stronger bounds
among others, since Cnn < 0 and the coefficients Crr and
Ckk are mostly positive in the (mtt̄, cos θCM ) plane, as we
explicitly show in the following section. The coefficients
Cij can be measured with the distributions from the top
and anti-top quark decay products a and b

1

σ

d2σ

d cos θiad cos θ̄jb
=

1

4

(
1 + βaβbCij cos θia cos θ̄jb

)
, (15)

where θia is the polar angle for the final state a with
respect to the i-th axis in the top quark rest frame and
θ̄jb is the polar angle for the final state b with respect to
the j-th axis in the anti-top rest frame. We can single
out the Cij coefficients from Eq. (15) as

Cij =
4

βaβb

N(cθiacθ̄jb
> 0)−N(cθiacθ̄jb

< 0)

N(cθiacθ̄jb
> 0) +N(cθiacθ̄jb

< 0)
, (16)

where cθ ≡ cos θ, cθ̄ ≡ cos θ̄, and N denotes the number
of events.

E. Spin Correlations, Entanglement, and Bell
Inequalities

It is worth highlighting the distinction among the
concepts of spin correlations, entanglement, and Bell
inequalities. Spin correlations in top quark physics
have been tested since the Tevatron era [36, 44–46] and
continue to be an important subject of study at the
LHC [47, 48]. They provide relevant probes for pre-
cision physics and beyond the Standard Model physics
searches [40, 49–53]. The existence of spin correlations
is ultimately a reflection of non-vanishing coefficients Cij
in the spin density matrix, Eq. (9).

In contrast, the requirements for entanglement and
violation of Bell inequalities further constrain the spin
density matrix. In addition to requiring nonzero con-
tributions Cij , these conditions impose particular rela-
tions among the coefficients Cij , as presented in Eq. (10),
and Eqs. (11-14). Regarding the comparison between
the conditions for entanglement and violation of Bell in-
equalities, it is important to stress that entanglement is a
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FIG. 1. Parton level distributions for the coefficients Ckk (left), Crr (center), and Cnn (right) in the helicity frame as a function
of (mtt̄, cos θCM). The coefficients are obtained with the top and anti-top quark decay products {`±, ~qopt}. The optimal hadronic
direction ~qopt is defined in Eq. (8).
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FIG. 2. Entanglement probe E (left) and CHSH violation indicators B1 (middle), and B2 (right) in the (mtt̄, cos θCM) plane at
parton level, using the charged lepton `± and the optimal hadronic direction ~qopt defined in Eq. (8).

necessary condition for the violation of Bell inequalities.
However, the reverse is not true. The hierarchy of these
conditions on the spin density matrix can be summarized
as follows:

Spin correl. ⊆ Entanglement ⊆ Bell inequalities violation.
(17)

III. PARTON LEVEL DISTRIBUTIONS

In this section, we analyze distributions for angular
coefficients, entanglement indicator, and CHSH viola-
tion probe at parton level. The results obtained here
will motivate our boosted top quark analysis presented
in Sec. IV.

We start the parton level study generating a pp →
tt̄ → `±ν2b2j sample at the

√
s = 14 TeV LHC, where

`± = e± or µ±, using MadGraph5 aMC@NLO [54] at lead-
ing order within the Standard Model with NNPDF2.3QED
for parton distribution function [55]. The factoriza-
tion and renormalization scales are set to µF = µR =(√

m2
t + p2

Tt +
√
m2
t + p2

T t̄

)
/2. We normalize the tt̄

production cross section to σ = 985.7 pb, as calculated
with the Top++2.0 program to next-to-next-to-leading
order in perturbative QCD, including soft-gluon resum-
mation to next-to-next-to-leading-log order [56, 57]. No
event selections have been applied during the Monte

Carlo (MC) generation. Here, we present the kinematic
regime with maximum sensitivity to these probes and
show that the hadronic polarimeter defined in Sec. II C
works as an efficient proxy for the d-quark.

In Fig. 1, we present the coefficients Ckk (left), Crr
(middle), and Cnn (right) in the helicity frame as a func-
tion of (mtt̄, cos θCM), where θCM is the top quark scatter-
ing angle in the tt̄ center-of-mass frame. The coefficients
are derived with the top and anti-top decay products `±

and ~qopt, where ~qopt is the optimal hadronic direction
defined in Eq. (8). The coefficients are obtained with
Eq. (16), assuming perfect reconstruction of the neutrino
momentum. The coefficients for the spin density matrix
display large dependencies with the kinematic regime. In
the boosted region (large mtt̄) for a small cos θCM , Ckk
and Crr approach 1 (represented by dark blue), while
Cnn approaches −1 (represented by dark orange), which
maximizes E , B1, and B2, see Eqs. (10–14).

The numerical variation for the coefficients results in
sizable kinematic correlations in the entanglement indi-
cator E and CHSH probes B1,2, as illustrated in Fig. 2.
The blue shades represent the region of (mtt̄, cos θCM)
space where two top quarks are entangled (E > 0) and
violate the CHSH inequalities (B1,2 > 0). Remarkably,
there are two kinematic regions that display large entan-
glement E > 0, namely the tt̄ production threshold and
high transverse momentum (mtt � 2mt and θCM ∼ π/2).
In contrast, CHSH inequalities are only violated in the
high transverse momentum configuration.
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FIG. 3. Entanglement (E) and Bell inequalities measure (B1,B2) (at parton-level) as a function of mtt and spacelike separation
probability. The latter refers to the fraction of t and t̄ decays that are spacelike-separated.

The study of the boosted top quark regime for the
semi-leptonic top pair process pp→ tt̄→ `ν2b2j is moti-
vated by three key reasons. First, the semi-leptonic top
pair has an event rate approximately six times higher
than that of the dileptonic process, making it a more
effective probe for the high-energy regime. Second, in
the high-energy configuration, boosted techniques can be
employed to tag the hadronic top and efficiently identify
the optimal hadronic direction, as described in the follow-
ing section. Third, the two top quarks are expected to
be causally disconnected from each other in the boosted
regime [20]. This is crucial for studying entanglement
and violation of Bell inequalities. Fig. 3 shows the causal
disconnection, where the histogram heights represent the
respective (E ,B1,B2) values as a function of the tt̄ invari-
ant mass mtt̄. The colors are mapped by the spacelike
probability, which shows the fraction of t and t̄ decays
that are spacelike separated, as a function of mtt̄. See
Appendix A for more details. At the top quark pair
threshold, a large fraction of the produced tt̄ pairs are
timelike separated; however, in the high-energy regime,
spacelike separated top quark pairs are prevalent. For
example, for mtt̄ > 1 TeV, approximately 95% of the
events display spacelike separated top quark pairs.

IV. ANALYSIS

In this section, we derive the sensitivity for the en-
tanglement probe E and CHSH violation indicators B1,2

at the HL-LHC. We focus on the boosted regime, using
the semi-leptonic top pair final state. Parton-level events
are further processed, accounting for parton shower and
hadronization effects using PYTHIA8 [58]. We simu-
late the detector effects for all jets according to AT-
LAS parameterization [59], and the missing transverse
momentum /~pT by Gaussian smearing with resolution
σ = −0.07 + 2.92/|/~pT | [60]. We begin our analysis by re-
quiring one isolated charged lepton `± = {e±, µ±} with
pT` > 10 GeV and |η`| < 3. We then impose the missing
transverse momentum cut, /ET = |/~pT | > 30 GeV and the
minimum invariant mass mtt̄ > 600 GeV. The goal here

is to find four momenta of the hadronic and leptonic top
quarks and reconstruct the spin correlation matrix Cij ,
whose combinations would determine the entanglement
probe and the Bell inequalities measurements.

For the hadronic part of the event, instead of proceed-
ing with the traditional resolved semileptonic tt̄ analy-
sis, we take advantage of the high top tagging efficiency
in the boosted regime. We start by reconstructing jets
with the Cambridge-Aachen algorithm with R = 1.5 [61],
demanding at least one fat jet with pTJ > 150 GeV
and |ηJ | < 3. We require that one of the fat jets to
be tagged with the HEPTopTagger [62]. To guarantee
robust reconstruction, the tagged top jet should satisfy
the top mass constraint 130 GeV< mtop-jet < 215 GeV.
The high transverse momentum results in a large top
tagging efficiency and a small fake rate for this algo-
rithm. Furthermore, we observe that the boosted top
quark regime dovetails nicely with both entanglement
and CHSH probes, respectively E and B1,2, which are
enhanced at high energy scales and display spacelike sep-
arated top pairs, as shown in Figs. 2 and 3.

After tagging the hadronic top, we require one of its
subjets to be b-tagged with efficiency εb = 70% and rejec-
tion factor of 300 (7) for light jets (charm-quark jets) [63].
We tailored the HEPTopTagger’s b-subjet identification
process by incorporating machine learning algorithms.
Although the standard HEPTopTagger approach mostly
depends on the mass relationships among the three sub-
jets (m12,m13,m23) [62], our custom version for the b-jet
identification employs additional machine learning tech-
niques. Once three subjets within the top jet are identi-
fied using the top tagging algorithm, we run the Lorentz
Boost Network (LBN) [64] to determine which one of
the three subjects is the b-jet candidate. The network
takes the 4-momenta of the three subjets as inputs (pT -
ordered), and outputs a categorical label (1 of 3). We
used three hidden layers, with the LBN-specific hyperpa-
rameter “M” (the number of hypothetical particles or the
number of rest frames) set to 12. The network forms 12
linear combinations of input particles and boosts them
to different frames, then the features of the boosted par-
ticles are fed into a simple DNN. The feature set of
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FIG. 4. Differential angular distributions with respect to cos θi` cos θ̄iqopt for i = k (left), i = r (middle) and i = n (right). We
display the parton level correlations between the charged lepton and down-type quark (black dashed), and charge lepton with
optimal direction (black solid). The detector level (red dashed) and unfolded (red solid) results for the correlations between
charged lepton and optimal hadronic direction are also presented.

the boosted particles are selected to be (energy, trans-
verse momentum, η, φ, mass) of each particle, as well
as the cosine of the angle between each pair of parti-
cles. The network is trained on subjets identified by the
standard HEPTopTagger algorithm. The efficiency and
purity of the LBN with b-tagging criteria (checking the
B-hadrons inside the subjet) is 75% and 96%, respec-
tively, while they are 68% and 94% when using the de-
fault HEPTopTagger. Hence, the main advantage of using
HEPTopTagger+LBN would be the higher efficiency when
compared to the standard top tagging algorithm.

After identifying the b-tagged subjet candidate, one
can select a proxy for the down-type jet candidate from
the remaining two subjets. One common strategy is to
choose the softer of the two light subjets in the rest frame
of the top jet. This initial choice provides a spin analyz-
ing power of about βsoft ∼ 0.5 [39, 40]. However, the spin
analyzing power can be improved by selecting an optimal
hadronic polarimeter, which results in βopt ≈ 0.64 [41].
We follow the latter approach. See Sec. II C for further
details.

Since we have only one heavy hadronic particle in our
signal event, namely the hadronic top quark, we study
the remaining event reconstruction using a smaller jet
radius. This suppresses the underlying event contamina-
tion. Thus, we remove all the hadronic activity associ-
ated with the successfully top-tagged jet and re-cluster
the remaining hadronic activity by applying the anti-kT
jet algorithm with radius R = 0.4. Jets are defined with
pTj > 30 GeV and |ηj | < 3. We demand a b-tagged jet
in the leptonic top decay, assuming a b-tagging efficiency
of 85% and 1% mistag rate for light jets. This large b-
tagging performance is in agreement with the HL-LHC
projections performed by ATLAS [65], which account for
the new central tracking systems that will be in oper-
ation at the HL-LHC. The dominant backgrounds are
W + jets and single top production tW followed by other
subleading contributions from tt̄V , tt̄h, Z + jets, and di-
boson production. With a relatively high invariant mass

cut and the signal selection criteria, ATLAS collabora-
tion finds that these backgrounds are as small as ∼ 4%
of tt̄ production [66]. With hadronic top tagging, the
background will be even further suppressed in our analy-
sis framework. This approach will deplete, in particular,
the leading background, W + jets.

A simple approach to find the momentum of the lep-
tonic top quark would be via analytic reconstruction.
One can use the on-shell condition of top quark or W
boson to fix the z-component of the neutrino momen-
tum. However, considering the finite width effects and
the poor detector resolution for the missing transverse
momentum, it frequently leads to complex solution. To
overcome these problems, one can scan over the three
momentum of the neutrino until the on-shell conditions
are met. Alternatively, one can attempt to find all three
components of the missing neutrino via

χ2 =
(mt −mb`ν)2

σ2
t

+
(mW −m`ν)2

σ2
W

+
(/~pT − ~pνT )2

σ2
MET

,

(18)

where σt, σW , and σMET are the mass resolution of
top quark, W boson, and the uncertainty in the missing
transverse momentum measurement, respectively. While
the mass fits are very good, as required by construction,
we find that the shape of angular distributions with the
top quark momentum obtained via χ2 can significantly
differ from the expected shape of parton-level distribu-
tions.

To overcome this problem, in the present study, we
used the LBN with the following input features: the 4-
momenta of the lepton and b-jet associated with leptonic
top, as well as the x and y components of /~pT as an ar-
tificial 4-vector, with the energy and z component set
to zero. We employed the same LBN setup as in the
hadronic top case, with the output layer consisting of
three dimensions, corresponding to the three-momentum
component of the neutrino.
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FIG. 5. Entanglement indicator as a function of the luminos-
ity. The yellow and blue areas represent the regions for E±2σ
and E ± 5σ, respectively.

To train the network, we developed a custom loss func-
tion defined as L = Mean squared loss+λ1(mb`ν−mt)

2+
λ2(m`ν−mW )2, where mb`ν and m`ν represent the invari-
ant masses of the reconstructed top quark and W boson,
and mt, mW are their true masses. The hyperparameters
λ1 and λ2 were tuned to 0.8 and 0.4, respectively. We
find that the LBN method outperforms the χ2 approach
in terms of correct angular distributions.

Once we find the momenta of the hadronic and leptonic
top quarks, we compute the double angular distributions
d2σ/d cos θi`d cos θ̄jqopt

in the helicity basis as in Eq. (15).
Fig. 4 shows the differential angular distributions with
respect to cos θi` cos θ̄iqopt

for i = k (left), i = n (mid-

dle), and i = r (right). Parton-level distributions with
the charged lepton and down-type quark (dashed) and
optimal hadronic direction (solid) are shown in black,
while detector-level distributions with the optimal di-
rection (dashed) and unfolded distributions (solid) are
shown in red, respectively. We observe that the profiles
of parton-level distributions are very well retained at each
stage of the analysis (see two solid histograms).

As shown in Fig. 4, the overall angular distributions
do not change significantly in these different stages of
the simulation. However, the correlation coefficients are
very sensitive to small effects in the angular distribu-
tions (due to cuts, detector effects, imprecise estimation
of the optimal hadronic direction, etc.), affecting the en-
tanglement and Bell inequalities estimations. To reach a
more robust quantitative conclusion, we perform unfold-
ing with the TSVDUnfold package [67]. It uses Singular
Value Decomposition (SVD) of the response matrix. De-
tails of the unfolding algorithm and adopted parameters
are described in Appendix B.

Indicator Unfolded value Significance (L = 3 ab−1)

B1 0.239± 0.049 4.79

B2 0.238± 0.052 3.77

TABLE I. Unfolded values of B1 and B2 and the corresponding
statistical uncertainties for L = 3 ab−1 at the HL-LHC.

V. RESULTS

To maximize the entanglement probe and CHSH viola-
tion indicator, we focus on the highly relativistic regime
of (mtt̄, cos θCM) instead of the entire phase space. In
the case of entanglement, we choose the region defined
by mtt̄ ≥ 800 GeV and | cos θCM| ≤ 0.6, which leads
to the cross section of 382.8 fb. We use approximately
7.8 M events for training (corresponding to 20 ab−1 lumi-
nosity). The unfolded result for the entanglement probe
E is shown in Fig. 5 as a function of the luminosity. We
have randomly selected the events from the test data set
corresponding to the adopted luminosity. The yellow and
blue regions represent the regions for E ± 2σ and E ± 5σ,
respectively, where σ is the error estimated using TSV-
DUnfold [67]. For a small luminosity in the left plot, one
can see minor statistical fluctuations, which become more
stable as the luminosity increases. Remarkably, Fig. 5
indicates that ATLAS and CMS collaborations have al-
ready accumulated sufficient data to observe entangle-
ment between two top quarks, using the semi-leptonic
top pair final state in the boosted regime.

For the Bell inequalities, we impose a more stringent
phase space restriction, mtt̄ ≥ 1.3 TeV and | cos θCM| ≤
0.2, reducing the cross section down to 8.25 fb. We ran-
domly select the test data corresponding to 3 ab−1 and
use the remaining data (288k events, corresponding to
35 ab−1 luminosity) for training. The unfolded CHSH vi-
olation indicators B1 (left) and B2 (right) are presented
as functions of luminosity in Fig. 6. Due to stronger
cuts, we observe more severe statistical fluctuation for
luminosity below 1 ab−1, becoming stable beyond 1 -
1.5 ab−1. Fig. 6 indicates that the violation of Bell in-
equalities could be probed at 3σ level with the luminos-
ity & 1.5 ab−1. 5σ observation of the CHSH violation is
very promising with the full luminosity, especially when
results from CMS and ATLAS can be combined.

VI. SUMMARY

We performed a comprehensive analysis to investigate
the feasibility of detecting quantum entanglement and
the violation of Bell inequalities in top quark pair pro-
duction at the LHC, with a focus on the semi-leptonic
top pair final state. This study has significant implica-
tions, as it offers an excellent opportunity to test these
quantum correlations at high-energy scales.

To ensure a high probability of spacelike separation
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FIG. 6. Bell indicators B1 (left panel) and B2 (right panel) as a function of the luminosity. The yellow and blue areas represent
the regions for Bi ± 2σ and Bi ± 5σ (i = 1, 2), respectively.

between the two top quarks, a large invariant mass of
the tt̄ system is required. Boosted top tagging is very
well motivated for such circumstances. By utilizing the
semi-leptonic top pair final state, we take advantage of
its six times higher event rate compared to the dileptonic
top pair final state, explored in previous studies [18–21].

We showed that the final state with lepton and op-
timal hadronic direction, in the semi-leptonic channel,
can effectively probe the top quark pair spin density ma-
trix, prompting access to the entanglement probe and the
CHSH violation indicator. For more realistic simulation,
we have included parton-shower, hadronization and de-
tector effects. We have shown that HEPTopTagger and
Lorentz Boost Network provide excellent reconstruction
of the hadronic and leptonic top quarks.

Our unfolded angular distributions lead to robust re-
sults in observing entanglement and violation of Bell in-
equalities. They indicate that the detection of entangle-
ment is straightforward, in agreement with existing stud-
ies in the literature that use dileptonic top pairs. ATLAS
and CMS collaborations should be able to observe entan-
glement with their current data sets. On the other hand,
it is more challenging to probe the violation of Bell in-
equalities. This is expected, as this quantum correlation
is more restrictive than entanglement. However, we ob-
tain that such an observation is possible at approximately
4σ levels at the HL-LHC (see Table I). These results can
be statistically boosted even further by a combination of
ATLAS and CMS datasets and accounting as well for the
dileptonic top quark pair final state.
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Appendix A: Spacelike Separation

To make sure that the top quarks are spacelike sepa-
rated when the spin information is passed on to the decay
products, they have to be relatively apart from one an-
other so that no information can be passed in between
when they decay [20]. In the center of mass frame of
tt̄, the distance between their decay location is given by
(t1 + t2)v, where t1 and t2 are the decay times of the top
and anti-top, v is the magnitude of their velocity. The
maximum distance that information can travel between
their decay time is given by |t1 − t2|c, where c is the
speed of the light. Thus, spacelike separation requires
the following inequality:

|t1 − t2|
t1 + t2

<
v

c
=

√
1− 4m2

t

m2
tt̄

. (A1)

Counting the fraction of events where this inequality
holds tells us how often the tops are spacelike separated.

Appendix B: Unfolding Algorithm

We start the unfolding procedure with the MC truth
distribution xinit and the corresponding MC measured
distribution binit. The response matrix Aij is the prob-
ability that an event generated in the true bin j will be
found in the measured bin i. The response matrix is then
used to solve the system Ax = b, where b is the measured
distribution (the distribution we want to unfold). Before
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using SVD of the response matrix, a suitable rescaling is
performed and a new distribution wi = xi/x

init
i is intro-

duced so that A can be filled with the number of events
rather than probabilities. An additional rescaling may
be needed if the covariance matrix of b is not diagonal,
which is not the case in our analysis.

Then we perform the ridge regression (also known as

Tikhonov regularization) by minimizing (Ãw− b̃)T (Ãw−
b̃) − τ(Cw)T (Cw), where C is a constant matrix that

minimizes the curvature of w. Using the SVD of ÃC−1 =
USV T and introducing d = UT b̃ and z = V TC−1w, the
solution becomes zi = di/si, where si is the i-th singular

value of ÃC−1. The regularization parameter τ is related
to the singular values of ÃC−1. We find the best choice

of τ from the log di distribution, which is the coefficient
of the decomposition of b̃ in a basis defined by the i-
th column of U . Usually, only the first m terms are
statistically significant. The best choice of this parameter
is then τ = s2

m, i.e., the square of the m-th singular value.
For the entanglement indicator, we choose 22 bins with

m = 6 to unfold the cos θk` cos θ̄kqopt and cos θr` cos θ̄rqopt
distributions, and m = 7 for cos θn` cos θ̄nqopt . For Bell in-

equalities, we used 10 bins and m = 4 for cos θk` cos θ̄kqopt ,

8 bins and m = 3 cos θr` cos θ̄rqopt , and 10 bins and m = 4

for cos θn` cos θ̄nqopt . We take into account the statisti-
cal error from the measured distribution and the MC
error in the response matrix calculated with 100 pseudo-
experiments.
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V. Lemâıtre, A. Mertens, and M. Selvaggi (DELPHES
3), “DELPHES 3, A modular framework for fast simu-
lation of a generic collider experiment,” JHEP 02, 057
(2014), arXiv:1307.6346 [hep-ex].

[61] Matteo Cacciari, Gavin P. Salam, and Gregory Soyez,
“FastJet User Manual,” Eur. Phys. J. C 72, 1896 (2012),

arXiv:1111.6097 [hep-ph].
[62] Tilman Plehn, Michael Spannowsky, Michihisa Takeuchi,

and Dirk Zerwas, “Stop Reconstruction with Tagged
Tops,” JHEP 10, 078 (2010), arXiv:1006.2833 [hep-ph].

[63] G. Aad et al. (ATLAS), “Differential tt̄ cross-section mea-
surements using boosted top quarks in the all-hadronic
final state with 139 fb−1 of ATLAS data,” JHEP 04, 080
(2023), arXiv:2205.02817 [hep-ex].

[64] M. Erdmann, E. Geiser, Y. Rath, and M. Rieger,
“Lorentz Boost Networks: Autonomous Physics-Inspired
Feature Engineering,” JINST 14, P06006 (2019),
arXiv:1812.09722 [hep-ex].

[65] Technical Design Report for the ATLAS Inner Tracker
Strip Detector , Tech. Rep. (CERN, Geneva, 2017).

[66] Georges Aad et al. (ATLAS), “Measurements of differ-
ential cross-sections in top-quark pair events with a high
transverse momentum top quark and limits on beyond
the Standard Model contributions to top-quark pair pro-
duction with the ATLAS detector at

√
s = 13 TeV,”

JHEP 06, 063 (2022), arXiv:2202.12134 [hep-ex].
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CP tests for high-pT multi-leptons

Shaouly Bar-Shalom
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Talk given at the 57th Recontres de Moriond 2023, EW session (flavour physics)

Based on: ”Generic tests of CP-violation in high-pT multi-lepton signals at the LHC and beyond”,
Y. Afik, S. Bar-Shalom, K. Pal, A. Soni, J. Wudka, arXiv: 2212.09433 (hep-ph)

We propose a generic and model-independent search strategy for probing tree-level CP-
violation in inclusive multi-lepton signals and we extend the standard expression for tree-level
CP-violation in scattering processes at the LHC to include the cases where the initial state
in not self-conjugate. We then use TeV-scale 4-fermion operators of the form tu`` and tc``
with complex Wilson coefficients as an illustrative example and show that it may generate
O(10%) CP asymmetries that should be accessible at the LHC with an integrated luminosity
of O(1000) fb−1.

1 Introduction

CP-violation (CPV) may be the key to a deeper understanding of particle physics and the
evolution of the universe. It has far-reaching implications for cosmology since it is needed to
explain the observed baryon asymmetry of the universe, while CPV within the SM is insufficient
for that. Furthermore, CP is not a symmetry of nature, so that on general grounds, one expects
any generic new physics to entail Beyond the SM (BSM) CP-odd phase(s), e.g., SUSY models,
Mutli-Higgs models, Leptoquarks, Vector-like fermions etc ...

In this talk, which is based on 1, we re-examine the formulation of tree-level CP-violating
effects in scattering processes at the LHC and we introduce a new term to the ”master” CPV
expression, which takes into account ”fake” CP-violating effects that arise when the initial state
in not self-conjugate. Based on that, we motivate an inclusive search for CPV in tri-lepton and
four-leptons events at the LHC:

pp→ `′−`+`− +X3 ,

pp→ `′+`−`+ + X̄3 ,

pp→ `′+`′−`+`− +X4 , (1)

where `, `′ = e, µ, τ (preferably ` 6= `′, see below) and X3, X̄3 and X4 contain in general jets and
missing energy. These include the e±µ+µ− and µ±e+e− final states for `, `′ = e, µ and similarly
for the pairs `, `′ = e, τ and `, `′ = µ, τ and also the 3-flavor eµτ final state.

Indeed, the multi-leptons signals of Eq. 1 are excellent test ground for new physics (NP),
being the ”end-signals” of many interesting processes such as pp→ tt̄V, tt̄H, tV, ttt̄t̄, V V, V V V...
(V = Z,W ). In particular, they are rich and clean signals in the hadronic environment of the
LHC and are sensitive to many types of underlying NP, e.g., lepton-flavor violation, lepton uni-
versality violation, lepton-number violation (same-sign leptons), CP violation etc ... Moreover,

ar
X

iv
:2

30
5.

07
05

3v
1 

 [
he

p-
ph

] 
 1

1 
M

ay
 2

02
3



High-pT (TeV energies) charged-leptons are still relatively unexplored and are relatively easily
identifiable objects. All that and more were explored recently in detail 2,3,4,5.

2 CPV in multi-leptons events

We construct below generic tests of CP in multi-lepton processes, focusing on the tri-lepton
events of Eq. 1, but our derivation below applies also to the 4-leptons signals of Eq. 1.

We would like to emphasize two important points regarding CPV test in multi-leptons events
at the LHC:

• Sizeable, say O(1%) manifestation of CPV in these multi-leptons events will be an unam-
biguous indication of NP, since the SM background to CP in these processes is expected
to be negligible (un-observably small); the CPV effects from the SM’s CP-odd phase of
the CKM matrix can arise only from EW processes at a higher loop order.

• CP studies at the LHC are more complicated, since the initial state is not self-conjugate.
We thus developed a rigorous formula for testing CPV in an LHC-like environment, which
includes a modification to the CP “master” formula.

2.1 Constructing observables for tree-level CPV

Consider the underlying hard process (parton level) for tri-lepton production at the LHC (and
its CC channel):

ab→ `′−`+`− , āb̄→ `′−`+`− (2)

For CPV, at least two interfering amplitudes are required (M1 and M2):

Mab→`′−`+`− = M1e
i(φ1+δ1) +M2e

i(φ2+δ2) , (3)

so that for the charged-conjugate channel we have

M̄āb̄→`′+`−`+ = M1e
i(−φ1+δ1) +M2e

i(−φ2+δ2) , (4)

where φ1,2 and δ1,2 are CP-odd and CP-even phases, respectively. We will use below the relative
phases ∆φ = φ1 − φ2, ∆δ = δ1 − δ2.

It is useful to classify CP observables according to their transformation properties under
”naive time reversal” (TN ), where TN : time→ -time.6 This is presented in Table 1. In particular,
a TN -odd CP-odd observable requires only a CP-odd phase, which could arise already at the
tree-level, while a TN -even CP-odd observable needs also a non-vanishing CP-even phase from
final state interactions (FSI) which is typically of a higher order.

Table 1: Classification of CP-odd observables under naive time reversal TN , for the above tri-lepton processes,
where ∆δ ≡ δ1 − δ2, ∆φ ≡ φ1 − φ2 and δi, φi are defined within the amplitudes Mab→`′−`+`− and M̄āb̄→`′+`−`+

in Eqs. 3 and 4.

Type TN -odd (CP-odd) TN -odd (CP-even)

CP-asymmetry ACP ∝ cos ∆δ sin ∆φ ACP ∝ sin ∆δ sin ∆φ

Required phases only CP-odd Both CP-odd & CP-even

Sensitivity tree-level CPV CP-even phase from FSI
(higher order effect)

Expected size O(10%) O(0.1%)

Therefore, in order to probe CPV in the tri-lepton channels of Eq. 2, we have constructed
in 1 CP-odd observables based on the following TN -odd triple products (TP): a

OCP = ~p`′− · (~p`+ × ~p`−) , OCP = ~p`′+ · (~p`− × ~p`+) (5)

aUseful TP correlations for CP studies in scattering processes at the LHC, which involve leptons with jets
momenta, e.g., in tt̄ and vector-bosons production, have been also suggested in 7,8,9,10,11,12.



which are odd under P and under TN . Under C and CP they transform as: C(OCP) = +OCP,
C(OCP) = +OCP, CP (OCP) = −OCP and CP (OCP) = −OCP.

Using the OCP’s in Eq. 5, we define the following TN -odd (and also P -violating) asymmetries:

AT ≡ N (OCP > 0)−N (OCP < 0)

N (OCP > 0) +N (OCP < 0)
, (6)

ĀT ≡
N
(
−OCP > 0

)
−N

(
−OCP < 0

)
N
(
−OCP > 0

)
+N

(
−OCP < 0

) , (7)

where N (OCP > 0) is the number of events for which sign(OCP) > 0 is measured etc.
The asymmetries AT and ĀT are sensitive to the CP-odd phase BUT are not proper CP-

asymmetries, since they are not eigenstate of CP, i.e., CP (AT ) = ĀT . In particular, we find
that AT ∝ sin(∆δ + ∆φ) and ĀT ∝ sin(∆δ − ∆φ), so that in general AT 6= 0 and/or ĀT 6= 0
could be generated without CPV, i.e., if ∆φ = 0 & ∆δ 6= 0. Therefore, in order to isolate the
pure CPV effects, we need to combine the information from both AT and ĀT as follows:

ACP =
1

2

(
AT − ĀT

)
. (8)

2.2 The multi-leptons cross-section & CP-asymmetries

The differential (hard) cross-sections for the tri-lepton production processes under investigation,
ab→ `′−`+`− +X and , can be schematically written as:

dσ̂(`′+`−`+) = W + U · cos(∆δ + ∆φ) + V · OCP · sin(∆δ + ∆φ) , (9)

and similarly for the CC channel āb̄→ `′+`−`+ + X̄ with ∆φ→ −∆φ and OCP → OCP in Eq. 9.
Note that W ∝ |M1|2, |M2|2, U ∝ Re (M1M

∗
2 ) and the 3rd term in Eq. 9 (which is ∝ OCP) arises

from Im (M1M
∗
2 ) and it is where the tree-level CPV resides.

Using Eq. 9, we obtain for the TN -odd quantities AT and ĀT in Eqs. 6 and 7:

AT = Iab sin(∆δ + ∆φ) , ĀT = Iāb̄ sin(∆δ −∆φ) (10)

with

Iab ∝
∫
R dΦ · fafb · V · sign(OCP)∫

R dΦ · fafb · (W + U · cos(∆δ + ∆φ))
, (11)

where dΦ is the phase-space volume element, R is the phase-space region of integration and
fa, fb are the PDF’s of the incoming particles a, b; similarly, for the CC channel, Iāb̄ is obtained
by replacing fafb → fāfb̄ and OCP → OCP.

Thus, the CP-asymmetry ACP of Eq. 8 is given by:

ACP =
Iab + Iāb̄

2
cos ∆δ sin ∆φ+

Iab − Iāb̄
2

sin ∆δ cos ∆φ , (12)

where the 1st term is the conventional TN -odd CP-odd term which is sensitive to CPV at the
tree-level (i.e., it is ∝ cos ∆δ and therefore does not require a CP-even phase from FSI), while
the (new) 2nd term represent a ”fake” CP effect (i.e., it does not require a CP-odd phase), which
arises when the initial state is not self-conjugate.

To summarize this section, we have constructed three TN -odd asymmetries: AT , ĀT and
ACP . We find that ACP , which is supposed to be a genuine CP-asymmetry by construction,
may, also be “contaminated” by CP-even phases when the initial state is not CP-symmetric, as
can be the case at the LHC. However, Eq. 12 implies that at the tree-level where ∆δ = 0 (i.e.,
in the absence of FSI), all three asymmetries are ∝ CP-odd phase and are thus good measures
of CPV, regardless of the initial state properties.



3 The new physics framework

We use an effective field theory (EFT) approach to describe the underlying NP responsible for
CPV in tri-lepton production at the LHC and demonstrate our strategy for the CPV search in
multi-lepton events using the following two scalar and tensor 4-Fermi effective operators:b

OS =
(¯̀
R`R

)
(t̄RuR) , OT =

(¯̀
Rσµν`R

)
(t̄RσµνuR) (13)

and similarly for the tc`` 4-Fermi terms, where

Ldim6
tu`` =

1

Λ2
(fSOS + fTOT ) , (14)

and L = LSM + Ldim6
tu`` (we assume that the two operators have a common underlying scale).

These 4-Fermi interactions can be generated by tree-level exchanges of heavy scalars and
tensors in the underlying heavy theory, as depicted in Fig. ??. Interesting examples are the scalar
leptoquarks S1 and R2, which transform as (3, 1,−1/3) and (3, 2, 7/6), respectively, under the
SU(3)× SU(2)×U(1) SM gauge group. In particular, tree-level exchanges of S1 and R2 among
the lepton-quark pairs induce the dimension six scalar and tensor 4-Fermi operators in Eqs. 13,
with a specific proportion of the corresponding Wilson coefficients, obeying the relation:

|fT | =
1

4
|fS | , (15)

which we have used as our benchmark relation in the numerical study of the CPV effect below.
The 4-Fermi tu`` and tc`` terms with complex Wilson coefficients can drive tree-level CPV

in tri-lepton events at the LHC via the single top-quark production channels (see Fig. 1):

ug, gg → `+`−t, `+`−t+ j (16)

and the charged conjugate channel (i.e., with t̄ in the final state), where j = light jet. This
channel, followed by the top decay t→Wb→ `′ν`′b, has interesting implications also for generic
BSM searches of new heavy states around the TeV scale, which can generate top-leptons 4-Fermi
contact terms.3

Figure 1 – Representative Feynman diagrams for the lowest order single top-quark + di-lepton production channels
pp→ t`+`− and pp→ t`+`− + j (j is a light jet), via the tu`+`− 4-Fermi interaction (marked by a heavy dot).

4 Collider signals of CPV in tri-lepton events

As discussed above, we consider CPV in the single-top production channel depicted in Fig. 1,
followed by the top decay to a charged lepton and focusing henceforward on the eµµ final state:

pp→ tµ+µ− +X → e+µ+µ− +X ,

pp→ t̄µ+µ− + X̄ → e−µ+µ− + X̄ , (17)

where the NP and CPV phases arise from the dim.6 tuµµ and/or tcµµ 4-Fermi interactions.

bNote that the typical bounds on the natural scale of the operators in Eqs. 13 are Λ >∼O(1) TeV, see 3.



The dominant SM background to the tri-lepton production channel is from WZ production,
pp → WZ, followed by the W and Z decays to charged leptons. The SM contributions to
pp → e+µ+µ− + X from other channels such as pp → tt̄, tt̄V, tV V, V + jets (V = Z,W ) are
much smaller, see 1. In particular, there is no interference between the tuµµ NP diagrams (see
Fig. 1) and the SM contributions to the tri-leptons signal, so that the cross-section is of the
form:

σeµµ(mmin
µµ ) = σSMeµµ (mmin

µµ ) +
f2

Λ4
σNPeµµ(mmin

µµ ) , (18)

where we have defined the mmin
µµ -dependent cumulative cross-section, selecting events with

mµµ > mmin
µµ :

σeµµ(mmin
µµ ) ≡ σeµµ(mµµ > mmin

µµ ) =

∫
mµµ≥mminµµ

dmµµ
dσeµµ
dmµµ

, (19)

In particular, as shown below, mµµ, which is the invariant mass of the two muons in the
final state, is a useful discriminating parameter.c

The CP-violation in our case is, therefore, a pure NP effect, since it arises from the imaginary
part of the interference between the two dim.6 scalar and the tensor operators, if at least one
of the corresponding Wilson coefficients is complex. In particular, the numerator of the CP-
asymmetry ACP (and of the TN -odd asymmetries AT and ĀT ) is proportional to the CP-violating
part of the cross-section for pp→ tµ+µ− → e+µ+µ− +X, which is:

dσ̂(CPV ) ∝ ε
(
pui , pe+ , pµ+ , pµ−

)
· Im (fSf

?
T ) , (20)

and similarly for the CC channel pp→ t̄µ+µ− → e−µ−µ+ + X̄ by replacing ε
(
pui , pe+ , pµ+ , pµ−

)
with ε

(
pūi , pe− , pµ− , pµ+

)
, where ε (p1, p1, p3, p4) = εαβγδp

α
1 p

β
2p

γ
3p
δ
4 and εαβγδ is the Levi-Chivita

tensor. Guided by the relation between the scalar and tensor couplings in Eq. 15, which is
motivated by the matching of the EFT framework to the leptoquarks exchanges scenarios, we
set below |fS | = 1, |fT | = 0.25 with a maximal CP-odd phase for the tuµµ and tcµµ operators,
so that the CPV coupling in Eq. 20 is set to:

Im (fS · f?T ) = 0.25 . (21)

5 Results

All three asymmetries ACP , AT and ĀT are sensitive to the di-muons invariant mass, since
the SM (which is dominant at low mµµ) contributes to the denominators while the CPV NP
(which is dominant for high mµµ) contributes to the numerators. We therefore exploit this mµµ

dependence to gain sensitivity to CPV.

Our main results are summarized in Table 2 and Fig. 2: in Fig. 2 we show the dependence
of ACP on mmin

`` and in Table 2 we give the resulting CP-violating and TN -odd asymmetries for
mmin
`` = 400 GeV. Results are shown for both the ug-fusion and cg-fusion production channels,

for Λ = 1, 2 TeV and for Im (fSf
?
T ) = 0.25. The SM background from pp → ZW± + X is

included.

6 Summary

Multi-leptons signals provide an excellent and rich testing ground for NP associated with flavor
physics, lepton flavor universality, CP-violation etc...

cIn the more general case of pp→ `′±`+`−+X, we have mµµ → m`` and m`` would be the invariant mass of the
”none-top” opposite sign same-flavor (OSSF) di-leptons from the underlying hard process, i.e., of the di-leptons
produced from the tt`` vertex and not from the top-quark decays.



Table 2: The expected TN -odd and CP asymmetries in tri-lepton events, pp→ `′±`+`− +X, see text.

ug-fusion: Λ = 1(2) TeV cg-fusion: Λ = 1(2) TeV

ACP 11.1(7.9)% 3.9(0.7)%

AT 16.4(13.5)% 3.1(0.5)%

ĀT -5.8(-2.3)% -4.7(-1.0)%

Figure 2 – The expected CP-asymmetry ACP , as a function of the invariant mass cut on the same-flavor di-
leptons, see text. The error bars represent the expected statistical uncertainty with an integrated luminosity of
1000(3000) fb−1 for the ug-fusion(cg-fusion) case.

In this work we have constructed useful CP-asymmetries for measuring CPV effects in multi-
lepton events, introducing a new modification to the classic formula for tree-level CPV in scat-
tering and decay processes, which takes into account the effect of an asymmetric initial state
and which is particularly useful for CP studies at the LHC.

Our asymmetries have several new and unique features, that make them particularly useful
for searching for CPV at high-energy colliders:

• They use only multi-lepton final states as probes, which makes them experimentally highly
distinctive.

• They are based on simple kinematic observables that only require the reconstruction of
the relatively easily-identifiable charged-lepton momenta.

• They can be generated by tree-level CPV underlying physics, making them very sensitive
to NP.

• They are generic, since they can probe a wide range of underlying NP.

We find that O(10%) CP-asymmetries may be generated with new CPV TeV-scale NP,
whereas the expected SM background for CPV in multi-lepton events is at the sub-% level.
Finally, with the NP considered, we expectO(10000) high-pT tri-lepton events with an integrated
luminosity of O(1000) fb−1, if TeV-scale NP is generating the tu`` 4-Fermi interactions. A more
detailed study relevant to this talk is given in 1.
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We report a measurement of the CP -violating parameters A and S in B0 → K0
Sπ

0 decays at
Belle II using a sample of 387 × 106 BB events recorded in e+e− collisions at a center-of-mass
energy corresponding to the Υ(4S) resonance. These parameters are determined by fitting the
proper decay-time distribution of a sample of 415 signal events. We obtain A = 0.04+0.15

−0.14±0.05 and
S = 0.75+0.20

−0.23 ± 0.04, where the first uncertainties are statistical and the second are systematic.

The B0 → K0π0 decay [1] proceeds mainly via the b→
sdd loop amplitude, involving emission and reabsorp-
tion of a virtual W boson and a top quark, that carries
a weak phase arg(VtbV

∗
ts). Here, Vij denotes Cabibbo–

Kobayashi–Maskawa (CKM) matrix elements [2, 3]. The
decay is suppressed in the Standard Model (SM) due to
the smallness of |Vts|. As non-SM particles can poten-
tially propagate in the loop, studies of this decay pro-
vide sensitivity to physics beyond the SM. Such non-SM
physics can manifest itself as an asymmetry in the decay
rates of CP -conjugate decays, i.e., CP violation [4].

In the B0 → K0π0 channel, CP violation results from
either interference between two B0 decay amplitudes,
or interference between a B0 decay amplitude and that
of a B0 following B0–B0 mixing. These two phenom-
ena are quantified by the parameters A and S, respec-
tively. Neglecting subleading amplitudes with a differ-
ent weak phase and CP violation in mixing, we expect
A = 0 and S = sin 2φ1, where φ1 ≡ arg

(
−VcdV ∗cb/VtdV ∗tb

)
.

The parameter sin 2φ1 is measured to be 0.70 ± 0.02 [5]
in decays mediated by b → ccs transitions such as
B0 → J/ψK0

S . However, the contribution from a color-
and CKM-suppressed b → uus tree amplitude, involv-
ing the bottom-to-up-quark transition via a W boson
emission, introduces an extra weak phase [6–9]; this
shifts the S value from sin 2φ1. The resulting difference,

∆S ≡ S − sin 2φ1, is estimated in a number of theo-
retical approaches. Predictions of ∆S based on QCD
factorization range between 0.01 and 0.12 [6, 10], while
those based on SU(3) symmetry provide a less stringent
lower bound of −0.06 [7, 9, 11]. Deviations of A and
S from their expected values would indicate either large
subleading amplitudes or non-SM physics [12].

The parameters A and S are determined from the dif-
ference between the decay-time distributions of B0 →
K0

Sπ
0 and B0 → K0

Sπ
0 decays. The BABAR and Belle

experiments have measured these CP asymmetries using
467 × 106 and 657 × 106 BB (B = B0 or B+) events,
respectively [13, 14]. The corresponding A (S) values are
0.13± 0.13 (0.55± 0.20) and −0.14± 0.14 (0.67± 0.32).

In this Letter, we report the first measurement of A
and S in the B0 → K0

Sπ
0 decay from the Belle II exper-

iment. We use a sample of (387 ± 6) × 106 BB events
collected in e+e− collisions at a center-of-mass (c.m.) en-
ergy corresponding to the Υ(4S) resonance.

At e+e− experiments operating near the Υ(4S) reso-
nance, pairs of neutral B mesons are coherently produced
in the process e+e− → Υ(4S) → B0B0. When one of
these B mesons decays to a CP eigenstate fCP such as
K0

Sπ
0, and the other to a flavor-specific final state ftag,

the time-dependent decay rate is given by

P(∆t, q) =
e−|∆t|/τB0

4τB0

{
1 + q

[
A cos(∆md∆t) + S sin(∆md∆t)

] }
, (1)

where ∆t = tCP − ttag is the difference in proper times
between the two decays, q is the flavor of the tag-side B
meson (+1 for B0 and −1 for B0), τB0 is the B0 lifetime,

and ∆md is the B0–B0 mixing frequency. This study
employs a time-dependent CP analysis method similar
to previous measurements [13, 14]. The important chal-
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lenge is determining the location of the B0 → K0
Sπ

0 de-
cay vertex, which is essential for the ∆t determination, in
the absence of any charged particle originating from the
vertex. The analysis is developed and tested with simula-
tion and validated with a control sample of B0 → J/ψK0

S

decays before examining the B0 → K0
Sπ

0 candidates in
the data.

The Belle II detector [15, 16] operates at the Su-
perKEKB asymmetric-energy (4 GeV e+ on 7 GeV e−)
collider [17]. The detector consists of several subdetec-
tors surrounding the interaction region in a cylindrical ge-
ometry and is divided into two sections depending on the
coverage in polar angle θ. The two sections are the bar-
rel (32.2◦ < θ < 128.7◦) and endcap (12.4◦ < θ < 31.4◦

or 130.7◦ < θ < 155.1◦). The subdetectors most rel-
evant for our study are a silicon-based vertex detector
(VXD), a gas-based central drift chamber (CDC), and an
electromagnetic calorimeter (ECL) made of CsI(Tl) crys-
tals. The VXD is the innermost component, comprising
two layers of pixel sensors surrounded by four layers of
double-sided strip sensors [18]. The second pixel layer
was incomplete, covering one-sixth of the azimuthal ac-
ceptance, for the data analyzed here. The VXD samples
the trajectories of charged particles (“tracks”) near the in-
teraction region to determine the decay positions of their
parent particles. The CDC is the main device for track
reconstruction and measurements of particle momenta
and charges. The ECL measures photon energies.

We analyze collision data recorded at the Υ(4S) res-
onance, corresponding to an integrated luminosity of
362 fb−1. We use large samples of simulated Υ(4S) →
BB and e+e− → qq (q = u, d, s, c) events to optimize the
event selection and study background distributions. Sim-
ulatedB0 → K0

Sπ
0 events are used to model signal decays

and calculate the reconstruction efficiency. We use Evt-
Gen [19] to generate Υ(4S)→ BB with the subsequent
B-meson decays and Photos [20] to incorporate final-
state radiation from charged particles. The simulation of
qq background relies on the Kkmc generator [21] inter-
faced to Pythia [22]. The detector response for final-
state particles is simulated with Geant4 [23]. Events
are reconstructed using the Belle II software [24, 25].

Candidate K0
S mesons are reconstructed from pairs of

oppositely charged tracks, which are assumed to be pions
and fit to a common vertex. The resulting invariant mass
is required to lie between 489 MeV and 507 MeV, corre-
sponding to a ±3σ range around the knownK0

S mass [26],
with σ being the resolution. We suppress contamina-
tion from prompt K0

S candidates and Λ decays using two
boosted-decision-tree (BDT) classifiers [27]. These BDTs
rely mostly on kinematic information from the K0

S and
its decay products.

Photons are identified as isolated energy deposits in the
ECL that are not matched to any track in the CDC. We
reconstruct π0 candidates from pairs of photons that have
energies greater than 35 (153) MeV if reconstructed in

the barrel (endcap) ECL. The different energy thresholds
are used to suppress beam background, which is higher
in the endcap than in the barrel section. We require the
diphoton mass to lie between 116 MeV and 150 MeV (±3σ
range in resolution around the π0 mass [26]). The abso-
lute cosine of the angle between the higher-energy pho-
ton’s direction in the π0 rest frame and the π0 direction
in the lab frame must also be less than 0.972. These crite-
ria reduce contributions from misreconstructed π0 candi-
dates. To improve the momentum resolution, we perform
a kinematic fit with the diphoton mass constrained to the
known π0 mass [26].

A neutral B-meson candidate is reconstructed by com-
bining a K0

S candidate with a π0 candidate. Two kine-
matic variables are used to select signal B candidates:
the beam-energy-constrained mass (Mbc) and the energy
difference (∆E). These are calculated as

Mbc =
√
E2

beam − |~pB |2, (2)

∆E = EB − Ebeam,

where Ebeam is the beam energy, and ~pB and EB are the
momentum and energy, respectively, of the B meson. All
quantities are calculated in the c.m. frame. Correctly re-
constructed signal candidates peak in Mbc at the known
B0 mass [26], and peak in ∆E at zero.

For B0 → K0
Sπ

0, the higher-energy photon from the π0

decay causes a significant correlation between Mbc and
∆E due to leakage of energy deposited in the ECL. To
reduce this correlation, when calculating ~pB in Eq. (2)
we replace the magnitude of the π0 momentum with√

(Ebeam − EK0
S
)2 −m2

π0 , where EK0
S
is the K0

S momen-
tum in the c.m. frame. Simulation shows that the
modified Mbc (M ′bc) reduces the linear correlation coeffi-
cient from 19% to −1% and has an improved resolution
over that of Mbc. We retain candidate events satisfying
5.24 < M ′bc < 5.29 GeV and |∆E| < 0.30 GeV.

To measure the decay-time difference ∆t, we must de-
termine the positions of the signal and tag-side B decay
vertices. These vertices are obtained using information
from the position and spread of the e+e− interaction re-
gion, which is modeled as a three-dimensional Gaussian
distribution. The signal B vertex position is obtained
by projecting the K0

S flight direction, determined from
its decay vertex and momentum, back to the interaction
region. The intersection of the K0

S flight projection with
the interaction region provides a good estimate of the
signal B decay vertex, since both the transverse flight-
length of the B0 meson (≈ 40µm) and the transverse
size of the interaction region (≈ 10µm) are small as com-
pared to the B0 flight length along the boost direction
(≈ 140µm). The tag-side vertex is reconstructed with
tracks that are not associated with the B0 → K0

Sπ
0 can-

didate. We approximate ∆t to be ∆`/βγγ∗, where ∆`
is the distance between signal and tag-side vertices along
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the e− beam direction, βγ (≈ 0.28) is the Lorentz boost
of the Υ (4S) in the lab frame, and γ∗ (≈ 1.002) is the
Lorentz factor of the B0 meson in the c.m. frame.

We employ a BDT classifier that uses 32 event-
topology variables to distinguish the qq background
from B-meson decays. The following variables provide
the most discrimination: modified Fox–Wolfram mo-
ments [28], CLEO cones [29], the thrust value [30] of
the rest of the event, and the cosine of the angle be-
tween the thrust axis of the signal B and that of the rest
of the event. The BDT is trained on samples of simu-
lated e+e− → qq and signal events, each equivalent to
about thee times the size of the data-set. The BDT out-
puts a single variable (CBDT) that ranges from zero for
background-like events to one for signal-like events. We
require CBDT to be greater than 0.6, which rejects about
93% of the qq background while preserving 80% of the
signal. The remainder of the CBDT distribution strongly
peaks near 1.0 for signal, leading to difficulty in modeling
it with an analytic function. We thus transform it into a
new variable, C ′BDT = ln[(CBDT − 0.6)/(1.0 − CBDT)],
where 0.6 (1.0) is the minimum (maximum) possible
value of the remaining CBDT distribution. The C ′BDT

distribution can be parametrized with a sum of Gaus-
sian functions, and C ′BDT is subsequently used as a fit
variable.

After applying all selection criteria, 3% of the events
have more than one B candidate. Such multiple can-
didates come from random combinations of final-state
particles. In events with multiple candidates, we choose
that with the largest p-value resulting from the π0-mass-
constrained fit; if that criterion is ambiguous, we select
the candidate with the largest p-value from theK0

S -vertex
fit. This selection retains the correct B candidate in 87%
of simulated events that have multiple candidates.

The signal efficiency after all selection criteria are ap-
plied (εrec) is 21%. Simulation studies show that 1.7%
of signal candidates are incorrectly reconstructed by in-

cluding a final-state particle from the tag-side B meson.
We consider this small component, arising mostly due to
misreconstructed π0, as part of the signal.

The flavor of the tag-side B0 meson, q, is determined
from the properties of final-state particles that are not
associated with the reconstructed B0 → K0

Sπ
0 decay.

We use a category-based multivariate flavor-tagging al-
gorithm for this purpose [31]. The algorithm outputs
two parameters, the b-flavor charge q and r, which is an
event-by-event tagging quality factor ranging from zero
for no flavor discrimination to one for unambiguous fla-
vor assignment. The data are divided into seven r bins
that contain similar numbers of events, but have different
signal-to-background ratios.

We select events in which ∆t is well-measured by re-
quiring |∆t| < 10.0 ps and σ∆t < 2.5 ps, where σ∆t is
the uncertainty on ∆t, estimated event-by-event. The
∆t distribution of these events is fitted to determine A
and S. For the remaining events, about 40%, the ∆t dis-
tribution is not included in the fit. However, these events
are still useful to constrain A, which is sensitive to the
relative yields of B0 and B0 decays. We thus perform a
simultaneous (extended maximum-likelihood) fit to both
subsamples in seven r bins [13]. For each subsample, the
likelihood function includes probability density functions
(PDFs) for M ′bc, ∆E, and C ′BDT; for the first subsample,
the likelihood also includes a PDF for ∆t that depends
on the flavor tag q. The PDFs for M ′bc, ∆E, and C ′BDT

are taken to be the same for both subsamples, as found
in simulation.

The PDFs for the signal component are as follows: M ′bc

is modeled with the sum of a Crystal Ball function [32]
and a Gaussian function with a common mean; ∆E with
the sum of a Crystal Ball and two Gaussian functions, all
three with a common mean; and C ′BDT with the sum of
asymmetric and symmetric Gaussian functions. The ∆t
PDF is given by

Psig(∆t, q) =
e−|∆t|/τB0

4τB0

{[
1− q∆wr + q∆εtag,r(1− 2wr)

]
+
[
q(1− 2wr) + ∆εtag,r(1− q∆wr)

][
A cos(∆md∆t) +

S sin(∆md∆t)
]}
⊗Rsig, (3)

where wr is the fraction of wrongly tagged events; ∆wr
is the difference in wr between B0 and B0; ∆εtag,r is
the asymmetry in their tagging efficiencies, which are the
fractions of B0 or B0 signal candidates to which a flavor
tag is assigned; and Rsig is the ∆t resolution function.
The resolution function is described by a double Gaussian
convolved with an exponential function; the Gaussian

means and widths are scaled by σ∆t. The ∆t resolution
is dominated by the signal-side K0

S . Simulation shows
that the σ∆t distributions for signal and background are
the same. We fix τB0 and ∆md to the world averages of
1.519±0.004 ps and 0.5065±0.0019 ps−1, respectively [5].
The tagging parameters (wr, ∆wr, and ∆εtag,r) are fixed
to values obtained from B0 → D(∗)−π+ decays [31]. The
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effective tagging efficiency εeff =
∑
r εtag,r(1 − 2wr)

2 is
(30.0 ± 1.2)%, where εtag,r is the tagging efficiency for
the r-th bin. The wr and ∆εtag,r values are in the ranges
2%–48% and 0.8%–3.6%, respectively. All signal shape
parameters are fixed to values obtained from simulation
and calibrated with control samples as described below.

For the qq background, an ARGUS function [33] is used
forM ′bc, a straight line for ∆E, and the sum of asymmet-
ric and symmetric Gaussian functions for C ′BDT. The ∆t
distribution is modeled with the signal resolution func-
tionRsig, as this background is dominated by promptK0

S

decays. We float the qq background yield, ARGUS curva-
ture parameter, and ∆E slope, but fix the ARGUS end-
point, C ′BDT and ∆t shape parameters to the values ob-
tained from the data sideband 5.24 < M ′bc < 5.27 GeV.
All qq shape parameters are taken to be identical for all
r bins.

For the BB background, a two-dimensional kernel den-
sity estimation PDF [34] is used to model the (M ′bc, ∆E)
distribution, and the sum of asymmetric and symmetric
Gaussian functions is used for C ′BDT. The ∆t distribu-
tion is modeled with an exponential function convolved
with Rsig. We float the yield of BB background and fix
its shape parameters from a fit to the simulated sample.

We correct the common mean and core width of the
signal M ′bc, ∆E, and C ′BDT PDF shapes for possible dif-
ferences between data and simulation according to values
obtained from a control sample of B+ → D0(→ K0

Sπ
0)π+

decays. To select these events, we apply the sameK0
S and

π0 criteria as used for the signal channel. To ensure the
similar π0 momentum range for signal and control chan-
nels, we require a minimum π0 momentum of 1.5 GeV.
We perform an unbinned maximum-likelihood fit to the
distributions of M ′bc, ∆E, and C ′BDT, using PDF shapes
similar to those employed to describe the signal decay.

To validate the fitting procedure, we use a control sam-
ple of B0 → J/ψ (→ µ+µ−)K0

S decays. To mimic the
signal decay, we do not use information from the two
muon tracks to reconstruct the signal B decay-vertex.
We perform an unbinned maximum-likelihood fit to the
distributions of Mbc and ∆t, using PDF shapes and res-
olution functions similar to those employed in the fit to
the signal sample. The measured B0 lifetime, A, and S
are 1.46 ± 0.05 ps, 0.10 ± 0.07, and 0.76 ± 0.12, respec-
tively, where the uncertainties are statistical only. These
results are consistent with their world-average values [5],
thus validating our B0 → K0

Sπ
0 fitting procedure. The

above sample is also used to correct the common mean
and core width of the resolution function for possible dif-
ferences between data and simulation.

Figure 1 shows the M ′bc, ∆E, C ′BDT, and ∆t distribu-
tions in the data along with the fit projections overlaid.
For these plots, the seven r bins have been combined,
and for all plots except ∆t, both data subsamples (de-
scribed earlier) are included. In addition, for each plot
the signal-enhancing criteria 5.27 < M ′bc < 5.29 GeV,

−0.15 < ∆E < 0.10 GeV, |∆t| < 10.0 ps, and C ′BDT > 0.0
have been applied except for the variable displayed. The
resulting signal yieldNsig, A, and S are 415+26

−25, 0.04+0.15
−0.14,

and 0.75+0.20
−0.23, respectively. The correlation coefficient

between two asymmetries is −0.17%. From the signal
yield, we determine the branching fraction as B(B0 →
K0

Sπ
0) = Nsig/(2NBBf

+0εrec) = (11.0+0.68
−0.66) × 10−6,

which is consistent with the world average [5]. Here, f+0

is the fraction ofB0B0 orB+B− production at the Υ(4S)
resonance [36] and all quoted uncertainties are statistical.

The systematic uncertainties contributing to A and S
are listed in Table I. We estimate the systematic uncer-
tainty due to flavor tagging by individually varying the
(wr,∆wr,∆εtag,r) parameters by their uncertainties for
each r bin, while considering correlations. The maximum
deviations with respect to the nominal results are taken
as systematic uncertainties. The uncertainty due to the
∆t resolution function is estimated in a similar fashion.
In the nominal fit, we assume the BB background to be
CP symmetric. To account for a potential CP asymme-
try in the BB background, we perform a series of fits
with the ∆t PDF formed by varying the A and S values
for that background from −1 to +1 while fixing the ef-
fective lifetime value to that determined from simulation.
We then calculate the deviations in signal A and S from
their nominal values; the largest deviation is assigned as
the systematic uncertainty. To evaluate the uncertainty
due to a possible asymmetry in the qq background, we
perform an alternative fit by fixing the asymmetry to that
obtained from the data sideband defined earlier. The un-
certainty due to the signal PDF shape is estimated using
an alternative model based on kernel-density estimation.
Similarly, the uncertainty due to the background PDF
shape is calculated by varying all fixed parameters by
their uncertainties and taking the maximum deviation
from nominal results as the uncertainty.

A potential fit bias is checked for by performing an
ensemble test comprising 1000 simulated experiments in
which signal and BB background events are drawn from
simulated samples and qq background events are gener-
ated according to their PDF shapes. We calculate the
mean shifts of the fitted values of A and S from their in-
put values and assign them as systematic uncertainties.
The systematic uncertainty due to best candidate selec-
tion is evaluated by performing an alternative fit with all
candidates and taking the difference with respect to the
nominal value. Uncertainties due to fixed τB0 and ∆md

values are calculated by varying these quantities by their
uncertainties and repeating the fit; the resulting maxi-
mum variations in A and S are assigned as systematic
uncertainties. Tag-side interference can arise due to the
presence of both CKM-favored and CKM-suppressed tree
amplitudes contributing to the tag-side decay [37]. The
resulting impact is conservatively estimated by positing
that all events are tagged with such hadronic decays. The
uncertainty due to VXD misalignment is evaluated by re-
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FIG. 1: Distributions of (a) M ′bc, (b) ∆E, and (c) C′BDT with fit projections overlaid for both B0 and B0 candidates satisfying
the criteria 5.27 < M ′bc < 5.29 GeV, −0.15 < ∆E < 0.10 GeV, |∆t| < 10.0 ps, and C′BDT > 0.0 (except for the variable
displayed). The solid curves represent the fit projection, while various fit components are explained in the legends. (d)
Projection of the fit results onto ∆t separately for tagged B0 and B0 candidates after subtracting background with the sPlot
method [35]; the asymmetry, defined as [N(B0

tag) − N(B0
tag)]/[N(B0

tag) + N(B0
tag)], is displayed underneath, along with the

projection of the fit result.

constructing events with various misalignment hypothe-
ses as done in Ref. [38]. Assuming all systematic sources
to be independent, we add their contributions in quadra-
ture to obtain the total systematic uncertainty of ±0.047
for A and ±0.040 for S.

In summary, we measure the CP -violating parameters
A and S in B0 → K0

Sπ
0 decays using a sample of 387 ×

106 BB events recorded by Belle II in e+e− collisions at

the Υ(4S) resonance. Based on a signal yield of 415+26
−25

events, we obtain

A = 0.04+0.15
−0.14 ± 0.05 (4)

and

S = 0.75+0.20
−0.23 ± 0.04, (5)

where the first uncertainties are statistical and the sec-
ond are systematic. This constitutes the first Belle II
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TABLE I: Systematic uncertainties (absolute) contributing to the time-dependent CP asymmetries.

Source δA δS

Flavor tagging 0.013 0.011
Resolution function 0.014 0.022
BB background asymmetry 0.030 0.018
qq background asymmetry 0.028 < 0.001
Signal modeling 0.004 0.003
Background modeling 0.006 0.018
Fit bias 0.005 0.011
Best candidate selection 0.005 0.010
τB0 and ∆md < 0.001 < 0.001
Tag-side interference 0.006 0.011
VXD misalignment 0.004 0.005
Total 0.047 0.040

measurement of CP asymmetries in this decay. Our re-
sults agree with previous determinations [13, 14], and the
precision obtained for S is better than (similar to) that
achieved at Belle (BABAR), despite using a data sample
only 60–80% the size of the samples used in those exper-
iments. The results are consistent with SM predictions
and can provide useful constraints on non-SM physics.
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A set of double-differential measurements is also performed, yielding a comprehen-
sive characterization of the four leptons final state. Constraints on the Higgs boson
trilinear coupling and on the bottom and charm quark coupling modifiers are derived
from its transverse momentum distribution. All results are consistent with theoretical
predictions from the standard model.
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1 Introduction
The discovery of the Higgs (H) boson in 2012 by the ATLAS and CMS Collaborations [1–3] is
a major confirmation of the correctness of the theoretical approach involving the electroweak
(EW) symmetry breaking mechanism [4–9]. Subsequent measurements of the properties of this
particle [10–13], including its mass, quantum numbers, and couplings, further confirmed the
consistency of these measurements with the standard model (SM) predictions.

The H boson decay into four charged leptons (H → ZZ → 4`, ` = e, µ), with its fully re-
constructible final state and large signal-to-background ratio, has been one of the pillars for the
characterization of this particle since its discovery. Several properties of the H boson were mea-
sured in this decay channel at the CERN LHC, based on the Run 1 data set at center-of-mass
energies of 7 and 8 TeV and on the Run 2 data set at 13 TeV. These include the determination
of its mass, spin and parity [14–19], width [20–23], inclusive and differential fiducial cross sec-
tions [18, 24–28], and tensor structure for interactions with a pair of gauge bosons [17, 19, 21, 29–
31]. The most precise value of the H boson mass to date, measured by the CMS Collaboration,
is mH = 125.38± 0.14 GeV, obtained from the combination of the H → ZZ → 4` and H → γγ
decay channels from the analysis of the Run 1 and 2016 Run 2 data sets [32]. From the analysis
of the full Run 2 data set, the CMS Collaboration reported the first evidence for the off-shell H
boson production in events with a final state of two Z bosons decaying into either four charged
leptons, or two charged leptons and two neutrinos, with a measured value of the H boson
width of ΓH = 3.2+2.4

−1.7MeV [33].

The H boson production is often experimentally characterized via the so called simplified tem-
plate cross section (STXS) framework, which defines mutually exclusive phase space regions
designed to maximize the experimental sensitivity to physics beyond the SM (BSM) effects and
reduce, at the same time, the theoretical model dependence in the measurements [34]. The
ATLAS and CMS Collaborations published results of cross section measurements in the STXS
framework using the full Run 2 data set in the H → ZZ → 4` [27, 35] and other decay chan-
nels [36–42]. The ATLAS and CMS Collaborations recently published results obtained from the
combination of all the decay channels focusing on measurements of simplified template cross
sections (STXS) [43] and H boson couplings [44], respectively.

Fiducial cross section measurements constitute a complementary approach for the characteri-
zation of the H boson production and decay that provide a set of model-independent results
by unfolding detector effects from the data, thus allowing a direct comparison with state-of-
the-art theoretical predictions. The ATLAS and CMS Collaborations published fiducial cross
section measurements in the H → γγ [45, 46], H → WW [47–49], and H → ZZ → 4` [28, 35]
decay channels using the full Run 2 data set. The CMS Collaboration also published results
in the H → ττ [50] decay channel, while the ATLAS Collaboration presented results from the
combination of the H → γγ and H → ZZ → 4` decay channels [51].

This paper presents measurements of inclusive and differential cross sections for the H boson
production in the H → ZZ → 4` decay channel using data from proton-proton (pp) collisions
recorded with the CMS detector at the LHC in 2016–2018 and corresponding to an integrated
luminosity of 138 fb−1. To reduce the model dependence, all the measurements are performed
within a fiducial phase space region defined to closely reproduce the experimental acceptance
and reconstruction-level selection criteria.

Differential cross sections are measured for several kinematic observables sensitive to the H
boson production and its decay into four leptons, providing a complete characterization of this
channel and coverage of the entire fiducial phase space. This includes the measurement of six
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double-differential cross sections. For the first time, fiducial cross sections are also measured
in bins of matrix element kinematic discriminants sensitive to possible anomalous couplings
of the H boson to vector bosons. This provides a valuable test of the SM predictions and may
reveal possible BSM physics.

The analysis builds upon the methods used in previous measurements of H boson properties
in the four-lepton decay channel [25, 35], featuring improved data reconstruction algorithms
and a reduction of approximately 40% for the leading systematic uncertainty in lepton recon-
struction and selection efficiencies.

The measurement of the fiducial cross section in bins of transverse momentum pT of the H
boson (pH

T ) is also used to set constraints on the H boson trilinear self-coupling and on the cou-
pling modifiers of the H boson to b and c quarks. The CMS Collaboration recently reported
constraints on the H boson self-coupling from the combination of several decay channels using
the full Run 2 data set [44]. These constraints are obtained from the interpretation of the STXS
results, while in this paper an alternative and complementary approach using differential cross
section measurements is explored. The ATLAS Collaboration set limits on the coupling mod-
ifiers of the H to b and c quarks from the combination of the H → ZZ → 4` and H → γγ
decay channels using the 2016–2018 Run 2 data set [51]. The CMS Collaboration reported simi-
lar results using the 2016 Run 2 data set and combining the H → ZZ → 4` and H → γγ decay
channels [52]. The constraints derived from the analysis presented in this paper supersede the
ones reported for the H → ZZ → 4` channel in Ref. [52].

This paper is organized as follows. The CMS detector is briefly described in Section 2. The
data set used is presented in Section 3, along with a description of the simulated signal and
background samples. The event reconstruction techniques and the selection criteria used to
identify H boson candidates are outlined in Section 4. The definition of the restricted phase
space region where the differential cross sections are measured is given in Section 5. A complete
description of all the kinematic observables, with a particular emphasis on matrix element
discriminants, is presented in Section 6. The background modeling is presented in Section 7.
The signal modeling and the statistical procedure adopted in the extraction of the inclusive and
differential cross sections are presented in Section 8. The systematic uncertainties that affect the
measurement are described in Section 9. The results of the analysis and their comparison to the
SM expectations are outlined in Section 10. In Section 11 the measurement of the fiducial cross
section in differential bins of pH

T are used to set constraints to the trilinear self-coupling of the H
boson and to its couplings with charm and bottom quarks. A summary highlighting the main
findings of the analysis is given in Section 12.

2 The CMS detector
The central feature of the CMS apparatus is a superconducting solenoid of 6 m internal diam-
eter, providing a magnetic field of 3.8 T. Within the solenoid volume are a silicon pixel and
strip tracker, a lead tungstate crystal electromagnetic calorimeter (ECAL), and a brass and scin-
tillator hadron calorimeter (HCAL), each composed of a barrel and two endcap sections. For-
ward calorimeters extend the pseudorapidity (η) coverage provided by the barrel and endcap
detectors. Muons are detected in gas-ionization chambers embedded in the steel flux-return
yoke outside the solenoid. The electromagnetic calorimeter consists of 75 848 lead tungstate
crystals, which provide coverage in pseudorapidity |η| < 1.48 in a barrel region (EB) and
1.48 < |η| < 3.0 in two endcap regions (EE). Preshower detectors consisting of two planes of
silicon sensors interleaved with a total of three radiation lengths of lead are located in front of
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each EE detector. The hadron forward (HF) calorimeter uses steel as an absorber and quartz
fibers as the sensitive material. The two halves of the HF are located 11.2 m from the interaction
region, one on each end, and together they provide coverage in the range 3.0 < |η| < 5.2. They
also serve as luminosity monitors.

Events of interest are selected using a two-tiered trigger system. The first level (L1), composed
of custom hardware processors, uses information from the calorimeters and muon detectors to
select events at a rate of approximately 100 kHz within a fixed latency of 4 µs [53]. The second
level, known as the high-level trigger (HLT), consists of a farm of processors running a version
of the full event reconstruction software optimized for fast processing, and reduces the event
rate to around 1 kHz before data storage [54].

The primary vertex (PV) is taken to be the vertex corresponding to the hardest scattering in the
event, evaluated using tracking information alone, as described in Section 9.4.1 of Ref. [55].

The electron momentum is estimated by combining the energy measurement in the ECAL with
the momentum measurement in the tracker. The momentum resolution for electrons with
transverse momentum pT ≈ 45 GeV from Z → ee decays ranges 1.6–5%. It is generally better
in the EB than in EE, and also depends on the bremsstrahlung energy emitted by the electron
as it traverses the material in front of the ECAL [56, 57].

Muons are reconstructed with detection planes made using three technologies: drift tubes,
cathode strip chambers, and resistive-plate chambers. The single-muon trigger efficiency ex-
ceeds 90% over the full η range, and the efficiency to reconstruct and identify muons is greater
than 96%. Matching muons to tracks measured in the silicon tracker results in a relative pT
resolution, for muons with pT up to 100 GeV, of 1% in the barrel and 3% in the endcaps. The pT
resolution in the barrel is better than 7% for muons with pT up to 1 TeV [58].

A more detailed description of the CMS detector, together with the definition of the coordinate
system used and the relevant kinematic variables, can be found in Ref. [59].

3 Data and simulated samples
This analysis is based on proton-proton collisions recorded by the CMS experiment at the LHC
in 2016, 2017, and 2018, corresponding to integrated luminosities of 36.3, 41.5, and 59.8 fb−1,
respectively [60–62].

Candidate events are selected offline from leptons passing loose identification and isolation re-
quirements [56, 58], following the online selection based on dielectron, dimuon, and electron-
muon HLT algorithms. The various lepton pT thresholds used in the online selection for each
data-taking period are reported in Table 1. Additional triggers that require three leptons with
lower pT thresholds and no isolation criteria, as well as single-electron and single-muon trig-
gers, are used to increase the efficiency. Events selected with the single-lepton triggers are used
to measure the trigger efficiency by means of the “tag-and-probe” technique [63], following the
strategy of Ref. [35]. A “tag” lepton is defined as a lepton that matches geometrically a can-
didate from the single-lepton triggers, whereas the other leptons are used as “probes” and are
combined together to form any of the triggers. The overall trigger efficiency measured in data
is larger than 99% and is in agreement with that estimated from simulated samples.

Signal samples are simulated at next-to-leading order (NLO) in perturbative quantum chro-
modynamics (pQCD) using the POWHEG 2.0 [64–66] generator for the five main production
mechanisms of the SM H boson: gluon fusion (ggH) [67], vector boson fusion (VBF) [68], asso-
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Table 1: Thresholds applied on the pT of the leading/subleading leptons in each data-taking
period for the main dielectron (e/e), dimuon (µ/µ), and electron-muon (e/µ, µ/e) HLT algo-
rithms.

e/e (GeV) µ/µ (GeV) e/µ, µ/e (GeV)
2016 17/12 17/8 17/8, 8/23
2017 23/12 17/8 23/8, 12/23
2018 23/12 17/8 23/8, 12/23

ciated production with a vector boson (VH, where V = W, Z) [69], and associated production
with a pair of top quarks (ttH) [70]. Events produced via the ggH mechanism are reweighted to
match the predictions at next-to-next-to-leading order in the strong coupling, including match-
ing to a parton shower (NNLOPS) [71] as a function of the pH

T and of the number of jets in the
event. The gg → ZH contribution to the ZH production mode is simulated at leading order
(LO) using JHUGEN 7.3.0 [72–76]. The decay of the H boson to four leptons is modeled with
JHUGEN 7.0.2. The simulation of the various production and decay modes is based on the
theoretical predictions from Refs. [77–99], which are summarized in Ref. [34].

The main background processes originate from ZZ production from quark-antiquark annihila-
tion and gluon fusion. The former is simulated at NLO in pQCD with POWHEG 2.0 [100], while
the latter is generated at LO with MCFM 7.0.1 [101–104]. The reducible background contribu-
tion arising from the production of Z bosons with associated jets (Z+jets) is estimated with the
data-driven technique already used in Ref. [35] and described in Section 7.2.

An additional sample of Drell–Yan plus jets (DY+jets) events is produced with
MADGRAPH5 aMC@NLO 2.4.2 for validation studies and for the training of the boosted deci-
sion tree (BDT) used for the identification and isolation requirements on electrons, as described
in Section 4. All other simulated samples are used to model the signal shape, estimate back-
grounds, optimize the analysis strategy, and evaluate the systematic uncertainties.

All Monte Carlo (MC) generators are interfaced with PYTHIA to simulate the parton showering
and hadronization effects. Version 8.230 [105] is used for the three data-taking years with the
CUETP8M1 tune [106] for 2016 and the CP5 tune [107] for 2017 and 2018. Parton distribution
functions (PDFs) are taken from the NNPDF3.0 set [108] for the three data taking periods.

The response of the CMS detector is modeled using the GEANT4 [109, 110] package. The sim-
ulated events are reconstructed with the same algorithms used for data and the distribution of
the number of pileup events per bunch crossing is reweighted to match that observed in the
data.

4 Event reconstruction and selection
The particle-flow (PF) algorithm [111] aims to reconstruct and identify each individual particle
in an event, with an optimized combination of information from the various elements of the
CMS detector. The energy of photons is obtained from the ECAL measurement. The energy
of electrons is determined from a combination of the electron momentum at the PV, as deter-
mined by the tracker, the energy of the corresponding ECAL cluster, and the energy sum of
all bremsstrahlung photons spatially compatible with originating from the electron track. The
momentum of muons is obtained from the combined information of the tracker and the muon
chambers. The energy of charged hadrons is determined from a combination of their momen-
tum measured in the tracker and the matching ECAL and HCAL energy deposits, corrected for
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the response of the calorimeters to hadronic showers. Finally, the energy of neutral hadrons is
obtained from the corresponding corrected ECAL and HCAL energy deposits.

The information from the ECAL and the tracker is combined to reconstruct electrons [56] with
pe

T > 7 GeV within the geometrical acceptance of the detector, defined by the pseudorapidity
region |ηe | < 2.5. The identification of electrons is performed with a BDT algorithm sensitive to
the presence of bremsstrahlung along the electron trajectory, the geometrical and momentum-
energy matching with the corresponding cluster in the ECAL, the features of the electromag-
netic shower in the ECAL, and observables that discriminate against electrons originating from
photon conversions. The isolation sums for electrons, defined similarly as for muons, are in-
cluded in the BDT discriminant. This choice is proven to enhance the suppression of non-
prompt electrons originating from hadron decays and from overlap of neutral and charged
hadrons within jets [56] and has a better performance than a cutoff-based approach using the
relative isolation. The BDT for the electron identification and isolation is implemented using
the XGBOOST library [112]. The training is performed on a dedicated sample of DY+jets sim-
ulated events. Electron samples are divided into six mutually exclusive categories defined by
two pT ranges (7 < pe

T < 10 GeV and pe
T > 10 GeV) and three η selections corresponding to the

central barrel (|ηe | < 0.8), outer barrel (0.8 < |ηe | < 1.479), and endcaps (1.479 < |ηe | < 2.5).
The BDT is trained separately for the three data-taking periods and the selection requirements
are defined to achieve the same signal efficiency for the three data taking periods (97% for
pe

T > 10 GeV; 80% for pe
T < 10 GeV in the barrel; 74% for pe

T < 10 GeV in the endcap).

The information from the silicon tracker and the muon system [58] is combined to reconstruct
muons with pµ

T > 5 GeV and |ηµ | < 2.4. The matching between inner and outer tracks is
performed starting either from the tracks in the silicon trackers or from those reconstructed in
the muon system. Cases where inner tracks are matched to segments in only one or two muon
detector layers are also considered, to cope with very-low-pT muons that do not traverse the
entire detector. Muon objects are selected from the muon track candidates by applying loose
requirements on the track in the muon system and the inner tracker, taking into account also
their compatibility with small energy deposits in the ECAL and HCAL.

A requirement on the relative isolation, Iµ < 0.35, is introduced to discriminate between
muons from Z boson decays and those originating from hadron decays within jets, where Iµ

is defined as:

Iµ ≡
(

∑ pcharged
T + max

[
0, ∑ pneutral

T + ∑ pγ
T − pµ ,PU

T

])
/pµ

T , (1)

and where ∑ pcharged
T is the scalar sum of the transverse momenta of charged hadrons origi-

nating from the PV, whereas ∑ pneutral
T and ∑ pγ

T are the scalar sums for neutral hadrons and
photons, respectively. The isolation requirement is defined using a cone of radius ∆R = 0.3
around the muon direction at the PV, with the angular distance between two particles i and j
defined as ∆R(i, j) =

√
(∆ηi,j)

2 + (∆φi,j)
2. The quantity pµ,PU

T in Eq. (1) is defined from the pT

sum of all the charged hadrons i not originating from the PV as pµ,PU
T ≡ 0.5 ∑i pµ ,PU

T,i , where the

factor of 0.5 corrects for using only the charged particles in the isolation cone [113]. The pµ,PU
T

contribution is subtracted in the definition of Iµ to correct for energy deposits arising from
pileup interactions.

Final-state radiation (FSR) photons arising from Z boson decays are recovered as follows. The
PF photon candidates with |ηγ | < 2.4 are considered as FSR objects if they have pγ

T > 2 GeV
and a relative isolation Iγ < 1.8, where Iγ is defined similarly as for muons in Eq. (1).
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These FSR candidates are associated with the closest lepton in the event and are not retained
if ∆R(γ, `)/(pγ

T)
2 > 0.012 GeV−2 and ∆R(γ, `) > 0.5. For each lepton, the FSR candidate with

the lowest value of ∆R(γ, `)/(pγ
T)

2, if any, is selected. The photon candidates identified from
the FSR recovery algorithm are excluded from the computation of the muon isolation.

Nonprompt leptons from decays of hadrons or photon conversions are suppressed based on the
impact parameter significance. This variable is defined as the ratio of the 3-dimensional impact
parameter, computed with respect to the position of the PV, to its uncertainty, and leptons are
rejected if the value of this quantity is greater than 4.

The leptonic decays of known dilepton resonances are used to calibrate the momentum scale
and resolution of electrons and muons in bins of p`T and η`, as described in Refs. [56, 58]. Ef-
ficiencies for the lepton reconstruction and selection are measured in several bins of p`T and η`

by means of the tag-and-probe technique using samples of Z boson events both in data and
simulation. Simulated yields are corrected by the measured efficiency ratio between data and
simulation.

For each event, hadronic jets are clustered from reconstructed particles using the infrared- and
collinear-safe anti-kT algorithm [114] with a distance parameter of 0.4 [115]. The jet momentum
is computed from the vectorial sum of all particle momenta in the jet, and is found in simulation
to be, on average, within 5 to 10% from the true momentum over the whole pT spectrum and
detector acceptance. Additional pp interactions within the same or nearby bunch crossings can
contribute with additional tracks and calorimetric energy deposits, increasing the apparent jet
momentum. To mitigate this effect, tracks identified as originating from pileup vertices are
discarded and an offset correction is applied to correct for remaining contributions. Jet energy
corrections are derived from simulation studies so that the average measured energy of jets
becomes identical to that of particle-level jets. In situ measurements of the momentum balance
in dijet, photon+ jet, Z + jet, and multijet events are used to account for any residual differences
in the jet energy scale between data and simulation [116]. Additional selection criteria are
applied to remove jets potentially dominated by instrumental effects or reconstruction failures.
Only jets with pjet

T > 30 GeV, |ηjet| < 4.7, and a distance parameter of ∆R(`/γ, jet) > 0.4 from
all selected leptons and FSR photons, are considered. Jets not satisfying the tight identification
criteria and the criteria corresponding to the tight working point of the pileup jet identification
algorithm described in Ref. [113] are also discarded.

The PF objects mentioned above serve as input to the event selection, which targets events con-
taining at least four well-identified and isolated leptons originating from the PV and possibly
accompanied by a FSR photon. The FSR photons are included in the invariant mass computa-
tions. The event selection, which closely follows that employed in Ref. [35], is detailed below.

The Z boson candidates are formed from pairs of same-flavor and opposite-charge leptons
(e+e−, µ+µ−) with an invariant mass within 12 < m`+`− < 120 GeV. Two such pairs are
required to create ZZ candidates, where the Z boson candidate with invariant mass closest
to the world-average Z boson mass [117] is referred to as Z1, whereas Z2 denotes the other
Z boson candidate. Three mutually exclusive subchannels are defined from the flavors of the
four leptons in the event: 4e, 4µ, and 2e2µ.

The ZZ candidates must fulfill additional requirements designed to improve the sensitivity to
H boson decays. The Z1 candidates are required to have an invariant mass larger than 40 GeV.
All lepton pairs (`i, `j) must be separated by an angular distance of ∆R(`i, `j) > 0.02. Events
must contain two leptons with pT > 10 GeV and at least one with pT > 20 GeV. In the 4e and
4µ channels, where the same four leptons can be used to build an alternative ZaZb candidate,
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candidates with mZb
< 12 GeV are not considered if Za is closer to the world-average Z boson

mass than Z1 and the event is rejected. This suppresses events with an on-shell Z accompanied
by a low-mass dilepton resonance (e.g., J/Ψ or Υ). The invariant mass of the four possible
opposite-charge lepton pairs (irrespective of flavor), computed without FSR photons, must
satisfy m`+`′− > 4 GeV in order to further suppress events with leptons originating from hadron
decays in jet fragmentation or from leptonic decays of low-mass resonances. The ZZ candidates
are retained if the invariant mass of the four-lepton system m4` is larger than 70 GeV.

In events where more than one ZZ candidate satisfies the selection requirements above, the
one with the largest sum of transverse momenta of the two leptons defining the Z2 is retained.

Finally, only events with 105 < m4` < 160 GeV are considered for the statistical analysis.

5 Fiducial phase space definition
Cross sections are measured in a fiducial phase space defined to match closely the experimen-
tal acceptance of the reconstruction-level selections. The fiducial phase space is defined at
generator-level, following the strategy adopted in previous H → ZZ → 4` analyses [18, 35].
It relies on requirements on the lepton kinematics and isolation, and on the event topology, in
order to minimize the model dependence of the results.

The definition of the fiducial phase space is summarized in Table 2. The events are retained if
the leading (subleading) lepton has pT > 20 (10)GeV. Additional electrons (muons) that may
be present in the event are required to have pT > 7 (5)GeV and |η| < 2.5 (2.4). Lepton isolation
is ensured by requiring the scalar sum of the pT of all stable particles, i.e., those particles not de-
caying in the detector volume, within a cone of radius ∆R = 0.3 to be less than 0.35 times the pT
of the lepton. Neutrinos, FSR photons, and leptons (electrons and muons) are not included in
the computation of the isolation sum to enhance the model independence of the measurements,
following the findings of Ref. [25]. Events passing these requirements are retained if they have
at least two same-flavor, opposite-sign lepton pairs. The pair with invariant mass closest to the
world-average Z boson mass [117] is labeled as Z1 and it must have 40 < mZ1

< 120 GeV. The
second Z boson candidate is referred to as Z2 and it must have 12 < mZ2

< 120 GeV. Each
lepton pair `i, `j must be separated by ∆R(`i, `j) > 0.02, while any opposite-sign lepton pair
must satisfy m`+`′− > 4 GeV, reflecting the selection criteria used at reconstruction level.

Leptons at the fiducial level are considered as dressed, i.e., FSR photons are collected within a
cone of radius 0.3. Jets do not enter in the definition of the fiducial phase space, but they are
used when dealing with jet observables. Jets at the fiducial level are built with the anti-kT clus-
tering algorithm with a distance parameter of 0.4 out of stable particles, excluding neutrinos.
Jets are retained if they satisfy pjet

T > 30 GeV and |ηjet| < 4.7, similarly to the condition used at
reconstruction level. Only jets with no leptons inside a cone of radius 0.4 are kept.

6 Observables
Fiducial cross sections are measured in bins of several kinematic observables sensitive to the
H boson production and decay pp → H → ZZ → 4`, of which a schematic representation is
given in Fig. 1.

The decay of the H boson to four leptons is fully described by the invariant mass of the two Z
boson candidates, three angles describing the Z boson decays (Φ, θ1, θ2), and two angles con-
necting production to decay (Φ1, θ∗). The angle θ∗ is defined in the H rest frame as the angle
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Table 2: Summary of the requirements used in the definition of the fiducial phase space for the
H → ZZ → 4` cross section measurements.

Requirements for the H → ZZ → 4` fiducial phase space
Lepton kinematics and isolation

Leading lepton pT pT > 20 GeV
Sub-leading lepton pT pT > 10 GeV
Additional electrons (muons) pT pT > 7(5)GeV
Pseudorapidity of electrons (muons) |η| < 2.5 (2.4)
Sum of scalar pT of all stable particles within ∆R < 0.3 from lepton < 0.35pT

Event topology
Existence of at least two same-flavor OS lepton pairs, where leptons satisfy criteria above
Inv. mass of the Z1 candidate 40 < mZ1

< 120 GeV
Inv. mass of the Z2 candidate 12 < mZ2

< 120 GeV
Distance between selected four leptons ∆R(`i, `j) > 0.02 for any i 6= j
Inv. mass of any opposite sign lepton pair m`+`′− > 4 GeV
Inv. mass of the selected four leptons 105 < m4` < 160 GeV

1

2

Z1

Z̀2

Figure 1: Schematic representation of the gg/qq → H → ZZ → 4` process. The five angles
depicted in blue are considered in the differential analysis, as detailed in the text.

between the beam axis and the direction of the Z1 candidate. Φ and Φ1 are the azimuthal angles
between the three planes constructed from the H decay products and the decay products of the
two Z bosons in the H rest frame. The θ1 and θ2 angles are defined in the Z1 and Z2 rest frames,
respectively, as the angles between the Z boson direction in the H boson rest frame and the
direction of the negative decay lepton. The set comprising these seven observables is hereafter
referred to as ~ΩH→ZZ→4`(θ∗, θ1, θ2, Φ, Φ1, mZ1, mZ2|m4`) and can be used to build matrix ele-
ment discriminants sensitive to the 4` decay, as detailed in Section 6.1. Fiducial cross sections
are measured in differential bins of these observables, except for the θ angles for which their
cosine is used. The distributions as a function of pH

T and pseudorapidity of the reconstructed
H boson are also measured.

Fiducial cross sections are also measured in differential bins of the number of associated jets
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(Njets) and pT of the leading (pj1
T ) and subleading (pj2

T ) jet in the event. For events with two
or more jets the properties of the dijet system constituted by the two leading jets are assessed
by measuring differential cross sections in bins of its invariant mass (mjj), of the difference in
pseudorapidity (∆ηjj), and of the difference in azimuthal angle (∆φjj) between the two jets. The
angle ∆φjj is defined to be invariant under the exchange of the two jets as follow:

∆φjj =
( ĵT1 × ĵT2) · ẑ
|( ĵT1 × ĵT2) · ẑ|

· (~j1 −~j2) · ẑ
|(~j1 −~j2) · ẑ|

· cos−1( ĵT1 · ĵT2) (2)

where the vectors~j1,2 represent the direction of the leading and subleading jet in the laboratory
frame, and the unit vectors ĵT1,2 the corresponding transverse component. This definition is
also independent of the choice of the positive z axis direction, ẑ.

The rapidity-weighted jet vetoes T max
C and T max

B are also studied. These are defined, following
Ref. [118], as:

T max
C = max

j


√

E2
j − p2

z,j

2 cosh
(

yj − yH

)
 , (3)

T max
B = max

j

(
mj

Te−|yj−yH |
)

, (4)

where yj and mj
T are the rapidity and transverse mass of the jet, defined from its mass m and

momentum p as mj
T =

√
m2 + p2

x + p2
y, while yH is the rapidity of the H boson. The value

of each observable is computed for each jet in the event and its maximum value is taken for
each event. Since their resummation structure is different from the canonical pj

T, they give
complementary information on the properties of jets in an event and can be used as a test of
quantum chromodynamics (QCD) resummation. The 0-jet phase space can be redefined us-
ing these observables. The events with no jets are defined as the ones with T max

C < 15 GeV
and T max

B < 30 GeV, where the values of these cuts are chosen accordingly to the findings of
Ref. [118]. In the following, these events will be defined as 0-jet|T max

C and 0-jet|T max
B , respec-

tively.

The properties of the H+jet(s) system are also studied by measuring differential cross sections
in bins of the transverse momentum and invariant mass of the H plus leading jet system for
events with at least one jet, or of the H plus leading and subleading jet system for events with
at least two jets. The observables characteristic of the H + j(j) system can be defined only in
events with at least one (two) jets. In all other cases, an underflow bin is introduced to consider
all events for which the observable is undefined.

6.1 Matrix element discriminants

The JHUGEN and MCFM generators are used to compute the matrix element probability Pi for
an event to arise from a physical process i, given the value of the reconstructed invariant mass
of the four-lepton system m4`. These probabilities are defined as a function of ~ΩH→ZZ→4` and
retain the maximal information on the underlying physics content of each event. Hence, the
Pi(~ΩH→ZZ→4`) probabilities are used to construct likelihood-ratio-like matrix element discrim-
inants sensitive to the difference between two physical processes a and b, when considering two
production mechanisms, or to be used to test a BSM hypothesis against the SM scenario. These
matrix element discriminants have been widely used in the context of H → ZZ → 4` analyses,
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from the measurement of the H boson properties [35] to the constraints on possible anoma-
lous couplings [31]. The general structure of these discriminants is an adaptation of the more
classic likelihood ratio, properly rescaled to ensure that the discriminants are always bounded
between 0 and 1. Two types of kinematic discriminants can be built to test the compatibility
between signal (“sig”) and alternative (“alt”) hypotheses and their interference (“int”):

Dalt

(
~Ω
)
=

Psig

(
~Ω
)

Psig

(
~Ω
)
+ Palt

(
~Ω
) , Dint

(
~Ω
)
=

Pint

(
~Ω
)

2
√
Psig

(
~Ω
)
Palt

(
~Ω
) , (5)

where Psig and Palt are the probabilities of an event under the two considered hypotheses,
given their kinematic properties ~Ω, and Pint is the probability for the interference between the
two model contributions (“sig” and “alt”). This definition of Dint is bounded between −1 and
1 for any value of Dalt.

A total of six matrix element discriminants sensitive to different values of possible anomalous
couplings of the H boson to vector bosons are considered. The general scattering amplitude
describing the interaction between a spin-zero H boson and two spin-one gauge bosons V1 and
V2 can be written, following the conventions of Ref. [31], as:

A(HV1V2) =
1
v

aVV
1 +

κ
VV
1 q2

V1 + κ
VV
2 q2

V2(
ΛVV

1

)2 +
κ

VV
3 (qV1 + qV2)

2(
ΛVV

Q

)2

m2
V1ε∗V1ε∗V2

+
1
v

aVV
2 f ∗(1)µν f ∗(2),µν +

1
v

aVV
3 f ∗(1)µν f̃ ∗(2),µν ,

(6)

where v is the vacuum expectation value of the H potential, f (i)µν = ε
µ
Viq

ν
Vi − ε

ν
Viq

µ
Vi, f̃ (i)µν =

1
2 εµνρσ f (i),ρσ, and εVi, qVi, and mVi are the polarization vector, four-momentum, and pole mass
of a gauge boson, respectively. The constants Λ1 and ΛQ are the scales of BSM physics. In
the above equation, the only leading tree-level contributions are aZZ

1 6= 0 and aWW
1 6= 0. The

rest of the ZZ and WW couplings are considered as anomalous contributions, which are either
small contributions arising in the SM due to loop corrections or new BSM contributions. The
SM value of those are not yet distinguishable from zero experimentally with the available data.

The ai and κi terms correspond to the strengths of vector boson couplings, following the nota-
tion adopted in Ref. [31]. In particular, the a3 CP-odd term is expected to be null in the SM and
is sensitive to possible BSM effects that would result in CP violation. The a2 term corresponds
to the CP-even contribution to the HVV coupling and is sensitive to possible BSM contributions
from heavy H bosons. The κ1,2/(Λ1)

2 and κ3/(ΛQ)
2 terms are sensitive to possible physics at a

new energy scale represented by the denominator. The κ3/(ΛQ)
2 coupling allows for scenarios

that violate the gauge symmetries of the SM but is not considered in this analysis. Symmetries
and gauge invariance force κZZ

1 = κZZ
2 , leading to the single coupling κZZ

1 /(ΛZZ
1 )2 to investigate

and denoted Λ1 in what follows. Gauge invariance imposes κ
Zγ
1 = 0, making it impossible to

measure the ΛZγ
1 coupling in any process involving an on-shell photon. However, the H → 4`

channel contains events featuring an off-shell photon, i.e., H → Zγ∗ → 4`, that can be used to
study the ΛZγ

1 coupling. Table 3 details the set of kinematic discriminants considered and the
couplings to which they are sensitive. The index “dec” indicates that only decay information is
used to build these discriminants.
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Table 3: Matrix element kinematic discriminants considered in the analysis. Some discrimi-
nants have a special label to identify the targeted Higgs boson property rather than the name
of the coupling. Ddec

0- is sensitive to a CP-odd Higgs boson, Ddec
CP is the observable sensitive to

the CP-mixing, and Ddec
0h+ is sensitive to heavy CP-even Higgs boson.

Dalt Dint

Coupling

a3 a2 Λ1 ΛZγ
1 a3 a2

Discriminant Ddec
0- Ddec

0h+ Ddec
Λ1 DZγ,dec

Λ1 Ddec
CP Ddec

int

Table 4: Bin boundaries for one-dimensional observables targeting the H boson production.

Observable Definition Bin boundaries

pH
T Transverse momentum of the 4` system [0,10,20,30,45,60,80,120,200,∞[ GeV

|yH | Rapidity of the 4` system [0,0.15,0.3,0.45,0.6,0.75,0.9,1.2,1.6,2.5]

Njets Number of associated jets in the event =0,=1,=2,=3,≥4

pj1
T Transverse momentum of the leading jet [0-jet,30,55,95,200,∞[ GeV

pj2
T Transverse momentum of the subleading jet [0/1-jet,30,40,65,90,∞[ GeV

T max
C Rapidity-weighted jet veto [0-jet|T max

C ,15,20,30,50,80,∞[ GeV

T max
B Rapidity-weighted jet veto [0-jet|T max

B ,30,45,75,150,∞[ GeV

mjj Invariant mass of the leading and subleading jets system [0/1-jet,0,120,300,∞[ GeV

|∆ηjj| Difference in pseudorapidities of the leading and subleading jets [0/1-jet,0.0,1.6,3.0,10.0]

∆φjj Azimuthal angle difference between the leading and subleading jets [0/1-jet,−π, −π/2, 0, π/2, π]

pHj
T Transverse momentum of the 4` and leading jet system [0-jet,0,30,50,110,∞[ GeV

mHj Invariant mass of the 4` and leading jet system [0-jet,110,180,220,300,400,600,∞[ GeV

pHjj
T Transverse momentum of the 4`, leading and subleading jets system [0/1-jet,0,20,60,∞[ GeV

Differential cross sections are measured in bins of these six matrix element discriminants under
the SM hypothesis. The compatibility of the measurements with the SM predictions is assessed
by comparing the results with the discriminants built for alternative BSM scenarios, where
HVV anomalous couplings are introduced by modifying the ai and κi values in Eq. (6) with
respect to their SM values.

Tables 4 and 5 summarize the bin boundaries for all the observables considered in this analysis
that target the H boson production and the H → ZZ → 4` decay, respectively.

To ensure a complete characterization of the H → ZZ → 4` decay channel and to maximize
the coverage of different phase space regions, a set of double-differential measurements is also
performed. Cross sections are measured in bins of mZ1

vs. mZ2
, |yH | vs. pH

T , number of as-

sociated jets vs. pH
T , pT of the leading vs. subleading jet, pH j

T vs. pH
T , and T max

C vs. pH
T . The

corresponding bin boundaries are listed in Table 6.
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Table 5: Bin boundaries for one-dimensional observables targeting the H → ZZ → 4` decay.

Observable Definition Bin boundaries

cos θ∗ Cosine of the decay angle of the leading lepton pair in the 4` rest frame [-1.0,-0.75,-0.50,-0.25,0.0,0.25,0.50,0.75,1.0]

cos θ1, cos θ2 Cosine of the production angle,
relative to the Z vector, of the antileptons from the two Z bosons

[-1.0,-0.75,-0.50,-0.25,0.0,0.25,0.50,0.75,1.0]

Φ, Φ1 Azimuthal angles between the decay planes [−π, −3π/4, −π/2, −π/4, 0, π/4, π/2, 3π/4, π]

mZ1
Invariant mass of the two leading leptons [40,65,75,85,92,120] GeV

mZ2
Invariant mass of the two subleading leptons [12,20,25,28,32,40,50,65] GeV

Ddec
0- Matrix element discriminant targeting a3 coupling [0.0,0.4,0.5,0.6,0.7,0.8,0.9,1.0]

Ddec
0h+ Matrix element discriminant targeting a2 coupling [0.0,0.35,0.4,0.45,0.55,0.65,0.75,1.0]

Ddec
Λ1 Matrix element discriminant targeting k1 coupling [0.0,0.45,0.5,0.6,0.7,1.0]

DZγ,dec
Λ1 Matrix element discriminant targeting kZγ

2 coupling [0.0,0.35,0.45,0.5,0.55,0.65,1.0]

Ddec
CP Interference matrix element discriminant targeting a3 coupling [-0.75,-0.25,-0.1,0.0,0.1,0.25,0.75]

Ddec
int Interference matrix element discriminant targeting a2 coupling [0.0,0.7,0.8,0.9,0.95,1.0]

Table 6: Double-differential observables with their corresponding bin boundaries.

Observable Bin 1 Bin 2 Bin 3 Bin 4 Bin 5 Bin 6 Bin 7 Bin 8 Bin 9 Bin 10 Bin 11 Bin 12

mZ1
(GeV) [40,85] [40,70] [70,120] [85,120] [85,120] [85,120]

mZ2
(GeV) [12,35] [35,65] [35,65] [30,35] [24,30] [12,24]

|yH | [0,0.5] [0,0.5] [0,0.5] [0,0.5] [0.5,1.0] [0.5,1.0] [0.5,1.0] [1.0,2.5] [1.0,2.5] [1.0,2.5]

pH
T (GeV) [0,40] [40,80] [80,150] [150,∞[ [0,45] [45,120] [120,∞[ [0,45] [45,120] [120,∞[

Njets 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 >= 2 >= 2 >= 2 >= 2

pH
T (GeV) [0,15] [15,30] [30,∞[ [0,60] [60,80] [80,120] [120,∞[ [0,100] [100,170] [170,250] [250,∞[

pj1
T(GeV)

Njets < 2
[30,60] [60,350] [60,350]

pj2
T(GeV) [30,60] [30,60] [60,350]

pHj
T (GeV)

Njets < 1
[0,30] [0,45] [30,350] [45,350]

pH
T (GeV) [0,85] [85,350] [0,85] [85,350]

T max
C (GeV) 0-jet|T max

C 0-jet|T max
C 0-jet|T max

C 0-jet|T max
C 0-jet|T max

C 0-jet|T max
C [15,25] [15,25] [25,40] [25,40] [40,∞[ [40,∞[

pH
T (GeV) [0,15] [15,30] [30,45] [45,70] [70,120] [120,∞[ [0,120] [120,∞[ [0,120] [120,∞[ [0,200] [200,∞[
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7 Background estimation
7.1 Irreducible backgrounds

Irreducible ZZ background contributions arising from qq annihilation or gluon fusion are es-
timated from simulation. The former is simulated at NLO in pQCD with POWHEG 2.0 and
reweighted to NNLO using a K factor computed as a function of mZZ exploiting the NNLO
computation of the qq → ZZ fully differential cross section [119]. The K factor ranges 1.0–1.2
and is 1.1 at mZZ = 125 GeV. The NLO EW corrections are applied in the mZZ > 2mZ re-
gion, depending on the initial-state quark flavor and kinematics according to the computation
presented in Ref. [120].

The soft collinear approximation has been shown to describe accurately the cross section and
the interference term for the gluon fusion ZZ production at NNLO in pQCD [121]. Addi-
tional calculations demonstrate that the K factors are very similar at NLO for signal and back-
ground [122] and at NNLO for the signal and interference terms [123]. Hence, the same K factor
is used for the signal and the background [124]. The HNNLO v2 program [125–127] is used to
obtain the signal NNLO K factor as a function of mZZ from the ratio of the NNLO and LO
gg → H → 2`2`′ cross sections for the predicted SM H boson decay width of 4.07 MeV [117].
The NNLO/LO K factor for gg → ZZ varies from ≈2.0 to 2.6 and is 2.27 at mZZ = 125 GeV,
and a 10% systematic uncertainty is used when it is applied to the background.

The irreducible background contributions are included as binned templates in the likelihood
function separately for the three considered final states (4e, 4µ, and 2e2µ). The templates are
normalized to the most accurate theoretical calculations for the qq → ZZ → 4` and gg →
ZZ → 4` cross sections [119–124]. A second method for the measurement of the inclusive
fiducial cross section is presented in Section 10, where the normalization of these processes is
treated as an unconstrained parameter in the fit to assess the constraint that can be derived
from sidebands in data.

7.2 Reducible background

The reducible background contribution to the H boson signal in the 4` channel mainly comes
from the Z+jets, tt+jets, Zγ+jets, WW+jets, and WZ+jets production, hereafter collectively
referred to as “Z+X” since the Z+jets contribution is the dominant one.

The contribution from the reducible background is estimated with the technique explained in
Ref. [35]. The method is based on lepton misidentification rates, which are defined as the frac-
tion of non-signal leptons that satisfy the selection criteria, computed in a control region in data
that includes a Z boson and exactly one additional “loose” lepton (Z + `), i.e., leptons with pT,
η, and PV cuts but without identification nor isolation cuts applied. The lepton misidentifica-
tion rates are then applied to another control region, comprised of a Z boson candidate and
two opposite-sign or same-sign “loose” leptons (Z + ``), to reweigh the number of events to
the signal region.

The distributions as functions of m4` of the Z+jets reducible background are derived for the
three final states (4µ, 4e, and 2e2µ) separately and are included as binned templates in the
likelihood function.
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8 Measurement methodology
The pp → H → ZZ → 4` fiducial cross sections are extracted from a maximum likelihood
fit of the signal and background expected distributions to the observed 4` mass distribution,
Nobs(m4`), parametrized for each final state f , in each kinematic bin i of a given observable,
and year of data taking y as:

N f ,i,y
obs (m4`) = N f ,i,y

fid (m4`) + N f ,i,y
nonfid(m4`) + N f ,i,y

nonres(m4`) + N f ,i,y
bkg (m4`)

=
genBin

∑
j

ε
f ,y
i,j (1 + f f ,i,y

nonfid) σ
f ,j,y

fid LP
f ,y

res (m4`)

+ N f ,i,y
nonres P f ,y

nonres(m4`) + N f ,i,y
bkg P

f ,i,y
bkg (m4`).

(7)

The N f ,i,y
fid (m4`) and N f ,i,y

nonfid(m4`) terms represent the distributions of resonant events originat-
ing from within and outside the fiducial volume, respectively. The N f ,i,y

nonres(m4`) and N f ,i,y
bkg (m4`)

terms represent the distributions of nonresonant and background events.

The mass distribution of the H resonant signal is parametrized with a double-sided Crystal
Ball (DCB) function [128] around mH = 125 GeV, following the strategy of Ref. [35]. The signal
model is parametrized as a function of mH independently for each production mechanism by
performing a simultaneous fit of several mass points within 105–160 GeV to derive a linear
dependence on mH .

The resonant signal contribution is parametrized with a DCB function, Pres(m4`), with a nor-
malization coefficient proportional to the fiducial cross section, σfid, and the integrated lumi-
nosity L. A Landau distribution is introduced to empirically model the shape of the nonres-
onant signal contribution, Pnonres(m4`), for the WH, ZH, and ttH processes where one of the
leptons from the H boson decay is either not selected or falls outside the acceptance. These
nonresonant events are treated as a background in the measurements.

An additional contribution ( fnonfid) is introduced to take into account the presence of events not
originating from the fiducial volume but satisfying the selections and is treated as background
in the measurements. This contribution is referred to as the “nonfiducial signal” and is esti-
mated from simulation for each signal model. Dedicated simulations have shown that the m4`
distribution of these events is identical to that of the resonant fiducial signal. To minimize the
model dependence of the measurement, the value of fnonfid is fixed to be a fraction of the fidu-
cial signal component. The values of this fraction are reported in Table 7 and range between
4% for the VBF production mechanism and up to 18% for the ttH mode. The acceptance of the
events originating from VH or ttH is lower than ggH and VBF events, reflecting the possible
presence leptons in the final states not produced by the H boson decay and resulting in larger
values of fnonfid for these production mechanisms.

Generator-level observables used in the definition of the fiducial phase space are smeared by
detector effects at reconstruction level. The ε

f
i,j response matrix is obtained from simulation, for

each final state f , and is used to unfold the number of expected events in bin i at the reconstruc-
tion level to the number of expected events of a given observable in bin j at the fiducial level.
For the measurement of the inclusive fiducial cross section, ε

f
i,j corresponds to a single number,

the efficiency, listed in the second column of Table 7 for the various production mechanisms.
The table also shows the acceptanceAfid, defined as the fraction of signal events that fall within
the fiducial phase space.
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Table 7: Summary of the inputs to the maximum likelihood based unfolding. The fraction of
signal events within the fiducial phase space (acceptance Afid), the reconstruction efficiency
(ε) in the fiducial phase space, and the ratio of the number of reconstructed events outside
the fiducial phase space to that of the ones inside the fiducial phase space ( fnonfid) are quoted
for each production mechanism for mH = 125.38 GeV. The last column shows the value of
(1 + fnonfid)ε, which regulates the signal yield for a given fiducial cross section. All values are
shown with their statistical uncertainty. The values for the ggH production mode are obtained
using the POWHEG generator.

Signal process Afid ε fnonfid (1 + fnonfid)ε
ggH (POWHEG) 0.408 ± 0.001 0.619 ± 0.001 0.053 ± 0.001 0.652 ± 0.001
VBF 0.448 ± 0.001 0.632 ± 0.002 0.043 ± 0.001 0.659 ± 0.002
WH 0.332 ± 0.001 0.616 ± 0.002 0.077 ± 0.001 0.664 ± 0.002
ZH 0.344 ± 0.002 0.626 ± 0.003 0.083 ± 0.002 0.678 ± 0.003
ttH 0.320 ± 0.002 0.614 ± 0.003 0.179 ± 0.003 0.725 ± 0.005

Systematic uncertainties are included in the form of nuisance parameters and the fiducial cross
section measurements are obtained using an asymptotic approach [129] with a test statistic
based on the profile likelihood ratio [130]. A maximum likelihood fit is performed simultane-
ously in all final states and bins of each observable, assuming mH = 125.38 GeV. The branching
fractions of the H boson to the different final states (4e, 4µ, 2e2µ) are unconstrained parame-
ters in the fit to increase the model independence of the measurements, following the strategy
adopted in Ref. [35]. A likelihood-based unfolding is performed to resolve the detector effects
from the observed distributions to the fiducial phase space. This approach is the same as in
Refs. [35, 131] and allows to simultaneously unfold detector effects and perform the fit to ex-
tract the fiducial cross section. The analysis strategy of Ref. [35] is extended by measuring
separately the fiducial cross sections in 4e + 4µ and 2e2µ final states for observables target-
ing the H → ZZ → 4` decay. This choice is driven by the different physics in the final states
containing different- and same-flavor leptons arising from the destructive interference between
the two alternative methods of constructing the H → ZZ → 4` diagrams in the same-helicity
states in the case of identical leptons.

9 Systematic uncertainties
The integrated luminosities of the 2016, 2017, and 2018 data-taking periods are individually
known with uncertainties in the range 1.2–2.5% [60–62], while the 2016–2018 integrated lumi-
nosity has an uncertainty of 1.6%. The partial correlation scheme considered for this systematic
uncertainty is summarized in Table 8.

Experimental systematic uncertainties in trigger and lepton reconstruction and selection effi-
ciencies are estimated from data for different final states. These uncertainties are derived from
a tag-and-probe technique using J/ψ and Z decays into a pair of leptons and range 4.3–10.9%
in the 4e channel channel and 0.6–1.9% in the 4µ channel, depending on the pT region.

The systematic uncertainties in the lepton momentum scale and resolution are estimated from
dedicated studies of the Z → `+`− mass distribution in data and simulation. The momentum
scale uncertainty is 0.06% in the 4e channel and 0.01% in the 4µ channel, while the resolution
uncertainty is 10% in the 4e channel and 3% in the 4µ channel. The effect of these uncertainties
is evaluated by allowing the corresponding parameters of the DCB function used to model the
resonant signal to remain unconstrained in the fit.
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Table 8: Summary of the experimental systematic uncertainties.

Common experimental uncertainties
2016 2017 2018

Luminosity uncorrelated 1 % 2 % 1.5 %
Luminosity correlated 2016–2018 0.6 % 0.9 % 2 %
Luminosity correlated 2017–2018 — 0.6 % 0.2 %
Lepton id/reco efficiencies 0.7–10 % 0.6–8.5 % 0.6–9.5 %
Jet energy scale 0.1%–27% 0.1%–33% 0.1%–33%

Background related uncertainties
Reducible background (Z+X) 25–43 % 23–36 % 24–36 %

Signal related uncertainties
Lepton energy scale 0.06% (e)–0.01% (µ) 0.06% (e)–0.01% (µ) 0.06% (e)–0.01% (µ)
Lepton energy resolution 10% (e)–3% (µ) 10% (e)–3% (µ) 10% (e)–3% (µ)

Jet-related observables are affected by systematic uncertainties in the estimation of the jet en-
ergy scale. These uncertainties affect the normalization of the processes and are modeled with
a set of nuisance parameters representing the various sources and accounting for the partial
correlation among the various final states and years. Their values depend on the kinematic bin
and range 0.1–33%, with an average value of 3%.

Furthermore, experimental systematic uncertainties in the reducible background estimation
are considered. These uncertainties originate from the evaluation of the lepton misidentifica-
tion rates and vary between 23 and 43%, depending on the final state. The impact of these
uncertainties is negligible.

Table 8 summarizes the experimental systematic uncertainties considered in the analysis.

Theoretical uncertainties in the renormalization and factorization scales, and in the choice of
the PDF set affect both the signal and background rates. The scale uncertainty is determined by
varying renormalization and factorization scales between 0.5 and 2 times their nominal value,
while keeping their ratio between 0.5 and 2. The uncertainty in the PDF set is determined fol-
lowing the PDF4LHC recommendations taking the root mean square of the variation of the
results when using different replicas of the default NNPDF set [132]. An additional 10% un-
certainty in the K factor used for the gg → ZZ background prediction is applied. A systematic
uncertainty of 2% [34] in the branching fraction of H → ZZ → 4` is considered and only affects
the signal yield. The theoretical uncertainties affecting the signal are not included in the fit but
evaluated and indicated in Figs. 4–24.

10 Results
This section reports the measurements of the fiducial cross sections in differential bins of the
kinematic observables introduced in Section 6. All fiducial cross section measurements are in
agreement with the SM predictions within uncertainties. The compatibility of the results with
the theoretical predictions is quantified by reporting the p-value for each observable, computed
using the negative log-likelihood ratio as test statistic evaluated at the SM point. The p-value
is calculated using a χ2 probability density function with the number of bins used in the mea-
surements taken as the number of degrees of freedom. The observed p-values range from 0.05
to 0.99. The inclusive cross section is measured with an overall precision of 10%, with statistical
and systematic contributions of 8% and 6%, respectively. All the differential measurements are
limited by the statistical uncertainty. The differential cross sections as functions of pH

T and |yH |
are measured with an average precision of 35%, while the most precise cross sections are mea-
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sured with a precision of 20%. The measurements are compared to the theoretical predictions
from various generators. The uncertainties in these predictions come from the uncertainty in
the fiducial acceptance, the H → ZZ → 4` branching fraction and variations of the PDF repli-
cas, αs value, and renormalization and factorization scales. Figure 2 depicts the distributions of
these two observables comparing data to predictions from simulation. With respect to Ref. [35],
the data set used in this analysis benefits from an improved object calibration. This leads to a
better precision in the final results and permits measurements of jet-related observables in a
phase space region that extends up to |η| = 4.7. The inclusive fiducial result features a re-
duction of 15% of the uncertainty, particularly evident in the 40% reduction of the systematic
component obtained using a root-mean-square approach to compute the uncertainties in the
electrons selection efficiency [133], which are the leading source of systematic uncertainty on
the measurements performed in this analysis. Tabulated results are provided in the HEPData
record for this analysis [134].

Figure 2: Reconstructed transverse momentum (left) and rapidity (right) of the four-lepton
system. Points with error bars represent the data, solid histograms the predictions from simu-
lation. The y axes of the top panels have been rescaled to display the number of events per bin,
divided by the width of each bin. The lower panels show the ratio of the measured values to
the expectations from the simulation.

The kinematic properties of the four-lepton system are studied by measuring differential cross
sections in bins of angular observables sensitive to the HVV decay. These results are reported
for the inclusive four-lepton final state and for the same-flavor and different-flavor final states
separately to account for interference effects in the case of identical helicity states. In all cases
the results agree with the distributions predicted by the SM. The largest deviations with respect
to the expected values are observed in the central bins of cos θ2 and Φ and are compatible with
statistical fluctuations in the observed data. The p-values of these two measurements are found
to be 0.23 and 0.24, respectively, thus corroborating the compatibility with the SM predictions.
For the first time, differential cross sections are measured in bins of kinematic discriminants
sensitive to the presence of possible HVV anomalous couplings. These measurements are com-
pared to the distributions of these discriminants computed under the SM hypothesis and under
various anomalous coupling hypotheses. The former is always favored in the comparison with
data.

A total of six double-differential measurements are also reported.
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10.1 Inclusive cross section

The measured inclusive fiducial cross section for the H → ZZ → 4` process is

σfid = 2.73± 0.22 (stat)± 0.15 (syst) fb
= 2.73± 0.22 (stat)± 0.12 (electrons)± 0.05 (lumi)± 0.05 (bkg)± 0.03 (muons) fb

(8)

for a H boson mass of mH = 125.38 GeV, in agreement with the SM expectation of σSM
fid =

2.86± 0.15 fb. Figure 3 shows the corresponding log-likelihood scan. The systematic compo-
nent of the uncertainty is dominated by electron-related nuisance parameters (electrons), espe-
cially the electron selection efficiency that is the leading nuisance parameter in the four-lepton
decay channel. The muon-related nuisance parameters (muons) and the uncertainties on the
luminosity measurement (lumi) and on the background predictions (bkg) play a minor role on
the overall systematic uncertainty on σfid. The inclusive fiducial cross section measured in the
three final states (4e, 4µ, and 2e2µ) is shown in the left panel of Fig. 4, while the right panel
depicts the evolution of the H → ZZ → 4` fiducial cross section as a function of the center-
of-mass energy. The results are compared with the cross sections predicted by the POWHEG,
MADGRAPH5 aMC@NLO, and NNLOPS generators for the H boson production and parton
showering, while the decay is always modeled by JHUGEN. The measurement of the inclusive
fiducial cross section is repeated treating the normalization of the ZZ irreducible background
processes as an unconstrained parameter in the fit. The results are presented in the left panel of
Fig. 5 for the inclusive H → ZZ → 4` measurement and the three final states considered. The
correlation coefficient (ρ) between the inclusive fiducial cross section measurement and the ZZ
normalization in the 4` final state is found to be ρ = −0.03, while the correlations between the
ZZ normalization in each final state and the corresponding fiducial cross section measurements
are shown in the right panel of Fig. 5.
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Figure 3: Log-likelihood scan for the measured inclusive fiducial cross section. The scan is
shown with (solid line) and without (dashed line) systematic uncertainties profiled in the fit.

The results are summarized in Table 9. The measured cross sections, obtained with the ZZ
normalization treated as an unconstrained parameter in the fit, are in agreement with the re-
sults obtained when the irreducible background normalization is constrained to the theoretical
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GRAPH5 aMC@NLO (pink). The subdominant component of the signal (VBF + VH + ttH) is
denoted as XH and is fixed to the SM prediction. In the right panel the acceptance is calculated
using POWHEG at

√
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Figure 5: Inclusive fiducial cross section measured for the various final states with the irre-
ducible backgrounds normalization ZZ unconstrained in the fit (left) and the corresponding
correlation matrix (right). The acceptance and theoretical uncertainties in the differential bins
are calculated using POWHEG (blue), NNLOPS (orange), and MADGRAPH5 aMC@NLO (pink).
The subdominant component of the signal (VBF + VH + ttH) is denoted as XH and it is fixed
to the SM prediction. The ratio of the measured cross section to the theoretical prediction ob-
tained from each generator is shown in the central panel, while the lower panel shows the ratio
between the values derived from the measured ZZ normalization and the MC prediction.

expectation. The uncertainty in this parameter when extracted from sidebands in data (7.5%)
is larger than the theoretical uncertainty in its predictions (6.3%). For these reasons, in the
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following the ZZ normalization is fixed to the SM prediction.

Table 9: Measured inclusive fiducial cross section and ±1 standard deviation uncertainties for
the various final states at mH = 125.38 GeV. The upper row summarizes the results obtained
when the irreducible background normalization is constrained to the SM expectation and the-
oretical uncertainty, while the lower section present the results from a fit with the ZZ normal-
ization treated as an unconstrained parameter. The first row presents the fiducial cross section,
the middle row the ZZ background normalization extracted from the fit, and the bottom row
the ZZ estimation from MC. The uncertainties on NZZ

MC are the pre-fit uncertainties summing
the statistical and systematic uncertainty.

4e 4µ 2e2µ Inclusive

Constrained ZZ background

σfid 0.59+0.13
−0.12 fb 0.75+0.10

−0.09 fb 1.33+0.17
−0.16 fb 2.73+0.22

−0.22 (stat)+0.15
−0.14 (syst) fb

Unconstrained ZZ background

σfid 0.57+0.15
−0.12 fb 0.75+0.10

−0.09 fb 1.37+0.17
−0.16 fb 2.74+0.24

−0.23 (stat)+0.14
−0.11 (syst) fb

NZZ 92+16
−13 162+19

−18 193+23
−21 445+27

−26 (stat)+21
−19 (syst)

NZZ
MC 74+7

−8 152+7
−8 188+13

−14 414+24
−28

10.2 Differential cross sections: production

Fiducial cross sections are measured in differential bins of observables sensitive to the H boson
production. The results for the pH

T and |yH | are shown in Fig. 6. Figure 7 shows the measure-
ments of the fiducial cross sections in bins of the number of associated jets and of the pT of
the leading and subleading jet in the event. The fiducial cross section is also measured in bins
of the invariant mass and difference in pseudorapidity of the dijet system, as shown in Fig. 8.
These measurements, performed for the first time in the 4` channel, enhance the sensitivity to
phase space regions where VBF and ttH production mechanisms dominate and where a larger
jet multiplicity is expected.

Cross sections in bins of observables of the H + j and H + jj systems are also measured. The
results in differential bins of the invariant mass and pT of the H + j system are presented in
Fig. 9 together with the results in differential bins of the pT of the H + jj system.

Cross sections are also measured in differential bins of the rapidity-weighted jet vetoes intro-
duced in Section 6, to enhance the sensitivity to phase space regions that probe directly the
departure from LO kinematics and the QCD emission pattern. Figure 10 presents the results
for T max

C and T max
B .
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Figure 6: Differential cross sections as functions of the transverse momentum of the Higgs bo-
son pH

T (left) and of the rapidity of the Higgs boson |yH | (right). The fiducial cross section in

the last bin (left) is measured for events with pH
T > 200 GeV and normalized to a bin width of

50 GeV. The acceptance and theoretical uncertainties in the differential bins are calculated using
the ggH predictions from the POWHEG generator (blue) normalized to next-to- next-to-next-to-
leading order (N3LO) [34]. The subdominant component of the signal (VBF + VH + ttH) is
denoted as XH and is fixed to the SM prediction. The measured cross sections are also com-
pared with the ggH predictions from NNLOPS (orange) and MADGRAPH5 aMC@NLO (pink).
The hatched areas correspond to the systematic uncertainties in the theoretical predictions.
Black points represent the measured fiducial cross sections in each bin, black error bars the
total uncertainty in each measurement, red boxes the systematic uncertainties. The lower pan-
els display the ratios of the measured cross sections and of the predictions from POWHEG and
MADGRAPH5 aMC@NLO to the NNLOPS theoretical predictions.
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Figure 7: Differential cross sections as functions of the number of jets in the event (upper left)
and of the pT of the leading (upper right) and subleading (lower) jet. Upper right: the fiducial
cross section in the last bin is measured for events with pj1

T > 200 GeV and normalized to a bin
width of 40 GeV. The first bin comprises all events with less than one jet, for which pj1

T is unde-
fined. Lower: the fiducial cross section in the last bin is measured for events with pj2

T > 90 GeV
and normalized to a bin width of 150 GeV. The first bin comprises all events with less than two
jet, for which pj2

T is undefined. The acceptance and theoretical uncertainties in the differential
bins are calculated using the ggH predictions from the POWHEG generator (blue) normalized
to N3LO. The subdominant component of the signal (VBF + VH + ttH) is denoted as XH and
is fixed to the SM prediction. The measured cross sections are also compared with the ggH
predictions from NNLOPS (orange) and MADGRAPH5 aMC@NLO (pink). The hatched areas
correspond to the systematic uncertainties in the theoretical predictions. Black points represent
the measured fiducial cross sections in each bin, black error bars the total uncertainty in each
measurement, red boxes the systematic uncertainties. The lower panels display the ratios of the
measured cross sections and of the predictions from POWHEG and MADGRAPH5 aMC@NLO to
the NNLOPS theoretical predictions.
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Figure 8: Differential cross sections as functions of the invariant mass mjj (upper left), the differ-
ence in azimuthal angle ∆φjj (upper right) the difference in pseudorapidity |∆ηjj| (lower) of the
dijet system. Upper Left: the fiducial cross section in the last bin is measured for events with
mjj > 300 GeV and normalized to a bin width of 225 GeV. The first bin comprises all events with
less than two jets, for which mjj is undefined. Upper right: the first bin comprises all events with
less than two jet, for which |∆φjj| is undefined. Lower: the first bin comprises all events with
less than two jet, for which |∆ηjj| is undefined. The acceptance and theoretical uncertainties
in the differential bins are calculated using the ggH predictions from the POWHEG generator
(blue) normalized to N3LO. The subdominant component of the signal (VBF + VH + ttH) is
denoted as XH and is fixed to the SM prediction. The measured cross sections are also com-
pared with the ggH predictions from NNLOPS (orange) and MADGRAPH5 aMC@NLO (pink).
The hatched areas correspond to the systematic uncertainties in the theoretical predictions.
Black points represent the measured fiducial cross sections in each bin, black error bars the
total uncertainty in each measurement, red boxes the systematic uncertainties. The lower pan-
els display the ratios of the measured cross sections and of the predictions from POWHEG and
MADGRAPH5 aMC@NLO to the NNLOPS theoretical predictions.
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Figure 9: Upper left: differential cross sections as functions of the invariant mass of the H + j
system mH j, where j is the leading jet in the event. The fiducial cross section in the last bin is
measured for events with mH j > 600 GeV and normalized to a bin width of 280 GeV. The first
bin comprises all events with less than one jet, for which mH j is undefined. Upper right: dif-

ferential cross sections as functions of the transverse momentum of the H + j system pH j
T . The

fiducial cross section in the last bin is measured for events with pH j
T > 110 GeV and normalized

to a bin width of 90 GeV. The first bin comprises all events with less than one jet, for which
pH j

T is undefined. Lower: differential cross sections as functions of the transverse momentum
of the H + jj system pH jj

T . The fiducial cross section in the last bin is measured for events with
pH jj

T > 60 GeV and normalized to a bin width of 40 GeV. The first bin comprises all events with
less than two jet, for which pH jj

T is undefined. The acceptance and theoretical uncertainties
in the differential bins are calculated using the ggH predictions from the POWHEG generator
(blue) normalized to N3LO. The subdominant component of the signal (VBF + VH + ttH) is
denoted as XH and is fixed to the SM prediction. The measured cross sections are also com-
pared with the ggH predictions from NNLOPS (orange) and MADGRAPH5 aMC@NLO (pink).
The hatched areas correspond to the systematic uncertainties in the theoretical predictions.
Black points represent the measured fiducial cross sections in each bin, black error bars the
total uncertainty in each measurement, red boxes the systematic uncertainties. The lower pan-
els display the ratios of the measured cross sections and of the predictions from POWHEG and
MADGRAPH5 aMC@NLO to the NNLOPS theoretical predictions.
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Figure 10: Left: differential cross sections as functions of the rapidity-weighed jet veto T max
C .

The fiducial cross section in the last bin is measured for events with T max
C > 80 GeV and nor-

malized to a bin width of 70 GeV. The first bin comprises all events in the 0-jet phase space
region redefined as a function of T max

C , i.e., events with less than one jet, for which T max
C is

undefined, and events with T max
C < 15 GeV. Right: differential cross sections as functions of

the rapidity-weighed jet veto T max
B . The fiducial cross section in the last bin is measured for

events with T max
B > 150 GeV and normalized to a bin width of 150 GeV. The first bin comprises

all events in the 0-jet phase space region redefined as a function of T max
B , i.e., events with less

than one jet, for which T max
B is undefined, and events with T max

B < 30 GeV. The acceptance
and theoretical uncertainties in the differential bins are calculated using the ggH predictions
from the POWHEG generator (blue) normalized to N3LO. The subdominant component of the
signal (VBF + VH + ttH) is denoted as XH and is fixed to the SM prediction. The measured
cross sections are also compared with the ggH predictions from NNLOPS (orange) and MAD-
GRAPH5 aMC@NLO (pink). The hatched areas correspond to the systematic uncertainties in the
theoretical predictions. Black points represent the measured fiducial cross sections in each bin,
black error bars the total uncertainty in each measurement, red boxes the systematic uncertain-
ties. The lower panels display the ratios of the measured cross sections and of the predictions
from POWHEG and MADGRAPH5 aMC@NLO to the NNLOPS theoretical predictions.

10.3 Differential cross sections: decay

In this section the measurements of fiducial cross sections in differential bins of observables
sensitive to the H → ZZ → 4` decay are presented. Since the final state is sensitive to interfer-
ence effects in the case of identical particles, the results for decay observables are also presented
separately for same- and different-flavor final states. This ensures a complete coverage of the
whole phase space and a more model-independent set of results.

The cross sections measured in bins of the invariant mass of the two Z boson candidates are
shown in Figs. 11 and 12. The additional degrees of freedom that characterize the H → ZZ →
4` decay are the five angles introduced in Section 6. The cross sections in differential bins of
the cosine of the θ angles are presented in Figs. 13, 14, and 15, respectively. Figures 16 and 17
show the results for the measurements in bins of the Φ and Φ1 angles.
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Figure 11: Differential cross sections as functions of the invariant mass of the leading dilep-
ton pair mZ1

in the 4` (upper) and in the same-flavor (lower left) and different-flavor (lower
right) final states. The acceptance and theoretical uncertainties in the differential bins are cal-
culated using the ggH predictions from the POWHEG generator (blue) normalized to N3LO.
The subdominant component of the signal (VBF + VH + ttH) is denoted as XH and is fixed to
the SM prediction. The measured cross sections are also compared with the ggH predictions
from NNLOPS (orange) and MADGRAPH5 aMC@NLO (pink). The hatched areas correspond
to the systematic uncertainties in the theoretical predictions. Black points represent the mea-
sured fiducial cross sections in each bin, black error bars the total uncertainty in each mea-
surement, red boxes the systematic uncertainties. The lower panels display the ratios of the
measured cross sections and of the predictions from POWHEG and MADGRAPH5 aMC@NLO to
the NNLOPS theoretical predictions.
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Figure 12: Differential cross sections as functions of the invariant mass of the subleading dilep-
ton pair mZ2

in the 4` (upper) and in the same-flavor (lower left) and different-flavor (lower
right) final states. The acceptance and theoretical uncertainties in the differential bins are cal-
culated using the ggH predictions from the POWHEG generator (blue) normalized to N3LO.
The subdominant component of the signal (VBF + VH + ttH) is denoted as XH and is fixed to
the SM prediction. The measured cross sections are also compared with the ggH predictions
from NNLOPS (orange) and MADGRAPH5 aMC@NLO (pink). The hatched areas correspond
to the systematic uncertainties in the theoretical predictions. Black points represent the mea-
sured fiducial cross sections in each bin, black error bars the total uncertainty in each mea-
surement, red boxes the systematic uncertainties. The lower panels display the ratios of the
measured cross sections and of the predictions from POWHEG and MADGRAPH5 aMC@NLO to
the NNLOPS theoretical predictions.
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Figure 13: Differential cross sections as functions of cos θ∗ in the 4` (upper) and in the same-
flavor (lower left) and different-flavor (lower right) final states. The acceptance and theoret-
ical uncertainties in the differential bins are calculated using the ggH predictions from the
POWHEG generator (blue) normalized to N3LO. The subdominant component of the signal
(VBF + VH + ttH) is denoted as XH and is fixed to the SM prediction. The measured cross
sections are also compared with the ggH predictions from NNLOPS (orange) and MAD-
GRAPH5 aMC@NLO (pink). The hatched areas correspond to the systematic uncertainties in the
theoretical predictions. Black points represent the measured fiducial cross sections in each bin,
black error bars the total uncertainty in each measurement, red boxes the systematic uncertain-
ties. The lower panels display the ratios of the measured cross sections and of the predictions
from POWHEG and MADGRAPH5 aMC@NLO to the NNLOPS theoretical predictions.
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Figure 14: Differential cross sections as functions of cos θ1 in the 4` (upper) and in the same-
flavor (lower left) and different-flavor (lower right) final states. The acceptance and theoret-
ical uncertainties in the differential bins are calculated using the ggH predictions from the
POWHEG generator (blue) normalized to N3LO. The subdominant component of the signal
(VBF + VH + ttH) is denoted as XH and is fixed to the SM prediction. The measured cross
sections are also compared with the ggH predictions from NNLOPS (orange) and MAD-
GRAPH5 aMC@NLO (pink). The hatched areas correspond to the systematic uncertainties in the
theoretical predictions. Black points represent the measured fiducial cross sections in each bin,
black error bars the total uncertainty in each measurement, red boxes the systematic uncertain-
ties. The lower panels display the ratios of the measured cross sections and of the predictions
from POWHEG and MADGRAPH5 aMC@NLO to the NNLOPS theoretical predictions.
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Figure 15: Differential cross sections as functions of cos θ2 in the 4` (upper) and in the same-
flavor (lower left) and different-flavor (lower right) final states. The acceptance and theoret-
ical uncertainties in the differential bins are calculated using the ggH predictions from the
POWHEG generator (blue) normalized to N3LO. The subdominant component of the signal
(VBF + VH + ttH) is denoted as XH and is fixed to the SM prediction. The measured cross
sections are also compared with the ggH predictions from NNLOPS (orange) and MAD-
GRAPH5 aMC@NLO (pink). The hatched areas correspond to the systematic uncertainties in the
theoretical predictions. Black points represent the measured fiducial cross sections in each bin,
black error bars the total uncertainty in each measurement, red boxes the systematic uncertain-
ties. The lower panels display the ratios of the measured cross sections and of the predictions
from POWHEG and MADGRAPH5 aMC@NLO to the NNLOPS theoretical predictions.
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Figure 16: Differential cross sections as functions of the Φ angle in the 4` (upper) and in the
same-flavor (lower left) and different-flavor (lower right) final states. The acceptance and the-
oretical uncertainties in the differential bins are calculated using the ggH predictions from
the POWHEG generator (blue) normalized to N3LO. The subdominant component of the sig-
nal (VBF + VH + ttH) is denoted as XH and is fixed to the SM prediction. The measured
cross sections are also compared with the ggH predictions from NNLOPS (orange) and MAD-
GRAPH5 aMC@NLO (pink). The hatched areas correspond to the systematic uncertainties in the
theoretical predictions. Black points represent the measured fiducial cross sections in each bin,
black error bars the total uncertainty in each measurement, red boxes the systematic uncertain-
ties. The lower panels display the ratios of the measured cross sections and of the predictions
from POWHEG and MADGRAPH5 aMC@NLO to the NNLOPS theoretical predictions.
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Figure 17: Differential cross sections as functions of the Φ1 angle in the 4` (upper) and in the
same-flavor (lower left) and different-flavor (lower right) final states. The acceptance and the-
oretical uncertainties in the differential bins are calculated using the ggH predictions from
the POWHEG generator (blue) normalized to N3LO. The subdominant component of the sig-
nal (VBF + VH + ttH) is denoted as XH and is fixed to the SM prediction. The measured
cross sections are also compared with the ggH predictions from NNLOPS (orange) and MAD-
GRAPH5 aMC@NLO (pink). The hatched areas correspond to the systematic uncertainties in the
theoretical predictions. Black points represent the measured fiducial cross sections in each bin,
black error bars the total uncertainty in each measurement, red boxes the systematic uncertain-
ties. The lower panels display the ratios of the measured cross sections and of the predictions
from POWHEG and MADGRAPH5 aMC@NLO to the NNLOPS theoretical predictions.

These observables can be used to compute matrix element discriminants sensitive to the pres-
ence of possible BSM physics effects as described in Section 6.1 and Ref. [31].

Cross sections are measured in differential bins of six kinematic discriminants sensitive to vari-



10.3 Differential cross sections: decay 33

ous HVV anomalous couplings and the interference between two model contributions (SM and
a BSM scenario): Ddec

0- , Ddec
0h+, Ddec

CP , Ddec
int , Ddec

Λ1 , and DZγ,dec
Λ1 . The results of these measurements,

shown in Figs. 18–23, are compared to distributions for the matrix element discriminants cor-
responding to various anomalous coupling hypotheses. Following the conventions adopted
in Ref. [31], rather than using the value of the coupling to identify the type of the anomalous
coupling sample, the cross sections fractions fai are used:

fai =
|ai|2σi

∑j|aj|2σj
sign

(
ai
a1

)
, (9)

where σi is the cross section for the process corresponding to ai = 1, aj 6=i = 0 in Eq. (6). The term
for Λ1 is σ̃Λ1/(Λ1)

4 instead of |ai|2σi, where σ̃Λ1 is the effective cross section for the process
corresponding to Λ1 = 1 TeV, given in units of fb·TeV4. To study the a2 and a3 couplings,
discriminants of the form Dalt and Dint are built. The former are compared to the distributions
obtained for pure anomalous coupling scenarios corresponding to fa3 = 1 and fa2 = 1, while
the latter are compared to the interference scenario where fa3 = 0.5 and fa2 = 0.5. A value of
fai = 0.5 corresponds to a maximal mixing between the SM and the BSM scenarios. To inspect
the couplings κ1 and κ

Zγ
2 , the interference discriminant is not built since it does not provide

additional information and the corresponding Dalt can also be used to study the interference.
For this reason, the measurements of Ddec

Λ1 and DZγ,dec
Λ1 are compared to the pure anomalous

couplings scenario fΛ1 = 1 and f Zγ
Λ1 = 1, as well as to the interference hypotheses fΛ1 = 0.5

and f Zγ
Λ1 = 0.5. These values of fai, f Zγ

Λ1 , and fΛ1 are illustrative extreme scenarios chosen for a
qualitative representation of the corresponding kinematic discriminants. The best constraints
on these parameters are much stricted, as reported in Ref. [31]
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Figure 18: Differential cross sections as functions of the matrix element kinematic discriminant
Ddec

0- in the 4` (upper) and in the same-flavor (lower left) and different-flavor (lower right) final
states. The brown histograms show the distribution of the matrix element discriminant for the
HVV anomalous coupling scenario corresponding to fa3 = 1. The subdominant component
of the signal (VBF + VH + ttH) is fixed to the SM prediction. The hatched areas correspond
to the systematic uncertainties in the theoretical predictions. Black points represent the mea-
sured fiducial cross sections in each bin, black error bars the total uncertainty in each mea-
surement, red boxes the systematic uncertainties. The lower panels display the ratios of the
measured cross sections and of the predictions from POWHEG and MADGRAPH5 aMC@NLO to
the NNLOPS theoretical predictions.
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Figure 19: Differential cross sections as functions of the matrix element kinematic discriminant
Ddec

0h+ in the 4` (upper) and in the same-flavor (lower left) and different-flavor (lower right) final
states. The brown histograms show the distribution of the matrix element discriminant for the
HVV anomalous coupling scenario corresponding to fa2 = 1. The subdominant component
of the signal (VBF + VH + ttH) is fixed to the SM prediction. The hatched areas correspond
to the systematic uncertainties in the theoretical predictions. Black points represent the mea-
sured fiducial cross sections in each bin, black error bars the total uncertainty in each mea-
surement, red boxes the systematic uncertainties. The lower panels display the ratios of the
measured cross sections and of the predictions from POWHEG and MADGRAPH5 aMC@NLO to
the NNLOPS theoretical predictions.
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Figure 20: Differential cross sections as functions of the matrix element kinematic discriminant
Ddec

CP in the 4` (upper) and in the same-flavor (lower left) and different-flavor (lower right) final
states. The green histogram shows the distribution of the discriminant for the HVV anoma-
lous coupling scenario corresponding to fa3 = 0.5. The subdominant component of the signal
(VBF + VH + ttH) is fixed to the SM prediction. The hatched areas correspond to the system-
atic uncertainties in the theoretical predictions. Black points represent the measured fiducial
cross sections in each bin, black error bars the total uncertainty in each measurement, red boxes
the systematic uncertainties. The lower panels display the ratios of the measured cross sections
and of the predictions from POWHEG and MADGRAPH5 aMC@NLO to the NNLOPS theoretical
predictions.
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Figure 21: Differential cross sections as functions of the matrix element kinematic discriminant
Ddec

int in the 4` (upper) and in the same-flavor (lower left) and different-flavor (lower right) final
states. The green histogram shows the distribution of the discriminant for the HVV anoma-
lous coupling scenario corresponding to fa2 = 0.5. The subdominant component of the signal
(VBF + VH + ttH) is fixed to the SM prediction. The hatched areas correspond to the system-
atic uncertainties in the theoretical predictions. Black points represent the measured fiducial
cross sections in each bin, black error bars the total uncertainty in each measurement, red boxes
the systematic uncertainties. The lower panels display the ratios of the measured cross sections
and of the predictions from POWHEG and MADGRAPH5 aMC@NLO to the NNLOPS theoretical
predictions.
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Figure 22: Differential cross sections as functions of the matrix element kinematic discriminant
Ddec

Λ1 in the 4` (upper) and in the same-flavor (lower left) and different-flavor (lower right)
final states. The brown and green histograms show the distributions of the discriminant for the
HVV anomalous coupling scenarios corresponding to fΛ1 = 1 and fΛ1 = 0.5. The subdominant
component of the signal (VBF + VH + ttH) is fixed to the SM prediction. The hatched areas
correspond to the systematic uncertainties in the theoretical predictions. Black points represent
the measured fiducial cross sections in each bin, black error bars the total uncertainty in each
measurement, red boxes the systematic uncertainties. The lower panels display the ratio of the
measured cross section and of the predictions from POWHEG and MADGRAPH5 aMC@NLO to
the NNLOPS theoretical expectation.
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Figure 23: Differential cross sections as functions of the matrix element kinematic discrimi-
nant DZγ,dec

Λ1 in the 4` (upper) and in the same-flavor (lower left) and different-flavor (lower
right) final states. The brown and green histograms show the distributions of the discriminant
for the HVV anomalous coupling scenarios corresponding to f Zγ

Λ1 = 1 and f Zγ
Λ1 = 0.5. The

subdominant component of the signal (VBF + VH + ttH) is fixed to the SM prediction. The
hatched areas correspond to the systematic uncertainties in the theoretical predictions. Black
points represent the measured fiducial cross sections in each bin, black error bars the total
uncertainty in each measurement, red boxes the systematic uncertainties. The lower panels
display the ratios of the measured cross sections and of the predictions from POWHEG and
MADGRAPH5 aMC@NLO to the NNLOPS theoretical predictions.

10.4 Double-differential cross sections

The differential cross section measurements presented so far ensure a good coverage of the
production and decay phase spaces in the H → ZZ → 4` channel, together with a separation
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of possible interference effects present in the same- and different-flavor final states. To improve
the characterization of this decay channel and to maximize the coverage and separation of the
different phase space regions, a set of double-differential measurements is also performed. The
results are shown in Fig. 24 for |yH | vs. pH

T (upper left), the number of associated jets vs. pH
T

(upper right), and T max
C vs. pH

T (lower) and in Fig. 25 for pHj
T vs. pH

T (upper left), , mZ1
vs. mZ2

(upper right), and pT of the leading vs. subleading jet (lower). The results are consistent with
the SM expectations, with the largest difference observed in the pH

T bins in the Njets = 1 phase

space region. The deficit in the low-pH
T bins for Njets = 1 is explained by large correlations with

the high-pH
T bin of Njets = 1 and the first pH

T bin in the Njets > 1 phase space regions, where the
fit to the data shows an excess with respect to the SM prediction.
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Figure 24: Double differential cross sections in bins of |yH | vs. pH
T (upper left), number of

associated jets vs. pH
T (upper right), and T max

C vs. pH
T (lower). The binnings of the various

measurements are reported in Table 6. The content of each plot is described in the caption of
Fig. 6.
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Figure 25: Double differential cross sections in bins of pHj
T vs. pH

T (upper left), mZ1
vs. mZ2

(upper right), and pT of the leading vs. subleading jet (lower). The binnings of the various
measurements are reported in Table 6. The content of each plot is described in the caption of
Fig. 6.

11 Interpretations
11.1 Constraints on the H boson self-coupling

The differential cross section for the H boson production as a function of pH
T can be used to

extract limits on the H boson self-coupling, following the approach described in Refs. [136–
138]. At NLO in pQCD the H boson production includes processes sensitive to the trilinear
self-coupling (λ3). The production modes ttH and VH introduce sizeable contributions to the
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H boson self-coupling due to the large vector boson and the top quark masses, whereas ggH
and VBF production lead to much smaller contributions to the loop correction and are therefore
less sensitive to possible modifications of λ3.

The cross sections for the various production mechanisms of the H boson are parametrized as
functions of a coupling modifier κλ = λ3/λSM

3 in order to account for NLO terms arising from
the H boson trilinear self-coupling. The signal model defined in Section 8 is modified by fixing
the cross sections and branching fractions to their SM expectation values and by introducing
scaling functions µi,j(κλ) in each bin i of pH

T , for each production mechanism j. The dominant
production mechanism is ggH, for which a differential parametrization of the cross section as
a function of κλ is not available yet, as discussed in Refs. [136–138]. The inclusive value is used
for the parametrization of the H boson cross section for this production mechanism, taking into
account an inclusive O(λ3) correction factor.

In order to compute the scaling functions µi,j(κλ) for the other production modes, LO parton-
level events are generated using MADGRAPH5 aMC@NLO 2.5.5 and are reweighted on an event-
by-event basis using a dedicated EW reweighting tool, which computes the corresponding
NLO λ3-corrections (O(λ3)). The ratio of the O(λ3) to the LO distributions in bins of pH

T is
used to derive the scaling functions µi,j(κλ) as detailed in Ref. [137].

Constraints on κλ are extracted from the maximum likelihood scan in the range−10 < κλ < 20,
outside which the model is no longer valid as NLO effects start to dominate, while the other
H couplings are fixed to their SM value. The likelihood scan as a function of κλ is shown in
Fig. 26.
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Figure 26: Likelihood scan as a function of κλ. The scan is shown with (solid line) and without
(dashed line) systematic uncertainties profiled in the fit.

The minimum of the negative log-likelihood ratio corresponds to a measured value of:

κλ = 4.1+6.4
−5.9 = 4.1+6.1

−5.8 (stat)+2.0
−1.2 (syst) (10)

for an expected value of:

κλ = 1.0+12.6
−5.4 = 1.0+12.0

−4.9 (stat)+3.8
−2.2 (syst). (11)
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The corresponding observed (expected) excluded κλ range at the 95% confidence level (CL) is:

−5.4 (−7.6) < κλ < 14.9 (17.7).

The current best available constraints on κλ are obtained from the combination of measure-
ments of H boson pair production performed with the Run 2 data-set. The limits set by the
ATLAS and CMS Collaborations correspond to observed limits at the 95 % CL of −0.6 < κλ <
6.6 [139] and −1.24 < κλ < 6.49 [44], respectively. While the constraints obtained in this anal-
ysis are much looser than the ones from direct searches of double Higgs boson production,
the method proposed demonstrates an innovative approach that can be used in future single
and double Higgs boson combinations to resolve the double-minima typical of the likelihood
function and to set more stringent constraints to the H boson self-coupling.

11.2 Constraints on the charm and bottom quark couplings

The pH
T differential cross section of the ggH production mechanism is used to set constraints on

the H boson coupling modifiers to b and c quarks in the context of the κ-framework [140]. In
fact, because of the presence of b and c quarks in the ggH loop [141], anomalous values of these
couplings can result in modifications of the ggH cross section. The other production mecha-
nisms are set to their SM expectation and no dependence from these couplings is assumed.
The H boson coupling to the top quark is fixed to the SM value. The effects of the associated
production with b quarks, whose contribution increases with increasing values of the coupling
of the H boson to the b quark, are taken into account in the theoretical inputs to compute the
parametrization.

The results are extracted from a maximum likelihood fit where the approach described in Sec-
tion 8 is modified by separating the ggH production from the other mechanisms, which are
considered as background and constrained to the SM predictions with their respective uncer-
tainties. The combined effect of the H boson couplings to b (κb) and c quarks (κc) is modeled

independently in each bin of the pH
T spectrum by means of a quadratic polynomial, following

the strategy of Ref. [52].

Figure 27 (left) shows the 2D likelihood scan of κb and κc under the assumption that the H →
ZZ branching fraction is dependent on the H boson couplings B = B(κb , κc), with all the other
couplings fixed to their SM value, and assuming no beyond-the-SM contributions. As expected,
the result is constrained by the saturation of the total width.

A simultaneous constraint on κb and κc is also derived by treating the H → ZZ branching
fraction as an unconstrained parameter in the fit. The constraint from the total width and
the overall normalization is removed in this way, and what remains is purely the constraint
obtained from the shape of the pH

T spectrum. The result is shown in Fig. 27 (right).

Confidence intervals on κb and κc are obtained from a maximum likelihood fit leaving one of
the two parameters unconstrained in the fit and scanning the other. The observed (expected)
exclusion limits at the 95% CL are:

−1.1 (−1.3) < κb < 1.1 (1.2)

−5.3 (−5.7) < κc < 5.2 (5.7),
(12)

assuming a dependence of the branching fraction on κb and κc , and:

−5.6 (−5.5) < κb < 8.9 (7.4)

−20 (−19) < κc < 23 (20),
(13)

treating the branching fraction as an unconstrained parameter in the fit.
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Figure 27: Simultaneous fit of κb and κc , assuming a coupling dependence of the branching
fraction (left) and treating it as an unconstrained parameter in the fit (right).

12 Summary
This paper presents a comprehensive characterization of the H → ZZ → 4` decay channel
via the measurement of fiducial differential cross sections as functions of several kinematic
observables. The H boson production is characterized via measurements of differential cross
sections in bins of pH

T and |yH |, the pT of the leading and subleading jets and observables
of the dijet system, when associated with jets. For the first time, fiducial cross sections are
measured in bins of the seven kinematic observables that completely define the four-lepton
decay: the invariant mass of the two Z bosons and the five angles that describe the fermions
kinematical properties and the production and decay planes. Differential cross sections are also
measured for the first time in bins of six matrix element kinematic discriminants sensitive to
various anomalous couplings of the H boson to vector bosons. The dynamical evolution of the
renormalization and factorization scales, and resummation effects are probed by measuring
cross sections in bins of rapidity-weighted jet vetoes, and in bins of observables of the H plus
jets system. An extensive set of double-differential measurements is presented, providing a
complete coverage of the phase space under study. The H → ZZ → 4` inclusive fiducial cross
section is σfid = 2.73± 0.26 fb = 2.73± 0.22 (stat)± 0.15 (syst) fb, in agreement with the SM
expectation of 2.86± 0.15 fb. The measurement of the fiducial cross section in differential bins
of pH

T is used to set constraints on the trilinear self-coupling of the H boson, with an observed
(expected) limit of −5.4 (−7.6) < κλ < 14.9 (17.7) at the 95% CL. Finally, constraints on the
modifiers of H boson couplings to b and c quarks (κb and κc) are also determined with an
observed (expected) limit of −1.1 (−1.3) < κb < 1.1 (1.2) and −5.3 (−5.7) < κc < 5.2 (5.7) at
the 95% CL. All results are consistent with the SM predictions for the H → ZZ → 4` decay
channel in the considered fiducial phase space.
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P. Zalewski

Institute of Experimental Physics, Faculty of Physics, University of Warsaw, Warsaw, Poland
K. Bunkowski , K. Doroba , A. Kalinowski , M. Konecki , J. Krolikowski
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C. Amsler62 , P. Bärtschi , C. Botta , D. Brzhechko, M.F. Canelli , K. Cormier ,
A. De Wit , R. Del Burgo, J.K. Heikkilä , M. Huwiler , W. Jin , A. Jofre-
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Using (1.0087±0.0044)×1010 J/ψ events collected by the BESIII detector at the BEPCII collider,
we report the first search for the baryon and lepton number violating decays Ξ0 → K−e+ with
∆(B − L) = 0 and Ξ0 → K+e− with |∆(B − L)| = 2, where B (L) is the baryon (lepton) number.
While no signal is observed, the upper limits on the branching fractions of these two decays are set
to B(Ξ0 → K−e+) < 3.6 × 10−6 and B(Ξ0 → K+e−) < 1.9 × 10−6 at the 90% confidence level,
respectively. These results offer a direct probe of baryon number violating interactions involving a
strange quark.

I. INTRODUCTION

The matter-antimatter asymmetry observed in the uni-
verse is one of the major frontier issues to be solved

in particle physics, nuclear physics, and astrophysics.
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Astronomical observations suggest that the number of
baryons in the universe far exceeds the number of an-
tibaryons [1]. To explain this asymmetry, Sakharov pro-
posed the conservation of a baryon-muon charge which
would allow for violation of baryon number conservation
in the early universe [2].

Many models predict baryon number violating (BNV)
decays within and beyond the Standard Model (SM).
One class of them with leading-order BNV effects [3]
uses dimension-six operators which arise with the con-
servation of B − L symmetry when the SM is embedded
in grand unified theories (GUTs) such as SU(5) [4]. The
predicted BNV decays obey the selection rule ∆(B−L) =
0, where ∆(B − L) denotes the change in the difference
between baryon and lepton numbers. The SU(5) GUT
proposes the existence of two new gauge bosons, the X
with charge 4

3
e and the Y with charge 1

3
e, and allows

q → Xℓ vertices, where q is a quark and ℓ is a lepton.
Since the minimal SU(5) model is essentially excluded
by the proton decay experiment [5], we require alterna-
tive models that allow for BNV decays but do not con-
flict with the present data, as e.g. the “flipped SU(5)”
model [6]. Another class of SM extensions with next-to-
leading BNV effects uses dimension-seven operators [7],
arising from the spontaneous breaking of B−L symmetry
when the SM is embedded in GUTs such as SO(10) [8],
which can be mediated by an elementary scalar field φ [7].

Experimentally, potential BNV processes have been
searched for in D decays [9], J/ψ decays [10], τ de-
cays [11], B decays [12], and top-quark decays [13]. So
far, no signal has been observed, and the upper limits
on their branching fractions were set to be 10−3 ∼ 10−8

at the 90% confidence level. BNV decays of the proton
as the lightest baryon have been searched for for several
decades with null results, and the strictest constraint on
its partial lifetime was set to τ/B(p→ µ+π0) > 1.6×1034

years at the 90% confidence level [14]. The proton sta-
bility has been used to stringently constrain BNV de-
cays involving higher-generation quarks (i.e., c, b and
t) [15]. However, since multiple amplitudes can con-
tribute to a given decay, these can have constructive or
destructive interference according to their relative phas-
es, a fact that the theoretical calculations that constrain
the BNV decays do not consider due to the ample pa-
rameter space [16]. This possible interference allows for
observations in decay modes involving u or d quarks,
coupled to other quark flavors, even though the BNV
interactions are not occurring in that particular decay
mode. For the BNV decays coupled to the strange quark
in the initial states, only the CLAS experiment [16] has
searched for Λ hyperon decays, imposing an upper limit
on the branching fraction in the range of 10−5 ∼ 10−7 at
the 90% confidence level. Other BNV decays involving
strange quarks have yet to be investigated. So far, the
decays of Ξ0 hyperons such as Ξ0 → K±e∓ with a lepton
number violation as a consequence of BNV have never
been searched for. In order to directly probe the BNV
processes involving strange quarks in the initial states,
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FIG. 1. Feynman diagrams for the BNV decays of (a) Ξ0 →
K−e+ with ∆(B − L) = 0 mediated by a gauge boson X
and (b) Ξ0 → K+e− with |∆(B − L)| = 2 mediated by an
elementary scalar field φ.

these decays were proposed to be studied with the world’s
largest J/ψ data sample at BESIII [17].
In this paper, we present the first search for the baryon

and lepton number violating decays of Ξ0 → K−e+ with
∆(B − L) = 0 and Ξ0 → K+e− with |∆(B − L)| = 2, as
shown in the Feynman diagrams in Fig. 1, by analyzing
(1.0087 ± 0.0044) × 1010 J/ψ events [18] collected at a
center-of-mass energy

√
s = 3.097 GeV with the BESIII

detector. Charge-conjugate channels are always implied
throughout this paper.

II. DETECTOR AND MONTE CARLO

SIMULATION

The BESIII detector [19] records symmetric e+e− col-
lisions provided by the BEPCII storage ring [20] in the
center-of-mass energy range from 2.0 to 4.95 GeV, with
a peak luminosity of 1× 1033 cm−2s−1 achieved at

√
s =

3.77 GeV. BESIII has collected large data samples in this
energy region [21]. The cylindrical core of the BESIII
detector covers 93% of the full solid angle and consists
of a helium-based multilayer drift chamber (MDC), a
plastic scintillator time-of-flight system (TOF), and a
CsI(Tl) electromagnetic calorimeter (EMC), which are
all enclosed in a superconducting solenoidal magnet pro-
viding a 1.0 T (0.9 T in 2012) magnetic field [22]. The
solenoid is supported by an octagonal flux-return yoke
with resistive plate counter muon identification modules
interleaved with steel. The charged-particle momentum
resolution at 1 GeV/c is 0.5%, and the dE/dx resolution
is 6% for electrons from Bhabha scattering. The EMC
measures photon energies with a resolution of 2.5% (5%)
at 1 GeV in the barrel (end-cap) region. The time reso-
lution in the TOF barrel region is 68 ps, while that in the
end-cap region is 110 ps. The end cap of the TOF sys-
tem was upgraded in 2015 using the multi-gap resistive
plate chamber technology, providing a time resolution of
60 ps [23].
Simulated data samples produced with a geant4-

based [24] Monte Carlo (MC) package, which includes
the geometric description of the BESIII detector and the
detector response, are used to determine detection effi-
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ciencies and to estimate backgrounds. The simulation
procedure models the beam energy spread and initial
state radiation in the e+e− annihilations with the gener-
ator kkmc [25]. The inclusive MC sample includes both
the production of the J/ψ resonance and the continuum
processes incorporated in kkmc [25]. All particle decays
are modelled with evtgen [26] using branching fractions
either taken from the Particle Data Group [27], when
available, or otherwise estimated with lundcharm [28].
Final state radiation from charged final state particles is
incorporated using the photos package [29]. To deter-
mine the detection efficiency, the signal MC samples with
J/ψ → Ξ0Ξ̄0, Ξ̄0 → Λ̄π0, and Ξ0 → K±e∓ are produced,
where the J/ψ and Ξ̄0 → Λ̄π0 decays are generated with
the measured parameters in Refs. [27, 30], and the sig-
nal decays of Ξ0 → K±e∓ are generated with a uniform
phase space distribution.

III. EVENT SELECTION AND DATA

ANALYSIS

A. Analysis method

The Ξ0-Ξ̄0 hyperons are produced in pairs from J/ψ
decays without any additional fragmentation particles.
This property provides an ideal environment for the
double-tag (DT) method, which was first introduced by
the MARK-III collaboration [31]. In this approach, one
Ξ̄0 hyperon is fully reconstructed via its dominant de-
cay mode Ξ̄0 → Λ̄(→ p̄π+)π0(→ γγ), and referred to as
“tagged Ξ̄0”. Then the signal decays Ξ0 → K±e∓ are
searched for in the recoiling side of the tagged Ξ̄0. The
tagged Ξ̄0 candidates are referred to as “single-tag” (ST)
candidates, while the events in which the signal decays
of interest and the tagged Ξ̄0 are simultaneously found
are referred to as DT events. The absolute branching
fraction of the signal decay Bsig is calculated by

Bsig =
Nobs

DT

Nobs
ST · ǫDT/ǫST

, (1)

where Nobs
ST (Nobs

DT ) is the ST (DT) yield, and ǫST (ǫDT)
is the ST (DT) detection efficiency.

B. ST selection

Charged tracks detected in the MDC are required to be
within a polar angle (θ) range of |cosθ| < 0.93, where θ is
defined with respect to the z axis, which is the symmetry
axis of the MDC. Particle identification (PID) for charged
tracks combines measurements of the dE/dx in the MDC
and the flight time in the TOF. The PID confidence levels
are calculated for the proton, pion, and kaon hypotheses.
Tracks are identified as protons (pions) when the proton
(pion) hypothesis has the highest confidence level among
these three hypotheses.

The photon candidates are identified using their show-
ers in the EMC. The deposited energy of each show-
er must be more than 25 MeV in the barrel region
(|cos θ| < 0.80) and more than 50 MeV in the end-cap
region (0.86 < |cos θ| < 0.92). To exclude showers that
originate from charged tracks, the angle subtended by
the EMC shower and the position of the closest charged
track at the EMC must be greater than 10 degrees as
measured from the interaction point. To suppress elec-
tronic noise and showers unrelated to the event, the dif-
ference between the EMC time and the event start time
is required to be within [0, 700] ns. The π0 candidates
are reconstructed with a pair of photons. Due to the poor
resolution in the end-cap regions of the EMC, the π0 can-
didates with two daughter photons found in the end caps
are rejected. The invariant mass of the two photons is
required to be within (0.115, 0.150) GeV/c2. A kinemat-
ic fit is performed by constraining the invariant mass of
γγ to the known π0 mass [27].

To reconstruct Λ̄ candidates, a vertex fit [32] is ap-
plied to all p̄π+ combinations, and the one closest to the
known Λ̄ mass (MΛ̄) [27] is retained for further anal-
ysis. The invariant mass of p̄π+ is required to satisfy
|Mp̄π+ −MΛ̄| < 0.005 GeV/c2. The Ξ̄0 candidates are
reconstructed with the Λ̄π0 combinations, and the one
closest to the known Ξ̄0 mass (MΞ̄0) [27] is retained for
further analysis. The invariant mass of Λ̄π0 is required to
satisfy |MΛ̄π0 −MΞ̄0 | < 0.02 GeV/c2, which corresponds
to about three times the resolution (±3σ) around MΞ̄0 .

The ST yield of Ξ̄0 hyperons is extracted from a binned
maximum likelihood fit to the distribution of a beam-
constrained mass defined as

MBC =
√

E2
beam − |~pΛ̄π0 |2, (2)

where Ebeam is the beam energy, and ~pΛ̄π0 is the mo-
mentum of the selected Λ̄π0 combination in the center-
of-mass system. In the fit, the signal shape is modeled by
the MC-simulated shape convolved with a Gaussian func-
tion to describe the resolution difference between data
and MC simulation. By analyzing the inclusive MC sam-
ple with a generic event type analysis tool, TopoAna [33],
we find that there is no peaking background. Therefore,
the background shape is described with a third-order
Chebychev polynomial function. Figure 2 shows the
best fit result, and candidates in the ST signal region
of 1.292 < MBC < 1.334 GeV/c2, which corresponds
to about ±3σ around MΞ̄0 , are kept for further anal-
ysis. From the fit, the ST yield is obtained to be
2, 538, 372± 2593. The ST efficiency is determined to be
(16.26 ± 0.02)% by performing the same analysis strat-
egy as that used in the data analysis to the inclusive
MC sample. The uncertainties of these two numbers are
statistical only.
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FIG. 2. Fit to the MBC distribution of the accepted ST can-
didates, where the black points with error bars are data, and
the red dashed and green dash-dotted lines are the signal and
background shapes, respectively. The blue solid line shows
the total fit and the red arrows indicate the ST signal region.

C. DT selection

The signal candidates for Ξ0 → K±e∓ are selected
from the remaining tracks recoiling against the tagged
Ξ̄0. The PID confidence levels are calculated with the
combined dE/dx, TOF and EMC information for the
electron or positron (CLe), kaon (CLK) and pion (CLπ)
hypotheses. The track is identified as an electron or
positron if it satisfies CLe > 0.1% and CLe/(CLe +
CLπ + CLK) > 0.8. The track is identified as a kaon
when the kaon hypothesis has the highest confidence lev-
el. The Ξ0 is reconstructed with theK±e∓ combinations,
and the one with the invariant mass MKe closest to the
known Ξ0 mass (MΞ0) [27] is retained for further analy-
sis. To further suppress backgrounds, the opening angle
between the Ξ0 and Ξ̄0 momenta is required to satisfy
θΞ0Ξ̄0 > 178.5◦, which is optimized using the Punzi fig-

ure of merit with a formula of ǫ/(0.8+
√
B) [34], where ǫ

denotes the signal efficiency, “B” is the number of back-
ground events estimated from the inclusive MC sample,
and the number “0.8” is half of the sigma number corre-
sponding to the desired confidence level (90%).

The DT yield is determined with the distribution of
MKe versus MΛ̄π0 of the accepted candidates in data,
as shown in Fig. 3, where MKe (MΛ̄π0) is the invari-
ant mass of the K±e∓ (Λ̄π0) combination. The signal
region is defined as |MΛ̄π0 −MΞ̄0 | < 0.02 GeV/c2 and
|MKe−MΞ0| < 0.02 GeV/c2, which correspond to about
±3σ around MΞ0 . One event is observed in the signal
region of Ξ0 → K−e+, while no event is observed in the
signal region of Ξ0 → K+e−. By analyzing the inclusive
MC sample, we find that there is no background event
left in these two signal regions. Considering the very lim-
ited statistics, we set the upper limit on the DT yield as
described in Sec. V. The DT efficiency of Ξ0 → K−e+

obtained from the signal MC sample is (6.64 ± 0.01)%,
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FIG. 3. Distributions of MKe versus MΛ̄π0 of the accepted
candidates for (a) Ξ0 → K−e+ and (b) Ξ0 → K+e− in data,
respectively. The red box indicates the signal region.

and the uncertainty here is only statistical, while the
Ξ0 → K+e− has the same DT efficiency as Ξ0 → K−e+.

IV. SYSTEMATIC UNCERTAINTIES

The systematic uncertainties mainly originate from the
tracking efficiency, PID efficiency, ST fit, tag bias, and
θΞ0Ξ̄0 requirement, as summarized in Table I. Most of the
systematic uncertainties on the ST side cancel due to the
DT method described in Sec. III A.
The uncertainties due to the tracking efficiencies are

determined to be 0.6% for the kaon by studying the
control sample of J/ψ → K0

SK
±π∓, and 0.1% for the

electron or positron by studying the radiative Bhabha
events e+e− → γe+e− at

√
s = 3.097 GeV. The uncer-

tainties arising from the PID efficiencies for kaon (0.4%)
and electron or positron (1.1%) are assigned with the
same control samples as used in the studies of tracking
efficiencies. The uncertainty due to the ST fit is deter-
mined to be 2.8% by varying the signal shape (2.6%) to
the one without convolving with the Gaussian function,
changing the background shape (0.7%) from the third-
order Chebychev function to the second-order one, and
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altering the fit range (0.7%) from (1.25, 1.38) GeV/c2

to (1.23, 1.40) GeV/c2. The uncertainty due to the tag
bias arising from the difference of ST efficiencies in the
inclusive and signal MC samples caused by different mul-
tiplicities is assigned to be 0.2% by following the method
described in Ref. [35]. To obtain the uncertainty aris-
ing from the θΞ0Ξ̄0 requirement, a selection efficiency is
defined by counting the number of events with and with-
out the θΞ0Ξ̄0 requirement, and the difference of selection
efficiencies between data and MC simulation, 0.8%, is as-
signed as the corresponding systematic uncertainty. The
total systematic uncertainty is estimated to be 3.4% by
adding all these uncertainties in quadrature.

TABLE I. Relative systematic uncertainties for the branching
fraction measurement.

Source Uncertainty (%)
Tracking 0.7
PID 1.5
ST fit 2.8
Tag bias 0.2
θΞ0Ξ̄0 0.8
Total 3.4

V. RESULT

Since no obvious signal event is observed in the sig-
nal region, the upper limits on the DT yields of signal
decays are set with a frequentist method of profile likeli-
hood as a general treatment of nuisance parameters [36].
The numbers of the signal events and background events
are assumed to follow the Poisson distribution, the de-
tection efficiency is assumed to follow a Gaussian distri-
bution, and the systematic uncertainty is considered as
the standard deviation of the efficiency. This method
uses the numbers of observed events in the signal and
background regions, ratio of the signal-region size to the
background-region size, efficiency, systematic uncertain-
ty and confidence level as input parameters to calcu-
late the upper limit on the DT yield. Considering the
choice of the background region can affect the upper lim-
it on the DT yield, we sample the background region
randomly with a Gaussian distribution in the range of
(1.175, 1.455) GeV/c2 for MKe and MΛ̄π0 that excludes
the signal region, and conservatively take the one giving
the maximum upper limit on the DT yield as nominal
background region. The upper limit on the DT yield of
Ξ0 → K−e+ (Ξ0 → K+e−) is determined to be 3.7 (2.0)
at the 90% confidence level. Based on Eq. (1), the upper
limits on the branching fractions at the 90% confidence
level are determined to be

B(Ξ0 → K−e+) < 3.6× 10−6,

B(Ξ0 → K+e−) < 1.9× 10−6.
(3)

VI. SUMMARY

In summary, based on (1.0087 ± 0.0044) × 1010 J/ψ
events collected at

√
s = 3.097 GeV with the BESIII de-

tector, we present the first search for the baryon and
lepton number violating decays of Ξ0 → K−e+ with
∆(B − L) = 0 and Ξ0 → K+e− with |∆(B − L)| = 2.
No obvious signal is observed, and the upper limits on
the branching fractions of these two decays are set to be
B(Ξ0 → K−e+) < 3.6 × 10−6 and B(Ξ0 → K+e−) <
1.9× 10−6 at the 90% confidence level. These results are
among the best constraints on the BNV interactions from
hyperon decays. They offer a direct probe of the BNV
processes involving strange quarks in the initial states.
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Time-dependent, hadronic B decays and electroweak penguins at Belle II

Valerio Bertacchi, on behalf of Belle II Collaboration
Aix Marseille Univ, CNRS/IN2P3, CPPM, Marseille, France

We report the recent measurements performed using the data sample collected from 2019
to 2022 by the Belle II experiment 1 at Υ(4S) resonance, corresponding to an integrated
luminosity of 362 fb−1 . We present the measurement of B lifetime and mixing frequency, the
time dependent CP-violation analyses using the B0 → JψK0

S , B0 → φK0
S , B0 → K0

SK
0
SK

0
S ,

B0 → K0
Sπ

0 decays and the implication of the latter for the isospin sum rule, the observation
of B → D(∗)K−K0

S decays, the analysis of B → Xsγ. We also present the measurements of
the angle γ using B → DK decays, with the combined dataset collected by Belle and Belle II.

1 B lifetime and mixing frequency and sin 2β measurement

The precision measurement of the unitarity triangle angles, time-integrated and time-dependent
CP violation (TDCPV) observables is a powerful test for the Standard Model (SM) consistency.

The measurement of B0 lifetime τB0 and mixing frequency ∆md is performed in Ref. 2 using
B → D(∗)−π+ and B → D(∗)−K+ decays on the 190 fb−1 Belle II sample.

The TDCPV analysis of B0 → J/ψKS decays is performed in Ref 3 using the 190 fb−1

Belle II sample. The proper-time difference of the two B meson decays, ∆t, which distributes
in

P (∆t) = e−|∆t|/τB0/(4τB0) {1 + q[ACP cos(∆md∆t) + SCP sin(∆md∆t)]} , (1)

is measured to extract the direct CP-violation (ACP ) and and mixed-induced CP-violation
(SCP ), where q is the sign of the charge of the b quark in the other side B meson of the event.
In the SM ACP ≈ 0 and SCP ≈ sin 2β are expected, where β is the CKM matrix angle.

Both analyses results are not competitive, but they validate the Belle II performance in
term of ∆t resolution and B-flavour tagging capabilities, they serve as benchmark for TDCPV
analyses and the low systematic uncertainties demonstrate the already good detector control.

2 Time dependent CP violation analyses using gluonic penguins

The b → qqs transitions, which proceed via gluonic penguin decays, are suppressed in the
SM and they have branching fractions in the 10−5-10−6 ranges. The theory predictions are
relatively precise and ACP and SCP measured from these decays can be used to test the SM
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and possibly access to the beyond the SM amplitudes. The reconstruction of these decays is
challenging because of the presence of neutral particles in the final state, for the low yields and
high backgrounds. However, these channels can be reconstructed only at Belle II.

We report three TDCPV analysis performed on the 362 fb−1 Belle II sample: B0 → φ(→
K+K−)K0

S , B0 → K0
SK

0
SK

0
S , B0 → K0

Sπ
0. In the first channel the main challenge is the

discrimination of the non-resonant background from B → K+K−K0
S decays, performed using an

helicity angle fit. In the two latter channels, the challenge is the reconstruction of the B0 vertex
using only the displaced tracks from the K0

S decays. In all the channels a multi-dimensional fit is
used to extract the signal events. The fits exploits ∆E = E∗B−E∗beam (where ∗ means evaluated

in the Υ(4S) frame, EB is the B energy, Ebeam is the beam energy), Mbc =
√
E∗2beam − p∗2B , ∆t,

and OCS (the output of the background suppression BDT) as fitting variables. Dedicated control
channels are used to calibrate the fit variables. The events with low ∆t quality information are
used to constrain ACP , fitted simultaneously to SCP . The results for the three analyses are
reported in Table 1. The measured SCP values are compatible with the world averages, while
ACP precision is on par with best measurements for the three channels 4.

Table 1: Measured values of ACP and SCP for the three considered decay channels; the world average (w.a.)
values are also reported as a reference 4. The first uncertainty is statistical, the second systematic.

Decay Ameas.
CP Smeas.

CP Aw.a.
CP Sw.a.

CP

B0 → φK0
S 0.31± 0.20+0.05

−0.06 0.54± 0.26+0.06
−0.08 −0.01± 0.14 0.59± 0.14

B0 → K0
SK

0
SK

0
S 0.07+0.15

−0.20 ± 0.02 −1.37+0.35
−0.45 ± 0.03 0.15± 0.12 −0.83± 0.17

B0 → K0
Sπ

0 0.04+0.15
−0.14 ± 0.05 0.75+0.20

−0.23 ± 0.04 0.0± 0.13 0.58± 0.17

3 Isospin sum rule

The theoretical prediction of CP violation observables in the B → Kπ decays has typically
large uncertainties. However in Ref. 5 an isospin sum rule is presented. It combines the ACP
asymmetries from the B → K+π−, B0 → K0

Sπ
+, B+ → K+π0, and B0 → K0

Sπ
0 to obtain the

IKπ observable, which is predicted to be 0 within 1% in the SM. However, the experimental

precision is at 10% level 6 driven by A
K0

Sπ
0

CP .
We present the measurement of all the B → Kπ decays branching fraction and direct

asymmetries ACP on the 362 fb−1 Belle II sample. The results are obtained from a time-
integrated analysis and they are competitive with the world best measurement 4. In particular
the analysis B0 → K0

Sπ
0 is combined with the time-dependent result presented in previous

section to obtain the world best estimation of A
K0

Sπ
0

CP = −0.01 ± 0.12 (stat.) ± 0.05 (syst.),

where the world average is A
K0

Sπ
0

CP = 0.0 ± 0.13. This result is exploited to asses the Belle II
estimation of IKπ = −0.03 ± 0.13 (stat.) ± 0.05 (syst.), competitive with the world average 4.
The fit projection is shown in Fig. 1 (left).

4 Measurement of γ angle from B → DK decays

The unitarity triangle γ is a crucial observable to test the SM, since its theoretical prediction
has very small uncertainties (∆γtheory/γ ∼ 10−7). The γ angle is extracted from B → DK
decays in the interference between the favoured b→ cus and suppressed b→ ucs transitions

Asup(B− → D
0
K−)

Afav(B− → D0K−)
= rBe

i(δB−γ), (2)

where δb is the strong phase difference and rB is the magnitude of the suppression. The measure-
ment of γ can be approached in multiple ways, according to the chosen D final state. We present



the measurement of γ with GLS method 7 and GLW method 8,9, while the Belle II measurement
using BPGGSZ method has been already published in Ref. 10.

The GLS method exploit the cabibbo-suppressed D → K0
SK
±π∓ decays to extract 7 CP

observables (4 asymmetries, 3 branching ratios). The measurement is performed using the
combined 711 fb−1 Belle and 362 fb−1 Belle II samples. The fit is performed both in the full
D phase space and in the interference-enriched D → KK∗ region. The fit to the ∆E and
OCS distributions is performed simultaneous in 8 categories (two B charges, B± → DK± or
B± → Dπ±, and sample with the charge of the kaon from D with the same or opposite charge
of the B±). An external input to describe the D decay parameters is needed to extract γ, for
instance from Ref. 11. The results set only a contraint to γ and they are not competitive but
should be considered within the framework of a future combination of the γ extraction methods,
exploiting combined Belle and Belle II datasets.

The GLW method exploits the CP eigenstates D → K+K− (CP-even) and D → K0
Sπ

0 (CP-
odd), extracting γ from RCP± = 1 + r2

B ± 2rB cos δB cos γ, ACP± = ±2rB sin δB sin γ/RCP±.
The measurement is performed using the combined 711 fb−1 Belle and 189 fb−1 Belle II samples.
The B± → D(→ K+π−)h decays, with h = K±, π± is used to access to D decay information.
The fit to the ∆E and OCS distributions is performed simultaneous in 6 categories (Dπ or DK,
with D decaying to CP-even, CP-odd or control channel modes). The result of the CP-even
eigenstates and the γ estimation are not competitive with the world average 4. However, the
CP-odd eigenstates are unique to Belle II, and this measurement is the world best estimation
of ACP− = (−16.7± 5.7 (stat.)± 0.6 (syst.))%, RCP− = 1.151± 0.074 (stat.)± 0.019 (syst.). In
addition, ACP+ and ACP− are has almost the same strength and they differ with a significance
of 3.5σ, as expected from the SM.

5 Observation of B → D(∗)K−K0
S decays

A large fraction of the Belle II physics programme relying on B-tagging, a set of reconstruction
techniques in which the partner B meson, produced in association to the signal, is first recon-
structed with specific channels to infer the properties of the signal using the Υ(4S) initial state
constraint. The B-tagging is based on a set of multivariate classifier trained on the simulation12.
However about 40% of the B exclusive branching fractions is not known and an improvement
in the B branching fractions knowledge can lead to an increase in B-tagging efficiency.

The B → D(∗)K(∗)K(∗) sector is almost unexplored with only five measured modes 13.
We present the measurement of the branching fraction of the four B → D(∗)K−K0

S decays
performed on the 362 fb−1 Belle II sample 14, including the first observation of B0 → D+K−K0

S ,
B− → D∗0K−K0

S , B0 → D∗+K−K0
S decays and an improvement in the precision of B(B− →

D0K−K0
S). The signals are extracted from a ∆E fits and they are efficiency-corrected as a

function of m(K−K0
S) invariant mass. We also show m(K−K0

S) of the aforementioned decays,
observing structures which are far from phase-space. An example is shown in Fig. 1 (right).

6 Fully inclusive B → Xsγ measurement

The B → Xsγ transition is a radiative flavour changing neutral current, suppressed in the SM
and particularly sensitive to new physics. We present the measurement the B → Xsγ branching
ratio as a function of the photon energy in the range 1.8 GeV < Eγ < 2.7 GeV, where Xsγ is
the inclusive final state involving a photon and a strange hadron. The decays are reconstructed
using the hadronic B-tagging (i.e. reconstructing the partner B with exclusive hadronic B
decays only), and requiring a γ in the signal side. The background are suppressed using a BDT
together with the information of the simulation for specific decays. The signal is extracted
using a fit to Mbc distribution as a function of Eγ . The result is competitive with previous
measurements performed with hadronic B-tagging.
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Towards a bound on the Higgs mass in causal set quantum gravity
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Abstract

In the Standard Model of particle physics, the mass of the Higgs particle can be linked to the scale

at which the Standard Model breaks down due to a Landau pole/triviality problem: for a Higgs mass

somewhat higher than the measured value, the Standard Model breaks down before the Planck scale. We

take a first step towards investigating this relation in the context of causal set quantum gravity. We use a

scalar-field propagator that carries the imprints of spacetime discreteness in a modified ultraviolet behavior

that depends on a nonlocality scale. We investigate whether the modification can shift the scale of the

Landau pole in a scalar field theory with quartic interaction. We discover that the modifications speed up

the onset of the Landau pole considerably, so that the scale of new physics occurs roughly at the nonlocality

scale. Our results call into question, whether a separation between the nonlocality scale and the discreteness

scale, which is postulated within causal set quantum gravity, and which has been argued to give rise to

phenomenological consequences, is in fact achievable.

Methodologically, our paper is the first to apply continuum functional Renormalization Group techniques

in the context of a causal-set inspired setting.
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I. INTRODUCTION AND MOTIVATION

Is causal set quantum gravity a viable quantum theory of gravity? We approach this question

from a phenomenological perspective. We follow the “matter matters” paradigm, which says that

observational tests of quantum gravity can be derived from the interplay of quantum gravity with

matter [1]. The paradigm does not contradict the standard viewpoint that quantum gravity is

dynamically irrelevant at particle physics scales, such that, e.g., at the LHC, gravity-mediated

scattering is completely negligible. Instead, the paradigm states that fundamental parameters of

particle physics (e.g., quantum numbers and coupling values) are (partially) constrained by the

interplay with quantum gravity at quantum-gravity scales.

Our starting point is the causal-set d’Alembertian [2–5], which gives rise to a scalar propagator.

As a consequence of causal-set discreteness, the propagator is modified in the ultraviolet (UV)

[6, 7]. In [6], the idea has been put forward that the modified behavior of the propagator in the

UV could serve as a UV regulator and improve the UV behavior of QFTs. Here, we explore this

idea. The crucial point is not whether or not an individual loop diagram diverges – the theory of

renormalization allows us to understand and control these divergences. Instead, the crucial point

is the scale dependence of the (renormalized) coupling as a function of the Renormalization Group

(RG) scale: If this scale dependence leads to a Landau pole, the theory is expected to break down

at this scale. 1 To investigate this, we calculate the beta function of the quartic scalar interaction,

using the causal-set inspired propagator. Within standard quantum field theory, this interaction

runs into a Landau pole in the UV, which signals the incompleteness of λφ4 theory and the need

for new physics. Given a value of λ at low energies, one can calculate the scale of the Landau pole.

We will investigate how the scale of the Landau pole kLandau is related to the nonlocality scale

kρ = ρ1/4.

For this investigation, we need a tool that allows us to account for the effect of quantum

fluctuations of the scalar field and to derive the beta function based on the modified propagator.

The functional Renormalization Group (RG) is a suitable tool, given the easiness with which

various modified (and/or dressed) propagators can be put in and their effect on beta functions

explored.

This paper is structured as follows: Because continuum functional RG techniques have not

1 More precisely, it is perturbation theory that breaks down at a Landau pole. Nonperturbative techniques are

required to determine whether the theory continues to be viable in a strongly coupled regime. Within φ4 theory

in four dimensions, lattice studies have shown that the theory does indeed break down in the UV: if the UV cutoff

of the theory is pushed to infinity, the theory becomes noninteracting, i.e., trivial, in the IR.
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yet been used in causal set quantum gravity2, we attempt at make our paper accessible both to

the causal-set community as well as to practitioners of the functional RG. We thus introduce the

salient features of causal set quantum gravity in Sec. II and review the scalar d’Alembertian and the

resulting momentum-space representation of the propagator on discrete Minkowski spacetime. We

also define a causal-set inspired, Euclidean counterpart of the propagator that forms the basis of

our calculation. In Sec. III we introduce the functional RG and discuss the distinct scales involved

in our setting and how the functional RG enables us to calculate the effect of quantum fluctuations

at the different scales. Because we consider it important to clarify exactly which assumptions

underlie any connection of a quantum-gravity approach to phenomenology, we dedicate Sec. IV

to spelling out our assumptions in detail. In Sec. V we discuss our results. First, we review the

triviality bound on the Higgs mass in standard QFT, in order to then discuss where our results

deviate due to the nonlocality scale. In Sec. VI we provide conclusions as well as two outlooks, one

on physical implications and the broader context of our work and one on future methodological

developments that are possible based on the present work.

II. CAUSAL SET QUANTUM GRAVITY

To set the stage, we review the key features of causal set quantum gravity and the scalar field

propagator on a causal set background.

A. Review of causal set quantum gravity

Causal set quantum gravity [10], see [11] for a recent review, postulates that spacetime is

fundamentally discrete. Spacetime manifolds and associated structures, such as tangent spaces,

continuum fields and also the spacetime metric, are regarded as approximative structures that

provide a good description of physics at spacetime distances much larger than the discreteness

scale. At the fundamental level, only spacetime points and causal relations remain of the continuum

spacetime geometry.

More specifically, a causal set C is a collection of spacetime points xi ∈ C, with a causal relation

�, such that xi � xj , if xi is in the causal past of xj .
3 The causal relation satisfies transitivity, as

it intuitively should,

xi � xj and xj � xk ⇒ xi � xk, ∀xi,j,k ∈ C. (1)

2 A discrete version of the functional RG, developed in [8], has been adapted to causal sets in [9].
3 It holds that xi � xi.
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Causal set quantum gravity excludes spacetimes with closed timelike curves4, i.e.,

xi � xj and xj � xi ⇒ xi = xj ∀xi,j ∈ C. (2)

Both of these properties hold for spacetime points on a continuum manifold that does not contain

closed timelike curves. The third property satisfied by a causal set is what makes it distinct from

a continuum manifold by imposing spacetime discreteness:

|{xk ∈ C : xi � xk � xj}| <∞ , (3)

where |{· · · }| represents the cardinality of a set. This last property is called local finiteness and

says that there is only a finite number of spacetime points in the causal interval between any two

spacetime points.

Starting from a given causal set, the construction of an associated continuum manifold5 is a

challenging and in general unsolved problem. Progress towards a solution has been made, in that

topological and geometric quantities have been constructed from the causal set, which characterize

an associated continuum geometry. These quantities include a characterization of the spacetime

topology [12, 13], spacetime dimensionality [14–18], geodesic distance [19–21], Ricci curvature [3]

and higher-order curvature invariants [22], see also the review [11].

Starting from a continuum manifold, an associated causal set can be obtained via a Poisson

sprinkling, i.e., a random selection of spacetime points, with the number of spacetime points per

volume following from a Poisson distribution at sprinkling density ρ` = 1/`4, where ` is the resulting

discreteness scale, typically assumed to be the Planck scale. The causal relation � between the

selected spacetime points follows from the spacetime metric; after the causal relations are derived,

the spacetime manifold and associated metric can be discarded, and a causal set remains. The

randomness of the distribution is key to avoid the selection of a preferred frame and the associated

breaking of Lorentz invariance that any non-random distribution (e.g., a regular spacetime lattice)

implies, see [23]. As an important consequence, causal sets encoding an infinite spacetime volume

are generically graphs with infinite valency and for a finite-size causal set the valency generically

increases with the spacetime volume (although spacetime curvature may limit this growth).

The discrete-to-continuum correspondence between a causal set and a Lorentzian manifold

is based on the Hawking-Malament theorem [24, 25] which says that in a past-and- future-

distinguishing manifold, the causal relations encode the full conformal metric. The conformal

4 There is therefore no causal set that corresponds to the maximum analytic extension of the Kerr spacetime; it is,

however, an open question what the structure of spinning black holes is in causal sets.
5 There is no one-to-one correspondence, because all continuum manifolds which differ from each other only at

spacetime scales smaller than the discreteness scale are equivalent in the sense that they can be associated to the

same causal set.
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factor can also be recovered from a causal set: because it is discrete, the number of spacetime

points in a causal set (or a subset of it) correspond to the spacetime volume, with one spacetime

point on average corresponding to a volume 1/ρ`. Thus, the discrete-to-continuum correspondence

can be stated as “order + number = geometry”.

Our focus will be on such causal sets that are sprinklings into four-dimensional Minkowski

spacetime, because on those, the discrete counterpart of a d’Alembertian has been constructed.

B. Review of the scalar propagator on a causal set

In [2–5], a discrete d’Alembertian acting on a scalar field has been put forward. It follows the

usual intuition that the discrete counterpart of a derivative operator is built out of alternating

sums of the field evaluated at neighboring points. For causal sets, these neighbors are the causally

related points. For the present purposes, we do not need the discrete form of the d’Alembertian

on a single causal set; instead we are interested in its expectation value averaged over sprinklings

into 3 + 1 dimensional Minkowski spacetime.6 Given a scalar field φ(x), the expectation value of

the discrete d’Alembertian acting on φ, averaged over Poisson sprinklings into 3 + 1 dimensional

Minkowski spacetime, is given by

〈�CSφ(x)〉 =
1

`2

(
− 4√

6
φ(x) +

4√
6`4

4∑
i=1

Ci

∫
J−(x)

d4y
√
−g(y)

(
`−4 V(x, y)

)i−1

(i− 1)!
e`
−4 V(x,y) φ(y)

)
,

(4)

with C1 = 1, C2 = −9, C3 = 16 and C4 = −8. V(x, y) denotes the causal volume inbetween

the two points x and y and J−(x) denotes the causal past of x. For details on this expression

and its derivation, we refer the reader to [2–5]. In the continuum limit, ` → 0, this expression

reduces to the continuum d’Alembertian, see [5, 28] for details. However, the fluctuations about the

expectation value are large and grow with decreasing `, see [2]. This can be solved by “smearing”

the discrete operator over spacetime distances `k � `. The corresponding continuum operator is

still of the form Eq. (4), but with the substitution `→ `k (and correspondingly, ρ` → ρ).

We will work in the corresponding momentum-space representation, that is obtained by the

6 This may account for part of the path integral over causal sets: if an action can be found that suppresses non-

manifoldlike causal sets through destructive interference (see [3, 26, 27] for progress in this direction) and that

results in constructive interference of causal sets with small enough curvature, then the average over sprinklings

may provide a good estimate of the result of performing the path integral over causal sets.
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action of 〈�CS〉 on a plane wave:

〈�CSe
i p·x〉 = f(p2)ei p·x, (5)

f(p2) = ρ1/2

(
− 4√

6
+ 4π

ρ1/4√
p2

3∑
n=0

bn
n!

( π
24

)n ∫ ∞
0
ds s4n+2 e−

π
24
s4K1

(√
p2

ρ1/4
s

))
. (6)

The coefficients bn are given by

bn =
4 δn,0 − 36 δn,1 + 64 δn,2 − 32 δn,3√

6
. (7)

K1 is a modified Bessel function of the second kind. Here, we are also using the momentum scale

ρ1/4, which is related to the nonlocality scale, ρ1/4 = 1/`k.

In the IR limit, p2 � √ρ, the causal-set effect vanishes and the d’Alembertian reduces to the

usual limit

f(p2)→ −p2 for
p2

√
ρ
� 1. (8)

Modifications from the usual UV behavior arise for non-zero ρ:

f(p2)→ − 4√
6

√
ρ+

32π√
6

ρ3/2

p4
for

p2

√
ρ
� 1. (9)

The scalar field propagator, i.e., the inverse of f(p2), behaves just like the usual propagator in the

IR; the UV limit is modified and the propagator behaves like

f(p2)−1 → −
√

6

4

1
√
ρ
−
√

6

32π

ρ3/2

p4
(10)

The far UV limit, in which p2√
ρ → ∞, is thus characterized by a constant propagator instead of

the usual p−2 falloff which characterized a local QFT. Thus, the scale ρ can be thought of as a

nonlocality scale for the theory. Possible phenomenological consequences of this nonlocality have

been analyzed in [7, 29–31].

Here, we are not concerned with the consequences for the analytic structure of the QFT, which

has been analyzed in [7]. We instead take the propagator as our starting point and analyze its

consequences for the triviality problem.

The fact that the usual UV fall-off is absent and the propagator instead features a constant

term already implies that quantum fluctuations will be enhanced in the UV. We thus expect that

the Landau-pole problem may get worse and that the nonlocality scale ρ will be closely related to

the scale at which the quartic scalar field theory breaks down.
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C. Euclidean counterpart of the propagator

To apply functional RG techniques, we require a Euclidean propagator as our starting point.

This propagator can in principle be obtained by performing an analytical continuation in the

complex-time-plane. Here, we instead do something simpler to define a Euclidean counterpart to

the Lorentzian propagator, namely a simple substitution t → −iτ . We perform such substitution

without considering the structure of poles and branch cuts of the propagator. The resulting prop-

agator should rather be understood as a definition of a new Euclidean propagator, inspired by its

Lorentzian counterpart. As a function of the Euclidean four-momentum p2, we have that

fEuclidean(p2) = −f(p2). (11)

In the IR limit, our definition reduces to the standard analytical continuation of the scalar field

propagator.

To make it clear that we are using a propagator that is defined in the Euclidean, we call it the

causal-set inspired propagator.

III. FUNCTIONAL RENORMALIZATION GROUP TECHNIQUES

The functional RG enables us to integrate out quantum fluctuations according to the value of

the Euclidean four-momentum, see [32] for a recent review. It is therefore well-suited to our task,

namely to account for quantum fluctuations of a scalar field on top of a causal set background.

As a function of the RG scale k (where k =
√
k2 with k2 a four-momentum squared), we first

integrate out quantum fluctuations whose propagator corresponds to the UV limit of the causal-set

propagator. As k is lowered, the propagator transitions to its IR form where it corresponds to the

standard scalar propagator in a local QFT.

This is implemented through the suppression of field configurations whose four-momenta squared

p2 lie below the RG scale, i.e, which satisfy p2 < k2. This can most conveniently be done by endow-

ing them with a large mass term, because a mass term reduces the propagator and thus suppresses

the corresponding quantum field. Accordingly, we add a term ∆Sk =
∫ d4p

(2π)4
φ(p)Rk(p

2)φ(−p)

to the action, where Rk(p
2) is the mass-like regulator term. It satisfies Rk(p

2) > 1 for p2 < k2

and Rk(p
2) = 0 for p2 > k2, such that field configurations with p2 < k2 are suppressed and field

configurations with p2 > k2 are unsuppressed. This can for instance be achieved with the choice

[33, 34]

Rk(p
2) = (k2 − p2)θ(k2 − p2), (12)
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FIG. 1. We illustrate the different scales in the problem.

with the Heaviside step function θ.

To account for the effect of quantum fluctuations, we focus on the effective action Γ, which is the

quantum counterpart to the classical action: its variation gives rise to the equations of motion for

the expectation value of the field. Knowing Γ is equivalent to having performed the path integral.

In the functional RG setup, Γ is not calculated at once, but in successive steps, each of which

accounts for quantum fluctuations of successively lower momenta. This gives rise to a flowing

action Γk, which is obtained from a path integral with ∆Sk added to the action. We illustrate the

scales involved in the setting in Fig. 1.

The advantage of working with Γk is that it satisfies a formally exact functional differential

equation [35, 36], which reads

k ∂kΓk =
1

2
Tr

[(
Γ

(2)
k +Rk

)−1
k ∂kRk

]
. (13)

Here, Γ
(2)
k = δ2Γk

δφ(x)δφ(y) denotes the second functional derivative. To extract information from

Eq. (13), we truncate Γk as

Γk =

∫
d4p

(2π)4
fEuclidean(p2)φ(−p)φ(p)

+
λ(k)

4

∫
d4p1

(2π)4

d4p2

(2π)4

d4p3

(2π)4
φ(p1)φ(p2)φ(p3)φ(−p1 − p2 − p3)

(14)

with λ(k) being a scale-dependent quartic coupling. The argument of the last φ in the interaction

term reflects momentum-conservation. Plugging this truncation into Eq. (13) and setting φ(x) =

φ̄ = const., we can project both sides onto the φ4-term, resulting in

k ∂kλ(k) =
1

3!

[
∂4

∂φ̄4

(
1

2

∫
d4p

(2π)4

1

fEuclidean(p2) +Rk(p2) + 3λφ̄2
k ∂kRk(p

2)

)]
φ̄=0

(15)

The right-hand-side is both UV- and IR-finite: In the IR, for p2 → 0, the presence of the regulator

Rk(p
2) in the propagator ensures finiteness. In the UV, for p2 → ∞, the scale-derivative of the
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regulator k∂kRk(p
2) in the denominator regularizes the momentum integral and imposes an effec-

tive cutoff of the momentum integration at p2 & k2.

Setting φ on the right-hand-side to a constant is a choice that we can make in order to simplify

the evaluation of the momentum integral, because the interaction term of interest, λ/4φ4 is non-

vanishing for this choice. In contrast, momentum-dependent interactions, which are in general

also generated on the right-hand side, are discarded by this choice. Similarly, the 4th derivative

with respect to φ̄ allow us to select the φ̄4 term on the right-hand side, discarding higher-order

interactions which are also generated.

IV. ASSUMPTIONS UNDERLYING OUR ANALYSIS

Our analysis is based on a number of assumptions that enable us to link the scalar mass to the

scale ρ. Here, we spell them out for clarity:

a) The Euclidean, causal-set inspired propagator defined in Eq. (11) captures the main effects

of causal-set-discreteness on the propagation of scalar fields.

b) The propagator of the theory is modified, but the interactions are not. There is in particular

no momentum-dependent and potentially non-local dressing of the four-scalar interaction.

c) It makes sense to integrate out quantum fluctuations in the continuum QFT at momentum

scales p2 >
√
ρ, where ρ−1/4 = `k is the scale over which the discrete d’Alembertian is

smeared, because `k � ` must hold in order for the smearing to be effective in reducing

fluctuations of the discrete d’Alembertian about the average value.

d) The local coarse graining at the heart of the functional RG continues to be suitable with the

causal-set inspired nonlocal propagator.

V. BOUNDS ON THE SCALAR MASS IN CAUSAL SET QUANTUM GRAVITY

The motivation for our work is the triviality bound on the Higgs mass, which provides an upper

bound on the Higgs mass as a function of the scale up to which the theory is valid. We expect that

the nonlocal modification of the propagator modifies such a mass bound. In turn, the connection

between the Higgs mass and the scale where causal-set effects set in allows to bound this scale,

given the measured value of the Higgs mass. To set the stage for this study, we first review how

the triviality bound on the Higgs mass arises.
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A. Review of the triviality bound on the Higgs mass

From the measurement of the Higgs mass, one can conclude about the scale of new physics.

As a function of this scale, upper and lower bounds on the Higgs mass exist. In our work, the

lower (stability) bound will not play a role. Instead, we focus on the upper (triviality) bound, see

[37–44]. We first focus on a real scalar field φ with quartic coupling λ. In the symmetry-broken

phase, where the scalar field acquires a vacuum expectation value

〈φ〉 = v, (16)

the mass of the excitations about this vacuum is given by

m2 = 3λ v2. (17)

Allowed values of the mass m therefore depend on allowed values of the quartic interaction λ. In

turn, λ is constrained to lie within a finite interval that is bounded from above by the triviality

bound. The bound can already be motivated within one-loop perturbation theory, although its

proof relies on nonperturbative techniques [37–44]. At one loop, the beta function of the quartic

coupling is given by

βλ = β0 λ
2, (18)

where the one-loop coefficient β0 > 0 depends on the normalization of the quartic interaction. For

our choice of conventions, with λ/4φ4,

β0 =
9

8π2
. (19)

The beta function can be integrated to yield

λ(k) =
λ0

1− β0λ0 ln
(
k
k0

) , (20)

where λ0 = λ(k0) with an infrared (IR) reference scale k0 and the RG scale k. Because β0 > 0,

Eq. (20) contains a pole at

kLandau = k0 e
1

β0 λ0 . (21)

This pole signals the breakdown of perturbation theory, but, if we ignore the breakdown of the

method7, we can interpret Eq. (21) in physical terms. It implies that scalar field theory breaks

7 The resulting conclusions can be confirmed, e.g., with nonperturbative lattice simulations [45, 46] and other

nonperturbative techniques [47, 48]
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down at a finite scale of new physics, ΛNP, which can be made larger by decreasing λ0. Thus, the

scalar field mass is bounded from above: the larger ΛNP, the smaller λ0 and thus m2 must be.

More specifically, the mass is bounded from above by

m2
upper(kLandau) = 3λ0(kLandau) v2, (22)

where λ0(kLandau) is the value of λ0 that corresponds to a given choice of the Landau-pole scale.

Beyond perturbation theory, non-perturbative techniques, such as lattice and functional tech-

niques, can be used. They confirm that one cannot extend scalar field theory up to arbitrarily

high (momentum) scales, without requiring λ0 to vanish. The triviality bound on the scalar mass

therefore persists [45–48].

For the Higgs field, βλ also depends on the SU(2)L and the U(1)Y gauge couplings, as well as the

Yukawa couplings to the fermions (although the top quark Yukawa coupling is in practise the only

non-negligible one). These additional couplings do not alter the existence of the triviality bound;

they only alter the scale of new physics. Therefore, in order to make a first step towards deriving

an upper bound on the Higgs mass in causal set quantum gravity, we discard all additional degrees

of freedom of the Standard Model, and focus on a real scalar field.

B. Triviality bound on scalar φ4 theory with the causal-set inspired propagator

The beta function for λ depends on a loop integral over quantum fluctuations, obtained from

the flow equation (13) and we can write it as

βλ = k∂kλ(k) =
9

8π2
λ2I(ρ/k4), (23)

where I(ρ/k4) depends on the nonlocality scale. In terms of r(p2/k2) = Rk(p
2)/k2 and y = p2/k2,

we can write

I(ρ/k4) =

∫ ∞
0

dy
2y (r(y)− yr′(y))

(k−2fEuclidean (k2 y) + r(y))3 . (24)

This loop integral over quantum fluctuations decomposes into three parts: The first is the UV

part, in which the propagator takes the asymptotic form Eq. (10), the second is the intermediate

part, in which p2 ≈ √ρ and which can only be performed numerically, and the third is the IR part,

in which the propagator takes the standard form. The IR and UV parts, where the propagator

assumes a simple form, can be performed analytically, the intermediate part numerically. We can

interpolate the final result in terms of the four-parameter function

I(ρ/k4) =

(
ρ

ρ0 k4

) a1

1+a2

(
ρ

ρ0 k
4

)α
, (25)
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FIG. 2. We show the numerical data to the result of the loop integral, cf. Eq. (??) (black dots) as well as

the fit, cf. Eq. (25) (red line).

with fitting parameters

a1 = −0.89, a2 = 3.96, α = 0.14, ρ0 = 83.30. (26)

We show both the numerical result as well as the fit in Fig. 2.

Based on this result, the beta function Eq. (23) can be integrated to yield the running coupling

λ(k) = λ0

(
1− 9λ0

8π2

∫ k

k0

dk′
I(ρ/k′4)

k′

)−1

. (27)

The right-hand side needs to be evaluated numerically. We can rewrite it in terms of a new function

F (k/ρ1/4), which can be evaluated numerically. With

F (z) =

∫ z

1
dk̃

I(k̃−4)

k̃
, (28)

we can write

λ(k) = λ0

(
1− 9λ0

8π2

[
F
(
k/ρ1/4

)
− F

(
k0/ρ

1/4
)])−1

. (29)

For F (z), we find a three-parameter fit (cf. Fig. 3)

F (z) =
(
A (za − 1) + log(z)

)
θ(1− z) + zb θ(z − 1) . (30)

with the fitting parameters

{A, a, b}Fit = {−1.363, 0.126, 3.161} . (31)
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FIG. 3. Numerical data (black dots) and corresponding fit (red line) of the function F (z).

Plugging (30) into (29), we find

λ(k) = λ0

[
1− 9λ0

8π2

(
log
(
k/k0

)
+A ρ−a/4 (ka − ka0)

)]−1

θ
(
1− k/ρ1/4

)
+ λ0

[
1− 9λ0

8π2

(
log
(
ρ1/4/k0

)
+A ρ−a/4

(
ρa/4 − ka0

))
+
(
k/ρ1/4

)b]−1

θ
(
k/ρ1/4 − 1

)
,

(32)

where we have used k0 < ρ1/4. As a consistency check, we confirm that for ρ→∞, we recover

λρ→∞(k) = λ0

[
1− 9λ0

8π2
log
(
k/k0

)]−1

, (33)

which agrees with the usual result for the running of the quartic coupling λ obtained with the

standard d’Alembertian operator.

We can now analyze the physical implications of our result, Eq. (32). We first note that,

due to existence of a fixed external scale,
√
ρ, there are two regimes in the running of λ: For

k2 <
√
ρ, i.e., in the IR, we recover the logarithmic scale dependence of λ with a small correction

∼ (k/ρ1/4)a = (k/ρ1/4)0.126. For k2 >
√
ρ, in the UV, the scale dependence is strongly modified

and we see a dependence on (k/ρ1/4)b = (k/ρ1/4)3.161.

We now follow the RG flow in the opposite direction, i.e., in the direction of increasing k. As

soon as k becomes comparable to ρ1/4, the modified form of the propagator results in a strongly

accelerated flow, which speeds up the onset of the Landau pole. We thus expect to encounter a

Landau pole close to the nonlocality scale.

There is a second perspective on this result, namely that the nonlocality dampens the interac-

tion. This becomes clear if one follows the RG flow in its proper direction, from microscopic to
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macroscopic scales (i.e., from large to small k): then, even large values of λ are very quickly driven

towards small values; the nonlocality thus accelerates the approach of λ to zero.

Both perspectives imply that the Landau-pole problem persists: Seen from the IR, the nonlo-

cality speeds up the onset of the Landau pole. Seen from the UV, the nonlocality speeds up the

decrease of the coupling towards the IR; thus, a very large λ has to be chosen in the UV in order

for λ to differ significantly from 0 in the IR. This second way of viewing the result is in spirit

closely related to the triviality problem. We caution that to confirm the triviality problem, a fully

nonperturbative study would be necessary. The functional RG is in principle a well-suited tool to

do so. However, our present truncation, where we only account for the quartic interaction, and

discard both higher-order interactions as well as momentum-dependences in the interaction, is not

well-suited to explore the nonperturbative regime.

We now quantify the scale of the Landau pole, kLandau and in particular its relation to the

nonlocality scale. kLandau follows by solving

1− 9λ0

8π2

[
F
(
kLandau/ρ

1/4
)
− F

(
k0/ρ

1/4
)]

= 0 . (34)

Assuming that F has an inverse, we can write the formal solution

kLandau = ρ1/4 F−1

(
8π2

9λ0
+ F

(
k0/ρ

1/4
))

. (35)

For our purposes, it is not relevant whether F−1 exists on the entire domain of definition of F (z);

we only care about the numerical inverse for a finite range of arguments, in which, from Fig. 3,

one can see that the inverse exists. We evaluate the inverse numerically from our numerical data

for F (z) and thereby determine the Landau-pole scale, cf. Fig. 4.

For small values of λ0, we obtain a result that does not depend on the choice of k0, as long

as k0 � ρ1/4. This follows directly from the fact that if λ0 is small enough, the first term in

the argument of F−1 dominates, irrespective of the choice of k0/ρ
1/4. In this regime we obtain a

universal limit, namely that the Landau-pole scale is roughly equal to the nonlocality scale. This

result confirms our expectation based on the properties of the propagator: because UV modes

are not as usual suppressed by a 1/p2 propagator, and instead strongly enhanced to a constant

propagator, their effect on the running coupling is compounded and the Landau pole sets in much

earlier than in standard QFT.

For larger values of λ0, the Landau-pole scale depends on the choice of k0. In this regime,

because the initial condition for λ is already close to the nonperturbative regime, the Landau-

pole is approached close to k0. Thus, the Landau-pole scale can occur significantly below the
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FIG. 4. We show the Landau pole scale kLandau as a function of λ0 for various choices of the ratio k0/ρ
1/4.

The full lines correspond to the results obtained in our CS-inspired setting. The dashed lines correspond to

kLandau = k0 exp
(

8π2

9λ0

)
obtained with the standard λφ4-model.

nonlocality scale in this case. In this regime, we find agreement with standard QFT, because even

a local propagator suffices to drive the system into a Landau pole if the initial condition for λ is

chosen in the nonperturbative regime.

Finally, we can translate our results into an upper bound on the scalar mass as a function of

the Landau-pole scale. We demand that the theory is valid up to the Landau pole scale kLandau

and thus obtain the bound

λ0 <
8π2/9

F
(
kLandau/ρ1/4

)
− F

(
k0/ρ1/4

) . (36)

This translates into an upper bound on the scalar mass, evaluated at k0

MS(k0) .

(
8π2v2

EW/9

F
(
kLandau/ρ1/4

)
− F

(
k0/ρ1/4

))1/2

= MUpper
S . (37)

For our numerical evaluation, we choose vEW = 246 GeV and k0 = 173 GeV, as relevant for the

Higgs particle in the Standard Model, cf. Fig. 5. We see that as soon as the Landau-pole scale lies

close to the nonlocality scale, the window of allowed scalar masses closes. Thus, if we extrapolate

our result to the Standard Model, the nonlocality scale may not lie significantly below the Planck

scale, because otherwise new physics is needed in a regime where by assumption the standard

QFT still holds. One would then have to embed the Standard Model into a UV complete (i.e.,

asymptotically free or safe) setting and hope that the presence of the nonlocality does not destroy

the UV completion.
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FIG. 5. Left panel: We show the upper bound on the scalar mass as a function of the Landau-pole scale

for different values of the nonlocality scale. Right panel: We show the upper bound on the scalar mass as a

function of the nonlocality scale for different values of the ratio kLandau/ρ
1/4.

We conclude that a significant separation between the nonlocality scale and the discreteness

scale, as is required in order to dampen the fluctuations in the d’Alembertian, appears difficult

to reconcile with the absence of Landau poles. Instead, the nonlocality appears to speed up the

breakdown of perturbation theory (and, if the results persist nonperturbatively, of the theory as a

whole), and requires new physics close to the nonlocality scale. The new physics may potentially

“just” be new fields, but it is unclear whether one can actually avoid similarly problematic features

just by adding new fields and interactions. It may therefore be the case that the nonlocality must

be confined to the discreteness scale.

VI. CONCLUSIONS AND OUTLOOK

In the spirit of the “matter matters” paradigm, we set out to explore the implications of causal

set discreteness for the upper bound on the Higgs mass. We take the first step in this exploration

by focusing on a scalar field with quartic interaction, and neglect both the gauge symmetries as

well as the additional fields of the Standard Model. We use the causal set d’Alembertian, for which

an expression in Fourier space is available, once the d’Alembertian is averaged over sprinklings

into Minkowski spacetime. In this averaging, fluctuations about the mean grow with sprinkling

density and it has therefore been proposed that the expression should be smeared over a distance

scale ρ−1/4 which is significantly larger than the discreteness scale. The resulting d’Alembertian

deviates from the standard d’Alembertian at this distance scale, where it becomes nonlocal; thus

the scale is referred to as the nonlocality scale.
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We find that the running of the quartic scalar coupling is modified at the nonlocality scale.

Because the nonlocality enhances quantum fluctuations, it accelerates the running of the coupling.

Therefore, the Landau pole, which occurs in the quartic scalar interaction already in standard

QFT, is still present, but shifted to significantly lower scales and occurs close to the nonlocality

scale.

We assume that, just as in standard QFT, the Landau pole signals not just the breakdown of

perturbation theory, but the breakdown of the theory itself and the need for new physics. This

new physics could in principle be physics beyond the Standard Model, i.e., new matter fields. It

is, however, unclear, whether the enhancement of quantum fluctuations with momenta beyond the

nonlocality scale enables the extension of a QFT significantly beyond the nonlocality scale. We

thus tentatively interpret the nonlocality scale as the scale at which continuum QFT may break

down. This implies that the separation between nonlocality scale and discreteness scale, required

to suppress fluctuations of the d’Alembertian, may not be consistent.

It is also possible to associate ρ−1/4 directly with the discreteness scale, in which case the

underlying discrete d’Alembertian is not “smeared”. This interpretation of ρ is favored by our

results, because the Landau pole can then be viewed as signalling the breakdown of continuum

quantum field theory and the onset of discreteness. It is then selfconsistent that the Landau pole

occurs roughly at ρ−1/4.

A. Outlook on methodological developments

The Lorentzian causal set propagator, with the constant contribution subtracted, shows an

improved UV behavior, which can regularize loop integrals. This paves the way for an upgrade

of the present study to Lorentzian signature, combining a Callan-Symanzik IR cutoff with the

Lorentzian causal-set propagator.

In addition, the propagator may be used in the context of asymptotically safe quantum gravity,

where studies of Lorentzian signature are technically challenging [49–51] and where a UV regular-

ization compatible with Lorentzian signature is required.

B. Outlook on physics implications

Ours is not the first work which aims at relating the mass of a scalar field to the scale of quantum

gravity. In [52], it was previously proposed that asymptotically safe quantum gravity gives rise to
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a prediction of the Higgs mass. There is therefore the perspective that distinct quantum-gravity

approaches give rise to distinct predictions of the Higgs mass, or distinct upper bounds on it. These

are of course subject to assumptions, such as, e.g., the absence of new fields that couple to the

Higgs boson. Under these assumptions, such distinct predictions and/or bounds would provide an

opportunity to select among the different contenders for a quantum theory of gravity.

C. Outlook on quantum gravity fluctuations

In causal set quantum gravity, quantum gravity fluctuations are fluctuations of the causal set.

These are not directly related to fluctuations in the metric, or fluctuations of the graviton. To add

the impact of graviton-fluctuations to our study, one may therefore proceed in the following way:

First, we assume that graviton fluctuations become important at scales at which the non-local

d’Alembertian encodes the propagation of scalar fields. Second, we assume that the d’Alembertian

also encodes the propagation of gravitons.8 Third, we assume that the coupling of gravitons to

the scalar is given by the usual vertices from minimal coupling. Under those assumptions, we can

calculate the impact of gravitons on the beta function of the scalar quartic coupling. We obtain

a contribution that is linear in the scalar quartic coupling and is positive at all scales9 Thus, we

conclude that, under the three assumptions above, graviton fluctuations cannot prevent the onset

of a Landau pole at the nonlocality scale.
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Abstract. In this article we investigate the cumulative stochastic gravitational wave spectra
as a tool to gain insight on the creation mechanism of primordial black holes. We consider
gravitational waves from the production mechanism of primordial black holes and from the
gravitational interactions of those primordial black holes among themselves and other astro-
physical black holes. We specifically focus on asynchronous bubble nucleation during a first
order phase transition as the creation mechanism. We have used two benchmark phase tran-
sitions through which the primordial black holes and the primary gravitational wave spectra
have been generated. We have considered binary systems and close hyperbolic interactions
of primordial black holes with other primordial and astrophysical black holes as the source of
the secondary part of the spectra. We have shown that this unique cumulative spectra have
features which directly and indirectly depend on the specifics of the production mechanism.
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1 Introduction

The dark matter question has long been persecuting the all encompassing successes of the
Standard Model (SM) of particle physics. In principle, dark matter could come in various
shades, for example, it can be of particulate nature (e.g., weakly interacting massive parti-
cles, axions etc.) having widely distributed mass range or it can be some compact object
of primordial origin, like primordial black hole (PBH). Primordial back holes were first pro-
posed in [1], and since then it has been the center of interest to the community. After the
discovery of gravitational waves by the LIGO and Virgo collaborations [2] almost a decade
ago, the interest on PBHs was resurrected with new vigour. For long time many different
mechanisms have been proposed regarding the origin of PBH, e.g. collapse from inhomo-
geneities during radiation- [3, 4] and matter-dominated era [5–7], critical collapse [8, 9],
collapse in single [10–12] and multi-field inflationary models [13–15], collapse of cosmic string
loops [16, 17], collapse during a first order phase transition (FOPT) [18] to name a few.
Recently, a number of novel mechanisms have been proposed related to the creation of PBHs
during a FOPT. Some of these are model-dependent mechanisms, i.e. the particle content
and the interactions of the model decides whether there will be any creation of PBH during a
FOPT [19, 20], whereas the others are model-independent [21, 22]. These two model indepen-
dent mechanisms, especially Ref. [22] was the first to propose the creation of PBH through
collapse of overdense regions in the early universe where these regions are formed due to the
asynchronous nature of nucleation of true vacuum bubbles during a FOPT. Furthermore,
many of these PBH forming mechanisms, i.e. scalar perturbation [23–25], inflation [26–28],
cosmic strings [29–31], FOPT [32, 33] can also be the sources of stochastic gravitational wave
background (SGWB) in the Universe.
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This SGWB and the properties of the PBH, i.e. their mass and abundance etc. depend
on the mechanisms through which they were created. Apart from this, PBHs, if they exist,
will interact gravitationally with themselves and other astrophysical black holes (ABH).
In principle, this gravitational interactions can also create SGWB in the detectable range
of the proposed GW detectors depending on the mass and the abundance of the PBHs.
Therefore, we propose that along with the SGWB created directly by the creation mechanisms
of PBH, (scalar perturbations, cosmic strings, FOPT, inflation, etc.) the SGWB created by
those PBHs are also the consequence of those mechanisms. Therefore, the features of the
cumulative SGWB is unique up to the mechanism that is responsible for the origin of PBH.
To illustrate this further, the mass and abundance of the PBHs created during a FOPT
depend on the specifics of the FOPT, i.e. the strength (α), duration (1/β), energy content,
critical temperature (Tcri) etc. The SGWB produced due to the FOPT also depend on these
same parameters. Therefore, the spectrum of the SGWB from the FOPT and the spectrum
of the SGWB from the PBH interactions depend on the specifics of the FOPT directly and
indirectly, respectively.

The literature on probing the PBHs utilising the features in the gravitational waves
is quite large [17, 34–43]. However, an approach to study the cumulative effect of the GW
background from the creation mechanism of PBH as well as the gravitational interactions
of the PBHs is yet to be rigorously performed. In this article, we tried to fill that gap by
investigating the sum of the SGWB due the FOPT and the SGWB due the interactions of
PBH as prescription to test the claim that FOPTs are the origin of PBHs. In principle, this
can be extended to all the other mechanisms which create both PBH and SGWB. Recently
in Ref. [34] it was proposed that SGWB spectra can be used to distinguish between creation
mechanism of PBH; though the SGWB due to gravitational interactions of PBHs were not
considered since for those mass ranges of PBH it would have been insignificant. Since we
are considering gravitational interactions of the PBHs as one of the sources of SGWB, the
mass of the PBHs are to be large enough for the SGWB to be significant. This led us
to consider specific FOPTs, i.e. the FOPTs for which the transition temperature is below
O(10 GeV) as examples which can generate PBHs with large masses, i.e. masses above
O(10−5M�). These comparatively low temperature FOPTs can be motivated from the dark
sector phase transitions [44]. Owing to the larger mass, in this article we deal with PBHs for
which Hawking evaporation [45] does not play any major role. These PBHs are also created
during the radiation dominated era, and therefore the PBH-PBH interactions in principle
have started from a very early time in the universe, but the PBH-ABH interactions could
have started only after the creation the of the first ABHs. We have taken these effects into
account in our study as well. Furthermore, we also look into the dependence of the peak
frequencies of the cumulative spectrum on the temperature at which the FOPT occurred. We
also show the cumulative SGWB originating from FOPTs at different temperatures where
some benchmark values of the relevant parameters have been used.

This article is organized as follows, in Sec. 2 we discuss FOPT as the common origin
of SGWB and the PBHs. After discussing the mass and abundance of PBHs formed out of
FOPT we go on to show the SGWB spectrum that can be originating from the FOPT. In
Sec. 3 we discuss the SGWB spectrum originating from PBH-PBH interactions which can be
of two main classes, namely the binary formations and closed hyperbolic encounters. Similar
interactions can, in principle occur between PBH and ABH as well. The SGWB spectrum
from out of PBH-ABH interactions is discussed in Sec. 4. We present our results in Sec. 5
and finally summarize and conclude in Sec. 6.
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2 FOPT as the Origin of the PBH and GW

Many different processes have been considered for the creation of PBHs with mass and
abundance ranging throughout the parameter space. In this article we consider the creation
of PBH from the collapse of overdense region during a first order phase transition. Here we
follow the mechanism proposed in [21] and [22]. It is to be noted that though both of these
papers differ in their approaches to estimate the PBH mass and abundance, the broad result
from both of these articles are the same. We follow the formalism of article [21].

During its evolution as the temperature decreased, the universe might have gone through
several phase transitions. These phase transitions are characterized by the potential of the
order parameter that drives the transition. These phase transitions could be of first or
second order in nature depending on the shape of the potential. If it has a barrier between
the true vacuum (newly generated global minima) and the false vacuum (pre-existing yet
local minima), then it is a first order phase transition, otherwise, it is a second order. The
temperature, below which the pre-existing minima becomes a local minima and a new global
minima is created, is called the critical temperature, Tcri. A first order phase transition, which
we are interested in here, occurs through the nucleation of true vacuum bubbles which then
expand releasing huge amount of energy to the bubble walls and the surrounding plasma.
The rate of the nucleation of the true vacuum is approximately given around an appropriate
time t0 by [46],

Γ ≈ Γ0e
β(t−t0) (2.1)

where,

β = −dS(t)

dt

∣∣∣
t=t0

(2.2)

and S(t) is the bounce action of the four or three dimensional instanton solution depending
on the temperature of the transition [47]. For our purposes, it has been assumed (see Ref [21])
that β/H ∼ O(1), where H is the Hubble parameter. This assumption ensures that Eq. 2.1
remains valid and that there are enough horizon sized regions in the false vacuum. Before the
universe reaches the critical temperature, the average fraction of false vacuum is unity. But
as the phase transition progresses, the average fraction of false vacuum reduces depending of
the specific dynamics of the phase transition. In this case it is assumed that during the phase
transition, vacuum energy density dominates inside the false vacuum region. Therefore, we
can use the approximate form of the false vacuum fraction [21],

ffv(t) = exp
[
−I∗e−β(t−tcri)

]
, (2.3)

where,

I∗ =
8πv3wΓ0

β(β + 3H)(β + 2H)(β + 3H)
, (2.4)

and tcri is the time when the universe reaches the critical temperature, and vw represents the
bubble wall velocity. The nucleation of true vacuum bubble is a probabilistic process, thus,
in some Hubble volume, the creation of a true vacuum bubble might be delayed. The idea is
that as the time passes and the universe expands, the radiation and the wall energy density in
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the false vacuum region falls as ∝ a−4(t) though the vacuum energy density remains constant.
Soon after, the vacuum energy in the false vacuum region starts decaying into the radiation
and wall energy density. In the true vacuum region, since the vacuum energy density is much
less than that of the false vacuum region, the ratio of energy density inside and outside the
false vacuum region keeps increasing and reaches a maximum value when the entire vacuum
energy inside the false vacuum region has been decayed. Once it reaches a critical value of
1.45, the false vacuum region collapses to form a PBH [48]. For a more in-depth explanation,
see [21, 22]. Now we briefly mention the methods shown in Ref. [21] to obtain the mass and
the abundance of the PBHs due to different cases of FOPT. In this work we consider two
benchmark FOPTs, the parameters of which are provided in Tab. 1. The rationale behind
the choice of these parameters is that they would generate masses for the PBH which are
large enough for are purposes and their parameters are in agreement with the assumptions
given in Refs. [21, 22].

Parameters I II

T (in GeV) 0.06 45

α 1 1.5

β/H 3.5 2.5

κ 0.5 1

Table 1: The relevant parameters describing the different FOPTs.

Here κ is the fraction of vacuum energy transferred into the bubble walls. Now we will
use these values and the expressions mentioned above to obtain the mass and the abundance
of the PBHs and the gravitational waves due to collision of the bubble walls.

2.1 Creation of PBHs: Mass and Abundance

In the previous paragraph we briefly mentioned the mechanism of PBH formation during the
FOPT. To quantify the PBH parameters we note that the mass of the PBH formed due to
the above-mentioned process can be given as,

M(t) = γ
4π

3
ρ̄(t)H−3(t), (2.5)

where, H2(t) = ρ̄(t)/3M2
P, with ρ̄ is the average energy density and MP is the Planck mass.

Here γ (≤ 1) is a numerical factor which depends on the specifics of the gravitational collapse.
Now, we assume that most of the PBHs which are formed during a FOPT have a mass,
MPBH = M(t1.45), where t1.45 is defined by,

ρinside(t1.45)

ρoutside(t1.45)
= 1.45. (2.6)

The fraction of the PBHs when they were formed are given by [21],

B(M) =
MH3(t)

πT

p(t)

s(T )

(
d lnM

dt

)−1
, (2.7)

where, s(T ) is the entropy density of the plasma at temperature T and p(t) is the transition
probability of an overdense region to collapse into a PBH. Finally, the abundance of the
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PBH, i.e. the fraction of dark matter which is made of PBH can be obtained by,

fPBH(M) =
1

ΩDM

(
Meq

M

)1/2

B(M), (2.8)

where ΩDM = 0.264 [49] is the density parameter of dark matter andMeq = 2.8×1017 M� [21].

Using these prescriptions, the mass of PBH and their abundances corresponding to the
FOPTs characterized by the parameters given in Tab. 1 are calculated to be {40M�, 0.005}
and {3× 10−5M�, 0.01} for FOPT I and for FOPT II, respectively. The mass of the PBHs
and their abundances along with the relevant constraints have been depicted in Fig. 1.
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SNe
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CMB

10-8 10-5 0.01 10
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M
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f P
B
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Figure 1: Abundances for different PBH masses. The constraints from Subaru HSC [50],
Kepler [51], OGLE [52], MACHO/EROS [53, 54], SNe [55], Ly-α [56], CMB [57] have also
been shown.

2.2 GW Background from FOPT

Now we give a short description of the SGWB spectrum that can be generated from the
FOPTs. The expression for the SGWB spectrum due to FOPT can be expressed as [58],

ΩGW(f) =
1

ρc

dρGW

d ln f

= 1.67× 10−5
(
H

β

)2( κα

1 + α

)2 0.11v2w
0.42 + v3w

(
100

g∗

)1/3 3.8(f/fp)
2.8

1 + 2.8(f/fp)3.8
, (2.9)

where,

fp =
0.62

1.8− 0.1vw + v2w

(
β

H

)
T

100 GeV

( g∗
100

)1/6
× 1.65× 10−5 Hz, (2.10)

is the peak frequency. It is worth-mentioning that in the present case we only consider
the contributions from collision of bubble walls as they contribute the most to the SGWB
spectrum. We also consider that the phase transition occurs fast enough and therefore all the
parameters have been evaluated as Tcri. Now using the information in Tab. 1 in Eqs. (2.9)
and (2.10) we get the gravitational wave spectrum which has been presented in Fig. 2.
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Figure 2: The SGWB spectrum for the two first order phase transitions considered in this
paper. The sensitivity curves for SKA [59], IPTA [60], EPTA [61], PPTA [62], Taiji [63],
LISA [64], DECIGO [65], BBO [66], CE [67], ET [68], LIGO, Virgo and KAGRA (LVK) [69,
70] have been shown.

3 PBH-PBH Interactions

The PBHs after being formed during the FOPT are free to interact among themselves.
Depending on the initial conditions, e.g relative velocity and the scattering cross sections,
etc., two PBHs can either form a bound binary system or there could be a single scattering
event [41, 71–75]. For binary black holes (BBH) there could be three cases where different
types of GWs can be produced – (i) individual mergers which create short-lived transient
signals, (ii) binaries which are in inspiraling phase create GW signals that last longer than
the observational period, and (iii) binaries which are unresolvable and create SGWB [76].
Similarly, individual scattering events or close hyperbolic encounters (CHE) of two PBHs
can also either create transient signals or they can create SGWB. In this article, our main
focus is on the SGWB spectrum created by these events.

As opposed to the previous section, where the source of the SGWB spectrum was
considered to be the FOPT, here, we consider many individual unresolvable events. These
individual events can be considered to be point-like. In case of a point source, the SGWB
spectrum is expressed as,

ΩGW(f) =
1

ρc

dρGW

d ln f

=
1

ρc

∫ ∞
0

dz
N(z)

1 + z

dEGW

d ln fs
, (3.1)

where ρc is the critical density of the universe, fs = (1 + z)f is the GW frequency in the
source frame and z is the redshift. Here N(z) is the number density of GW events, at redshift
z and it is given by,

N(z) =
τ(z)

(1 + z)H(z)
, (3.2)
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where H(z) is the Hubble expansion coefficient and τ(z) is the number of events per unit
time per unit comoving volume and it is expressed in units of yr−1Gpc−3. Now, in case of
different mass spectrum for two different progenitor masses this is can be given as,

τ(z) =

∫ ∫
dm1

m1

dm2

m2

dτ

d lnm1d lnm2
. (3.3)

Here we consider the number of event to be independent of the redshift. The quantities
dEGW/d ln fs and τ(z) depend on the event type (BBH or CHE). In the next part of the
article, we will focus specifically on these different type of events and generate the relevant
GW spectrum.

3.1 Binary PBH systems

If the PBHs are clustered in dense halos, then their number density can be expressed as a
combination of their mass function, the critical density of the universe, their masses and the
local density contrast. In case of PBH binary systems, the event rate per logarithmic mass
interval takes the form [41],

dτBBH

d lnm1d lnm2
= 14.8 yr−1Gpc−3f(m1)f(m2)

M10/7

(m1m2)5/7

(
ΩDM

0.25

)2(δloc
108

)(
v0

10 km/s

)−11/7
,

(3.4)

where ΩDM is the density parameter of dark matter in the universe, δloc is the local density
contrast, v0 is the initial relative velocity between the two PBHs participating in the binary
formation, M = (m1+m2) is the total mass where m1 and m2 are the masses of the individual
masses of the PBHs and f(m1) and f(m2) are the logarithmic mass function of the PBHs of
masses m1 and m2 respectively such that

∫
f(m)dm/m = fPBH where fPBH is the fraction

of dark mater which is constituted of PBHs. It is to be noted that in this article we have
considered the two different dimensionless Hubble parameters to be h70 = 1 and h = 0.7. In
this case since we consider the collapse of overdense region during a FOPT as the creation
mechanism, the logarithmic mass function of the PBH of mass m′ is ∝ δ(m −m′), i.e. we
assume that all the PBHs created due to this mechanism are of the same mass.

Now we consider the energy emitted as GW per frequency interval, i.e. dEGW/dfs in
case of a BBH. For this purpose, we use the waveform for non-spinning binaries [77],

dEGW

dfs
=

(Gπ)2/3M
5/3
c

3



f−1/3s , fs ≤ fmerg

f−1mergf
2/3
s , fmerg ≤ x ≤ fring

f−1mergf
−4/3
ring f2s

[(
fs − fring
σ/2

)2

+ 1

]−2
, fring ≤ fs ≤ fcut

0, fs > fcut

(3.5)

where, Mc = (m1m2)
3/5/(m1 + m2)

1/5 is the chirp mass. A binary contributes to the GW
spectrum in three different phases, the inspiral, the merger and the ringdown. The inspiral
and the merger phases are separated by fmerg and the merger and the ringdown phases are
separated by fring. Here, fcut signifies the frequency where the binary stops producing GWs
and σ signifies the width of the transition from merger to ringdown stage. Here, these four
parameters can be expressed as,

εi =
aiη

2 + biη + ci
πM

× c3

G
, (3.6)
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where ε1, ε2, ε3, and ε4 signifies fmerg, fring, σ, and fcut, respectively. It is to be noted that
η = (m1m2)/(m1 + m2)

2 is the symmetric mass ratio. The values of ai, bi and ci [77] have
been mentioned in Tab. 2.

i ai bi ci

1 2.97× 10−1 4.48× 10−2 9.56× 10−2

2 5.94× 10−1 8.98× 10−2 1.91× 10−1

3 5.08× 10−1 7.75× 10−2 2.24× 10−2

4 8.48× 10−1 1.28× 10−1 2.73× 10−1

Table 2: The values to determine the relevant parameters for the GW spectrum of BBH.

It is to be noted that, in this case we have used non-spinning PBHs. If the PBHs were
spinning, then the contributions from the BBH would have been different, which we leave
for future work. Now we use Eqs. (3.5) and (3.4) in Eq. (3.1) to obtain SGWB spectrum for
the different combinations of PBH masses. For binaries consisting of two 3×10−5M� PBHs,
the spectrum is insignificant, therefore we have not shown it. The other two spectrum have
been shown in Fig. 3. It can be seen that for the 40M� binaries, the SGWB spectrum is well
within the reach of BBO. But for the other two cases, the SGWB spectrum is not within the
sensitivity of any proposed GW detector.
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Figure 3: The SGWB spectrum for PBH binaries of mass combinations 40M�− 40M� and
40M� − 3× 10−5M�. The relevant sensitivity curves have been shown.

It is also to be noted here that though inspiral, merger and ringdown, all three of them
contribute to the GW spectrum, almost all of the contributions come from the inspiral phase,
i.e. f < fmerg. It can also be observed from the plots that the peak frequency for SGWB
due to BBH is approximately,

fpeak ≈ 0.7× fmerg. (3.7)

We use this above relation in Sec. 5 in order to determine the dependence of this peak
frequency on the temperature at which the FOPT occurred.
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3.2 Close Hyperbolic Encounters of PBH

In addition to the BBH scenario, as discussed previously, the PBHs can take part in close
hyperbolic encounters (CHE). Such encounters can also give rise to specific type of GW
spectrum. For the CHE, the event rate can be expressed as [41],

τCHE

d lnm1d lnm2
= 25.4× 10−8

(
ΩDM

0.25

)2(δloc
108

)
f(m1)f(m2)

M2

m1m2

e2 − 1

(v0/c)3
, (3.8)

where e is eccentricity of the path taken by the PBH. Now the energy per logarithmic
frequency interval can be expressed as [74, 78],

dEGW

d ln fs
=

4π

45

G3m2
1m

2
2

a2c5ν0
ν5Fe(ν), (3.9)

where a is the semi-major axis, ν = 2πν0fs and ν0 = a3/GM . We use the prescription given
in Ref. [41] to obtain the expression for peak frequency and the SGWB spectrum. The peak
frequency for the SGWB due to the CHEs of the PBHs takes the form [41],

fpeak ∼ 43 Hz
( y

0.01

)−3( M

200 M�

)1/2 ( a

0.1 AU

)−3/2
, (3.10)

and the associated SGWB spectrum takes the form,

ΩGW(f) = 9.81× 10−13
(

ΩDM

0.25

)2(δloc
108

)( a

0.1 AU

)( f

10 Hz

)2 ( y

0.01

)
×
∫

dm1

100 M�

dm2

100 M�
f(m1)f(m2)e

−2x0ζ(y)Ĩ(y, x0), (3.11)

here we have used density parameter of matter in the universe, ΩM = 0.3. The quantities
x0, ζ(y), Ĩ(y, x0) are defined in Ref. [41].

Using these expressions we have obtained the SGWB spectrum for CHEs of the different
combinations of the PBH masses. As expected, similar to the case of BBHs, here also, the
CHEs between two PBHs of mass 3 × 10−5M� are insignificant and we have not shown
it. The SGWB spectrum for the other two mass combinations have been shown in Fig. 4.
It is to be noted that the spectrum for the CHEs between two 40M� PBHs are within the
sensitivity curves of BBO and DECIGO, but the spectrum due to the CHEs between a 40M�
and a 3× 10−5M� is not within the sensitivity curves of any of the futuristic or current GW
detection experiments.
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Figure 4: The SGWB spectrum for close hyperbolic encounters of PBHs of mass combina-
tions 40M�−40M� and 40M�−3×10−5M�. Here, for the first combination a = 7×104 AU
and y = 3.5× 10−5 and for the second combination a = 3.5× 105 AU and y = 2× 10−6. The
relevant sensitivity curves have been shown.

4 PBH-ABH Interactions

As shown in [42], if PBHs exist, then there should necessarily be the PBH-ABH interactions
which should consist of both bound PBH-ABH systems and also single scattering events. In
the subsequent section of the article, we take both of them into account and consider the
respective GW spectrum.

4.1 PBH-ABH Binary Systems

First we take up the case of PBH-ABH binaries and how they contribute to the SGWB
spectrum. In order to obtain the SGWB spectrum, we use the approach similar to Sec. 3.
The averaged number of ABH per solar mass of stellar objects turns out to be ∼ 2×10−3 [42].
The merger rate for PBH-ABH binaries per logarithmic mass interval can be expressed as [79],

dτBBH

d lnm1d lnm2
=

1

δloc
σBBHvBHnA(mA)nP (mP ), (4.1)

where nA is the number density of the ABHs, nP is the number density of the PBHs, and
vBH = v0/

√
2, where v0 is the initial relative velocity between the PBH and the ABH. Here,

σBBH is the cross section of the interactions between ABH and PBH in case of the formation
of a binary which is given by [80],

σBBH = π

(
340π

3

)2/7 G2M10/7(m1m2)
2/7

c10/7v
18/7
0

. (4.2)

For our numerical analysis, we assume that ABH mass have ranges from 5M� to a few tens
of solar masses [81, 82]. In this case, irrespective of when the PBH formation took place,
the formation of binaries can only start after the creation of the first ABH. Therefore, unlike
Eq. (3.1), one can not take the upper-limit of the redshift integration to be infinite. For the
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purposes of this work, we have considered the upper limit of the redshift for the PBH-ABH
interactions to be 5 [42]. Hence, Eq. (3.1) takes a modified form,

ΩGW(f) =
1

ρc

∫ 5

0
dz
N(z)

1 + z

dEGW

d ln fs
. (4.3)

Now we use Eqs. (4.1) and (4.2) in Eqs. (3.2) and (4.3) to obtain the SGWB spectrum for
PBH-ABH binaries. In Fig. 5 we have shown the SGWB spectrum for PBH-ABH binaries
with PBH mass 40M� and 3 × 10−5M�. Again as expected, it can be seen that for 40M�
PBHs, the SGWB spectrum due to the PBH-ABH binaries are within the reach of BBO,
whereas for 3 × 10−5M� PBHs, the PBH-ABH binaries create SGWB which is too faint to
be detected by any of the proposed detectors.
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Figure 5: The SGWB spectrum for PBH-ABH binaries for PBH mass 40 M� and 3 ×
10−5M�. The relevant sensitivity curves have been shown.

4.2 PBH-ABH Close Hyperbolic Encounters

For completeness, we also consider the PBH-ABH close hyperbolic encounters as a source of
the SGWB. In order to obtain the SGWB spectrum due to the PBH-ABH CHE, we follow
a prescription similar to that of PBH-PBH CHE. In this case, the main difference is the
number density of the ABHs which has been explained in the previous sub-section. Taking
that into account, we have generated the SGWB spectrum for PBH-ABH CHE for both
the PBH masses considered in this article and they have been shown in Fig. 6. It is to be
noted that for the CHEs of 40M� PBHs with the ABHs, the SGWB is marginally within
the sensitivity curve of BBO, but in case of 3× 10−5M� PBHs, the resultant SGWB is well
beyond the reach of any of the proposed GW detectors. This is again consistent with the
basic expectation that more massive encounters will lead to GW with larger peak frequencies.
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Figure 6: The SGWB spectrum for PBH-ABH close hyperbolic encounters for PBH mass
40M� and 3× 10−5M�. Here, for 40M� PBHs a = 7× 104 AU and y = 3.5× 10−5 and for
3× 10−5M� PBHs a = 3.5× 105 AU and y = 2× 10−6. The relevant sensitivity curves have
been shown.

5 Results

In this article, we consider a situation where PBHs are generated due to the cosmological
FOPTs, therefore along with the SGWB signal generated directly through the bubble wall
collisions during the FOPT, the SGWB signals due the interactions of these PBHs among
themselves and with other ABHs are also indirectly a consequence of the FOPT. So, we look
at the sum of all these SGWB signals, which we call the cumulative background spectrum.

We present our results in two main sections. First we elaborate on the cumulative
stochastic background due to a first order phase transition and then we focus on the peak
frequencies of the different components of the cumulative background and their dependence
on the transition temperature. Along with this, we also look at the dependence of the
cumulative background on the temperature of the FOPT.

5.1 Cumulative Background

As we have seen in Sec. 3, the SGWB originating from the PBH binary systems and the
single scattering events are only significant and detectable by the future GW detectors for
the cases where two 40M� interacts with each other or where 40M� PBH interacts with
ABH. Therefore, in this part, we just focus on that result, i.e. the SGWB from the FOPT
at 60 MeV and the SGWB from the interactions of the PBHs created during this FOPT.

As it can be seen from Fig. 7, the peak of the spectrum originating from the FOPT
is within the reach of the SKA and the PTAs and the tail part of it is within the reach
of LISA, Taiji, BBO and DECIGO. The spectrum originating from the PBH-PBH CHE is
within the reach of BBO but the spectrum due to the PBH-ABH CHE is not within the reach
of any GW detectors. Here, it is also to be noted that the spectrum due to both of these
two falls in the same frequency region and due to fact that the amplitude of the spectrum
due to the PBH-PBH CHE is much larger than that of the PBH-ABH CHE, the former
completely overshadows the later. Therefore, for our subsequent analysis, we will only be
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Figure 7: The SGWB spectrums originating from different processes for FOPT at T =
60 MeV which corresponds to the PBHs of mass 40M�.

considering the spectrum originating due to the PBH-PBH CHE. Similarly, for the case of
PBH-PBH and PBH-ABH BBH, it is to be noted that both the spectrum has almost similar
shape with respect to the frequencies, but the amplitude of the PBH-PBH BBH SGWB
spectrum is slightly higher than that of PBH-ABH BBH in the region where detection is
possible, which is why we ignore the spectrum originating from the PBH-ABH binaries in
the following subsection as it will not contribute to the net SGWB spectrum in a significant
manner. Some part of the PBH-PBH BBH spectrum is within the sensitivity curve of the
BBO, but the peak part of it is in the higher frequency region of the spectrum and thus
it is inaccessible through BBO and DECIGO. Also, the amplitude is not large enough for
it to be detectable through ET and CE. These two issues arise due to the temperature of
the FOPT that creates these PBHs as there is a direct dependence of the PBH mass on the
FOPT temperature. The peak frequency and the amplitude of the GW spectrum has a direct
dependence on the PBH mass. Hence, our focus needs to be shifted to the dependence of
these quantities on the transition temperature.

5.2 Transition Temperature and Peak Frequencies

The mass of the PBH created during the radiation dominated era due to the collapse of a
region of the size of the Hubble horizon can be expressed as [83],

M = 1.45× 105
( g∗

10.75

)−1/2( T

MeV

)−2
M�, (5.1)

where g∗ is the relativistic degrees of freedom at temperature T . Therefore, from Eq. (3.7) we
can write the peak frequency for the SGWB originating from binary PBH systems where the
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Figure 8: The dependences of the peak frequencies of the SGWB spectrum originating from
different sources on the temperature of the FOPT.

masses of both the participating PBHs are the same as a function of transition temperature,

fBBH
peak = 0.12

( g∗
10.75

)1/2( T

MeV

)
Hz. (5.2)

Similarly, for the spectrum originating from the CHE of PBHs, using Eq. (3.10), the peak
frequency can be expressed as a function of the transition temperature as,

fCHE
peak = 46

( g∗
10.75

)−1/4( T

MeV

)
Hz, (5.3)

where we have taken the benchmark values for the parameters a and y to be 7 × 104 AU
and 3.5 × 10−5 respectively. Therefore, from Eqs. (2.10), (5.2) and (5.3) we have shown
the transition temperature dependence of the peak frequencies in Fig. 8. In generating this
Fig. 8 we have used the benchmark value β/H = 3.5 and we have used g∗ = 10.75 for
T < 100 MeV and g∗ = 61.25 for 100 MeV < T < 1 GeV. We can see from this figure that,
the peak frequency from the GW spectrum due to the BBH and due to the FOPT increases
as the transition temperature increases, whereas for the GW spectrum originating from the
CHEs, the peak frequency decreases with increasing transition temperature. It is also to be
noted that with the sensitivity reach of different GW detection experiments, signals with
frequency ranging from 10−9 Hz to 103 Hz can be detected. Therefore, from Fig. 8 we can
see that, if the amplitude of the signal is high enough, then from transition temperature
50 MeV to approximately 10 GeV, the peak frequency region of all three signals can be
detected, whereas for temperatures lower than that, the peaks of GW signals originating
from only BBH and CHE, can be detected. In these cases, even though the peak region of
the SGWB spectrum due to the FOPT may not be in the detectable range, most of the tail
part will be detectable through the various proposed GW detectors. So, we shift our focus to
the complete cumulative background signals for different transition temperatures in order to
understand the detectability of the cumulative SGWB signals from FOPTs. We have shown
the cumulative backgrounds for three different FOPTs with transition temperatures 16 MeV,
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Figure 9: The cumulative SGWB spectrums originating due FOPTs at different tempera-
tures.

60 MeV and 200 MeV in Fig. 9. In this case, we have taken the benchmark parameters to
be α = 1, β/H = 3.5, κ = 0.5, a = 7 × 104 AU, y = 3.5 × 10−5 and fPBH = 0.005. It is
to be noted that, lower the temperature of the FOPT, higher the masses of the PBHs, and
therefore higher is the peak in the tail part of the cumulative signal as that consists of the
signals from the BBHs and the CHEs. It is also to be seen that the peak of the tail end of
the cumulative signal for the FOPT occurring at T = 60 MeV is inaccessible through CE,
ET and DECIGO, but that is not the case for the FOPT at T = 16 MeV, where the peak of
the tail end is within the reach of DECIGO, BBO, ET, and CE. Also, the peak region of the
tail end of the cumulative signal due to the FOPT occurring at T = 200 MeV is the lowest
among the three, as expected.

It is to be noted that for the cumulative SGWB spectrum shown in Fig. 9, the first
peak occurs around O(10−9 Hz) while the second peak occurs around O(1 Hz). In the other
two cases as well, the peaks are separated by O(1011 Hz) and O(1010 Hz) respectively. This
very high separation between the peaks makes this signal unique when compared with other
exotic SGWB signals with multiple peaks arising from different mechanisms [17, 84–86].

6 Summary and Conclusion

The central aim of this article is to obtain a prescription to test the claim of creation of
PBH during a first order phase transition. In this work, we consider the SGWB from FOPTs
and the BBH and CHE of PBHs due to interactions with other PBHs and ABHs. We note
that the procedure can easily be extended to other mechanisms which create both PBH and
SGWB.
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We have considered two characteristic FOPTs at temperatures 45 GeV and 60 MeV
and obtain the mass and abundance of the PBHs which turns out to be {3× 10−5M�, 0.01}
and {40M�, 0.005}, respectively. Along with this we obtain the SGWB due to these FOPTs.
It is to be noted here, that since we are considering non-spinning PBHs with comparatively
high masses, gravitational interactions are the only major source through which the secondary
SGWB spectrum could arise. This is because of the fact that due to the heavy mass Hawking
evaporation does not play any major role and due to non-spinning nature of the PBHs
superradiance is immaterial. We leave the discussion of cumulative SGWB due to lighter and
spinning PBHs for future work. Then we consider the interaction between PBHs. At first
we focus on the SGWB from PBH-PBH binaries for the all the three possible combinations,
i.e. two 40M� PBHs, one 40M� PBH-one 3 × 10−5M� PBH and two 3 × 10−5M� PBHs.
From this, we can see that interactions between two 40M� PBHs creates a SGWB spectrum
that can be detected through BBO, whereas for the other two combinations, the spectrum is
too weak for even any future GW detectors. We consider the SGWB spectrum due to close
hyperbolic interactions between PBHs for the same three combinations of PBH masses. In
this case also, we see that for the first PBH mass combination, the resultant SGWB spectrum
can be probed through BBO and DECIGO, but the other two combinations can not be probed
by any of the proposed detectors. For completeness we also consider the PBH-ABH binaries
and PBH-ABH close hyperbolic interactions for both the PBH masses. In this case, we see
that SGWB spectrum due to the 40M� PBH interaction with ABH (both binaries and CHEs)
can be probed through BBO, but the signal will be too faint in case of the 3×10−5M� for any
of the detectors to detect them. It can also be seen that, the spectrum for the interactions
of 40M� PBHs overshadows the spectrum due to the interactions between the 40M� PBHs
and ABHs. Therefore, we have only considered the results for the interactions between the
40M� PBHs. It is also to be noted that we have considered benchmark values for CHE in
both PBH-PBH and PBH-ABH cases. A detailed analysis regarding the distribution of PBH
and ABH will lead to a more realistic and wide parameter space for those variables.

We show the cumulative SGWB due to FOPT and various gravitational interactions of
the PBHs. We consider that these PBHs are created due to the FOPT, therefore the SGWB
spectrum generated through the interactions of the PBHs are also an indirect consequence of
the FOPT itself. Hence, we represent the the sum of all these spectrum as a single cumulative
spectrum due to the FOPT. We see that, along with the peak due to the SGWB from the
FOPT in the nHz region, secondary peaks also arise around the 1 − 100 Hz region, some
of which could be probed through BBO. A spectrum which spans such a large frequency
range and can be detected at different frequencies through different proposed GW detection
experiment is unique. Therefore, the detection of a signal of this nature will be a strong
indication that FOPTs are indeed the generators of PBH.

We also investigate the dependence of these different peak frequencies on the temper-
ature at which the FOPT occurs. In this investigation, we found that the peak due to the
FOPT increases linearly with the transition temperature, the peak frequency for the binaries
is proportional to the square of the transition temperature, whereas the peak frequency due
to the CHE is inversely proportional to the temperature. In order to understand the tem-
perature dependence of the cumulative spectrum better, we have presented the cumulative
SGWB spectrum due to three different FOPTs occurring at temperatures 16 MeV, 60 MeV
and 200 MeV. We have taken some benchmark values for the other relevant parameters in
order to generate the cumulative spectrum. We can see from these three cumulative spec-
trum, that as the temperature is lower, higher the chances are for the secondary peaks to

– 16 –



be in the detection range of the future detectors. In future we would like to study the dark
sector FOPTs in details which can lead to FOPTs at temperatures O(10 MeV). This could
give us a more detailed idea regarding some more intricate details of the spectrum and it will
also tell us about other consequences of such models.

In conclusion, we propose that future detection of a spectrum of this kind with multiple
detectable peaks spanning a large frequency range will provide crucial information about the
creation mechanism of PBH through first order cosmological phase transitions.
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Abstract

As a quantum gravity cut-off, the species scale Λs gets naturally compared
to the energy scale of a scalar potential V in an EFT. In this note, we compare
the species scale, its rate |∇Λs|/Λs and their field dependence, to those of a
scalar potential. To that end, we first identify a string compactification leading
to a scalar potential with the same properties as the species scale, namely, being
positive, starting at a maximum in the bulk of field space and going asymptotically
to zero. The trajectory followed in our 14-fields scalar potential is the steepest
descent. Evaluating the rate |∇V |/V along this path, we then observe a local
maximum, or bump, a feature noticed as well for the species scale. We investigate
the origin of this bump for the scalar potential, and compare it to that of the
species scale.
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1 Introduction

The swampland program [1–4] aims at characterising d-dimensional theories that are effective
field theories (EFT) of quantum gravity, and distinguish them from phenomenological models
that admit no such UV completion. Any EFT should come with a cut-off energy scale, and
for a quantum gravity EFT, that cut-off should lie below the scale at which quantum gravity
effects become relevant. This scale is a priori the Planck mass Mp. However, in the presence
of N light modes, it has been argued that the quantum gravity scale is lowered to the species

scale Λs = Mp/N
1

d−2 . That scale was initially introduced and discussed in [5–9], and was
revisited recently, among others, in [10–15].

Many EFTs obtained from string theory (on a d = 4 Minkowski spacetime) have a moduli
space, i.e. a space of massless scalar fields ϕi governed by a metric gij . In that context, one
quantum gravity effect has been introduced under the name of swampland distance conjecture
[16–18]: when going to the asymptotics of the moduli space, a tower of massive states goes
down exponentially to zero in mass. The emergent string conjecture [19] essentially indicates
that such a tower is either populated of Kaluza–Klein states or of string states. In either case,
these can be understood as quantum gravity degrees of freedom. Therefore, the typical mass
scale of the tower is usually required to stand above the EFT cut-off, and can be identified
with the species scale.

The latter implies that the species scale can have a moduli dependence. From the first
definition of the species scale, this can be understood by the fact that the number of light
modes is moduli-dependent, as actually illustrated by the distance conjecture. Moreover, one
deduces that Λs → 0, typically exponentially, in the asymptotics; it has even been argued to
start at a maximum at the “desert point”, in the middle or bulk of the moduli space, and
from there go down to zero [11, 13, 15]. Last but not least, when studying this evolution,
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one is led to consider the variation rate |∇Λs|/Λs, where (∇Λ)2 ≡ gij ∂ϕiΛ ∂ϕjΛ. It has been
argued in [15] that this rate should be bounded from above

|∇Λs|
Λs

<
O(1)

Mp
, (1.1)

by a number of order 1 in Planckian units. Based on type II compactifications on Calabi-
Yau 3-folds (see Section 2.1), it was shown that this rate does not grow monotonically to its
asymptotic value, but first goes to a maximum and then diminishes. We refer to this feature
as a “bump” in the curve, and will focus on it in this work. These properties of the species
scale are summarized and illustrated in Figure 1.

2 4 6 8 10
s

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

Λs

(a) Λs

Mp
(ŝ)

2 4 6 8 10
s

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

|Λs'|/Λs

(b) Mp
|Λ′

s|
Λs

(ŝ)

Figure 1: Species scale Λs in Planckian units as given in (2.1) in terms of the canonically
normalized real field ŝ, with parameters α = 2π, β = 6, c =

√
2, corresponding to example 1

of [15]. We also give the rate |Λ
′
s|

Λs
(ŝ) (1.1) in Planckian units, that displays a maximum, or

bump, a feature of interest in this work.

In this work, we are interested in d = 4 theories of scalar fields ϕi minimally coupled to
gravity, with a positive scalar potential V > 0 and a field space metric gij∫

d4x
√
|g4|

(
M2
p

2
R4 −

1

2
gij∂µϕ

i∂µϕj − V

)
. (1.2)

Such a theory can serve as an (observationally valid) cosmological model for dark energy,
and more generally for inflation or quintessence models. Constraining such theories to be
quantum gravity EFTs has therefore been an active topic in the swampland program, leading
to proposed characterisations of the kind

|∇V |
V
≥ O(1)

Mp
, (1.3)

at least in the asymptotics of field space [20–22]. These de Sitter conjectures also agree with
the general observation for V > 0 that V → 0 exponentially, in some asymptotics of field
space, and (1.3) then characterises the exponential rate.

If (1.2) is an effective theory of quantum gravity, its typical energy scales, below its cut-off,
should be smaller than the quantum gravity scale. A typical energy scale of (1.2) is that of
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the scalar potential, corresponding to
√
V /Mp, so one may bound it by a Planckian scale (see

the refined TCC, and the ATCC, for a use of this argument [23]). Given the above, one may
be more constraining and bound it by the species scale, giving

Λs ≥
√
V

Mp
. (1.4)

Related ideas can be found in [24].
Comparing the two rates (1.1) and (1.3), one can see that these two inequalities lead (at

least in field space asymptotics) to

|∇Λs|
Λs

≤ |∇V |
V

, (1.5)

with a possible extra O(1) factor. Importantly, (1.5) agrees with (1.4). Indeed, if both Λs and
V go down to zero exponentially, and if their exponential rates are ordered as in (1.5), then
Λs is dominant over V in the asymptotics, which is in agreement with (1.4). Note that we
make use here of the previously discussed properties of the species scale, but now in presence
of a scalar potential, this requires to trade the moduli space for the field space; the latter is
usually less well-understood, but it is generally believed that similar results should hold.

In this work, we are then interested in (1.4) and (1.5), and more generally in comparing
features of Λs and V . As recalled, Λs is expected to start in field space at a maximum in the
bulk and go exponentially down to zero in the asymptotics. We explain below and in Section
2.2.1 how to find an example of a scalar potential from a string compactification, having the
same properties; this is already non-trivial. Then, a remaining feature is the evolution of
the rate |∇Λs|/Λs, that exhibited a bump. Considering the field space trajectory given by
the steepest descent of the scalar potential, we observe a similar bump in the potential rate
|∇V |/V , or equivalently in εV = 1/2 (Mp |∇V |/V )2. This is displayed in Figure 2. In Section
3, we then aim at understanding the origin of this bump for V , and whether it can be related
to the one for Λs.

2 4 6 8
Distance

0.0005

0.0010

0.0015

0.0020

0.0025

0.0030

V

(a) V

2 4 6 8
Distance

0.5

1.0

1.5

2.0

2.5

3.0

ϵV

(b) εV

Figure 2: Potential V around the de Sitter solution m+
55774 [25], in terms of the field distance,

along the trajectory following the steepest descent, and parameter εV capturing the rate
|∇V |/V , along the same trajectory. Interestingly, we have in 2a a concrete example of a
potential and field direction with the desired behaviour, and we observe in 2b a bump in the
evolution of εV along the trajectory; understanding the origin of the bump is the purpose of
Section 3.
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To be able to compare features of Λs and V , a starting point is to have a positive scalar
potential, V > 0, ideally with a maximum in the bulk of field space, i.e. a de Sitter solution.
Obtaining a trustable scalar potential from a string theory compactification, that is positive,
is already challenging; having in addition a de Sitter critical point is notably difficult [26],
in line with the de Sitter swampland conjectures. A first example is non-supersymmetric
GKP compactifications [27], that give rise to a positive scalar potential (see e.g. [28] for a
recent extensive study). Those are however known not to admit de Sitter solutions, without
extra ingredients (see e.g. [29, (6.18)] for a related no-go theorem). Another example are
compactifications on group manifolds: these consistent truncations of 10d type II supergrav-
ities provide examples of de Sitter solutions (see [25] for a recent classification), and thus of
positive scalar potentials around each solution. We consider here an example of such a type
IIB compactification, solution m+

55774 found and studied in [25, 30, 31]. It has O5/D5 and
O7/D7, and gives rise to a 4d theory (1.2) with 14 scalar fields: 7 axions and 7 saxions, the
latter corresponding to the 6 radii and the dilaton fluctuations.

In agreement with de Sitter conjectures (1.3), forbidding de Sitter solutions in the asymp-
totics of field space, these examples of de Sitter critical points are believed to stand in the
bulk. As 10d supergravity solutions, they should however be in the classical regime (large
volumes, small string coupling, etc.) to be valid string backgrounds, and this is in tension
with them being in the bulk of field space [32–36]. They actually seem to lie at the edge
of classical validity, whenever this can be checked [36]; the lattice conditions, related to the
compactness requirements of the group manifolds, actually make it difficult to verify these
requirements in practice. We refrain from studying this aspect for the solution of interest,
m+

55774: we assume that it is enough in the bulk to mimic the behaviour of Λs, but that this
solution and its scalar potential are still mostly in a trustable regime. Note also that the field
trajectory to be followed is in the direction of the classical regime.

A second point is to have a field direction that starts at a maximum and asymptotes
to zero, as in Figure 1a for Λs and 2a for V . This is way less trivial than it seems in
multifield potentials. Indeed, in most compactifications that give rise to a potential, some
fields are stabilized, while others remain flat, none of which matches the desired behaviour.
The dilaton potential is known to asymptote to zero [37], but the dilaton is typically stabilised
at a minimum in a de Sitter solution; we will make this manifest in Figure 4a and 7. Here,
we will then be guided by the de Sitter tachyonic direction [38, 39], and will comment more
in Section 2.2 on its asymptotics.

Finally, in a multifield scalar potential, one should pick a field trajectory along which to
study the evolution of the rate |∇V |/V or εV . We choose to consider the steepest descent,
defined by following the path that minimizes the most the potential; we do so numerically.
Note that this trajectory starts along the tachyonic direction mentioned above, but then typ-
ically deviates from it. While the steepest descent trajectory can be defined universally, it
also has the advantage to get the tightest constraints on the potential, since it minimizes it.
This is interesting in view of (1.4), as the species scale could then also get minimized and
thus bring a tight cut-off scale. The result is that along this trajectory, we observe a bump in
εV : see Figure 2b, similarly to the one for Λs in Figure 1b. The steepest descent trajectory is
however difficult to handle analytically, and it is then the purpose of Section 3 to understand
how a bump can be generated along that path. In particular, note that the steepest descent
does not necessarily correspond to a deep valley in the potential, a point we will comment on
in Section 2.2.2.
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This note is organised as follows. We first provide more details on the species scale and
its moduli dependence in Section 2.1. We then explain in Section 2.2.1 how to find a de Sitter
solution, its scalar potential and a field direction that exhibit the desired properties. We end
up picking the de Sitter solution m+

55774 that we present, together with its scalar potential.
We further discuss the steepest descent procedure and its results in Section 2.2.2. We then
turn to finding the origin of the bump in εV , displayed in Figure 2b, in Section 3. To that
end, we investigate the dependence of the potential (exponential or linear) on the various
fields that seem to contribute to the steepest descent trajectory. Two lemmas presented in
Section 3.1.1, on properties of scalar potentials with pure exponential dependence, are proven
in Appendix A. We conclude with an outlook in Section 4.

2 Setting the stage

2.1 The species scale

Associating the species scale to the typical mass of a quantum gravity tower, and using the
distance conjecture, one gets a modulus-dependent expression for the species scale, valid in
the asymptotics: essentially a decaying exponential. In [13, 15], the species scale was argued
to appear in higher derivative corrections of a quantum gravity EFT action. In a specific
class of string theory compactification (type II on Calabi-Yau 3-fold), leading to an N = 2
4d theory, one such higher derivative correction was analysed, and a modulus-dependent
expression could then be found for the species scale. Namely, it was proposed that Λs =

Mp√
F1

,

where F1 is the one-loop topological free energy; we ignore for the present discussion a possible
extra constant and we refer to [13,15] for more details. The properties of F1 allowed to get an
expression admitting valid corrections beyond the asymptotic exponential. Indeed, a general
expression for the species bound was then proposed

Λs =
Mp√
α

1√
ecŝ − βc

α ŝ
, (2.1)

where matching with [15, (4.33)] gives α = 2π
12 c2 and s = ecŝ. The real field ŝ is canonically

normalized and c > 0 depends on the example considered; furthermore, α > 0, β > 0 in
most examples. The above expression is given in the limit of large field ŝ→∞, but nothing
qualitatively changes when considering Λs for small ŝ values (see the graphs in [15]), so we
consider for now that expression in full generality.

Expanding the above at large ŝ, one gets

Λs ≈
Mp√
α

(
e−

c
2
ŝ +

1

2

βc

α
e−

3c
2
ŝ ŝ

)
. (2.2)

Importantly, note that this expansion is also valid at small ŝ values. We see that beyond the
asymptotically leading exponential, the subleading one is coupled to a linear field dependence.
In other words, we have a deviation from a pure exponential expression. This deviation
(corresponding to a log correction in [15]), and especially its positive sign, are responsible for
the bump, as discussed in [15].

Indeed, one gets from (2.2) in the large field limit ŝ→∞

− Λ′s
Λs
≈ c

2

(
1 +

βc

α
e−cŝ ŝ

)
. (2.3)
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This ratio then approaches its asymptotic value c
2 from above since the second term is positive.

In addition, using that (2.2) is also valid for small ŝ values, one verifies that the ratio equates
c
2

(
1− β

α

)
at ŝ = 0, i.e. less than the asymptotic value. One concludes that there must be a

maximum in between, corresponding to the bump. This is illustrated in Figure 1b.

In the remainder of this work, we investigate whether the bump observed in εV , with the
scalar potential of solution m+

55774, can be explained in the same way.

2.2 The scalar potential and its steepest descent

2.2.1 Finding an appropriate scalar potential

As motivated in the Introduction, we are interested in positive scalar potentials obtained
from string theory compactifications, that exhibit a de Sitter critical point. In addition, we
want a field direction that starts there at a maximum (therefore as a tachyon) and goes to
zero asymptotically. To find such a setting, we start with the database of de Sitter solutions
found in 10d type IIA and IIB supergravities with Dp-branes and orientifold Op-planes on
group manifolds [25, 39, 40], and classified in [25]. We first restrict to only those obtained on
a compact group manifold, as determined in [30]. We then consider the whole set of scalar
fields and 4d theory obtained by a consistent truncation in [31]; note that this information,
in particular the corresponding scalar potential, is derived automatically thanks to the code
MSSV. A 10d de Sitter solution corresponds in that setting to a positive critical point of the 4d
scalar potential. As is common [39], all these solutions have 4d tachyonic directions; for our
purposes, we further restrict to the solutions which only have one such unstable direction, as
determined in [31, Tab. 5,6,7]. We are left with the following solutions

s+
5514− 17, 20, 21, s+

661, s+
66661, 3, 4, m+

4610, m+
55773− 6, m∗+55771 . (2.4)

To find an example that serves our purposes, we are left to look at the asymptotics, and
verify that it goes to zero. This requires to choose a field direction: the simplest here is
to consider again the (single) tachyonic direction, even though we will later deviate from it
with the steepest descent. Let us explain how we study the profile of the potential along the
tachyonic direction, following [31, Sec. 2.2] and [39]. The tachyon is given as an eigenvector
of the mass matrix, expressed in an orthonormal canonical basis. We denote it by ∂t̂, and the
orthonormal eigenvectors by ∂t̂k⊥

. We associate to them the fields t̂, t̂k⊥ and fix their origins as

the values t̂0, t̂
k
⊥0 at the de Sitter critical point; the t̂k⊥ are by definition stabilized (or massless)

at the critical point. We consider the following potential, developed as a Taylor series along
the tachyonic direction

V (t̂0 + y, t̂k⊥0) = V0 +
∑
n>0

yn

n!
[∂n
t̂
V ]0 , y = t̂− t̂0 . (2.5)

In addition, the tachyonic eigenvector is expressed in the standard field basis via the following
equalities

∂t̂ = vi∂ϕ̂i = (P−1)j iv
i∂ϕj ≡ wi∂ϕi , (2.6)

where ϕi are the standard scalar fields and ϕ̂i their counterparts in a canonical basis (where
gij = δij). Note that the vi are normalised to 1, but not the wi. We thus rewrite the above
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expansion as

V (t̂0 + y, t̂k⊥0) = V0 +
∑
n>0

yn

n!
[(wj∂ϕj )nV (ϕi)]0

= V0 +
∑
n>0

yn

n!
[∂ny V (ϕi0 + wiy)]0 = V (ϕi0 + wi y) , (2.7)

where we used that ∂t̂ = ∂y and ∂y = ∂yϕ
i ∂ϕi . This shows that V (ϕi0 + wi y) corresponds to

the potential along the tachyonic direction.
We then display the potential along the single tachyonic direction for the solutions (2.4), as

in Figure 3. This is made possible thanks to the code MSSV [31] which identifies the tachyonic
direction, and can compute the potential along it using (2.7). To our surprise, many solutions
do not have runaway tachyonic directions in the asymptotics, but end up being divergent.
Only some type IIB solutions allow for a tachyonic direction that goes down to zero positively
and asymptotically. Those are

s+
5514− 17, m+

55773− 6, m∗+55771 . (2.8)

It would be interesting to understand better this difference with the other solutions. We then
focus on one of the solutions (2.8), namely m+

55774.

-1 1 2 3 4
y

-0.08

-0.06

-0.04

-0.02

V

(a) m+
55774

-2 -1 1
y

-0.02

-0.01

0.01

0.02

0.03

V

(b) s+
66664

Figure 3: Potential V along the tachyonic direction y for two de Sitter solutions (at y = 0).
Only the potential of solution m+

55774 exhibits a positive runaway tachyonic direction.

Solution m+
55774 is a type IIB de Sitter solution on a 6d compact group manifold. The

latter is based on the solvable Lie algebra g0,µ0,ν0
6.92 . The solution also admits non-zero F1, F3

and H fluxes. Finally, it has 2 intersecting sets of O5/D5 and 2 of O7/D7. We refer to [25,30]
for more details; in particular, the whole solution (including flux components) can be found
in [25, App. C.1].

Thanks to the consistent truncation of [31] and the code MSSV, we obtain the corresponding
4d theory (field space metric, scalar potential) for the 14 real scalar fields. Those can be
understood as fluctuations of the 10d fields, with the following components

m5577 : saxions : g11 , g22 , g33 , g44 , g55 , g66 , φ ,

axions : C2 12 , C2 34 , C4 1356 , C4 2456 , b14 , b23 , g56 .
(2.9)
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We can then compute the parameters εV and ηV at any given point in field space, and we
will do so along the trajectory. We recall the definitions

εV =
M2
p

2

(√
gij∂iV ∂jV

V

)2

, ηV = M2
p

min
(
gij∇j∂kV

)
V

, (2.10)

where ∇jvk = ∂jvk − Γljkvl is the covariant derivative on vk and Γljk denotes the Christoffel
symbol associated with gij . The mass matrix has as a component M i

k = gij∇j∂kV and
“min” denotes its minimal eigenvalue, its eigenvalues being the masses2. By definition, εV is
vanishing at the critical point, and can only grow when going away from it. Regarding ηV , we
compute it at the critical point to be ηV = −3.7733 [31]. Its evolution away from the critical
point is less obvious, and we will display it.

2.2.2 Steepest descent procedure and results

We now make use of the 4d theory described previously (scalar potential, field space metric),
based on the de Sitter solution m+

55774. Let us first display the scalar potential along some
directions in Figure 4.

(a) V (y, φ) (b) V (y, g11)

Figure 4: Scalar potential around the solution m+
55774 (corresponding to the critical point),

displayed along the tachyonic direction y, and φ or g11.

We now determine the trajectory going down the potential from the critical point and
following the steepest descent. We hope this way to asymptote to zero, although there is
a priori no guarantee to get the same asymptotics as the tachyonic direction. To follow
this path, we create a step by step algorithm, finding at each step the point minimizing the
potential in a given neighborhood. We build this way, point by point, a trajectory in field
space corresponding to the steepest descent. In the end, the algorithm works, in the sense
that the potential does diminish to zero, and we can compute the potential, εV and ηV at
each point on the trajectory. We make it run on 24 points, whose initial (critical point) and
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final values are

V0 = 0.0029345 , εV = 0 , ηV = −3.7733 , (2.11)

g11 = 1 , g22 = 1 , g33 = 1 , g44 = 1 , g55 = 1 , g66 = 1 , φ = 0 ,

C2 12 = 0 , C2 34 = 0 , C4 1356 = 0 , C4 2456 = 0 , b14 = 0 , b23 = 0 , g56 = 0 ,

V24 = 8.5940 · 10−8 , εV = 2.7051 , ηV = −0.010039 , (2.12)

g11 = 2.0857 , g22 = 1.7979 , g33 = 1.9613 , g44 = 2.2293 , g55 = 2.8996 , g66 = 1.961 , φ = −4.4618 ,

C2 12 = −0.050124 , C2 34 = 0.034256 , C4 1356 = 0.0015444 , C4 2456 = 0.0015444 ,

b14 = −0.39297 , b23 = 0.61030 , g56 = −0.017484 .

By definition, the steepest descent first follows the tachyonic direction, but eventually moves
away from it.

At each point, we also compute the gradient of the potential along the trajectory, and in
all directions transverse to it (where orthonormality is defined using the field space metric).
We then compute the ratio of the gradient along the trajectory, and the maximal one among
transverse directions. This ratio allows us to first verify that we follow the steepest path:
the ratio has to be bigger than 1, and it is indeed. In addition, it indicates whether we are
in a deep valley: this would correspond to almost vanishing transverse gradients, hence huge
ratios; it is not the case here.

The results of this steepest descent procedure are given in Figure 5. All details can be
found in the corresponding notebook Steepest descent full m5577 4 MSSV, based on the
code MSSV. As discussed already, the main result is the bump appearing in εV in Figure 5b.
It will be the focus of Section 3 to understand its origin.

We end this section by explaining a few technicalities on the computation of the field
distance, and of the gradient. Note that the graphs in Figure 2 and 5, given in terms of the
field distance or in terms of the points sample, show almost no difference. In the following,
we then only display graphs in terms of the points sample, which is much simpler.

Two successive points along the trajectory, ϕ[k] and ϕ[k+ 1], given by the coordinates or
field values (ϕi), define a “vector” along the trajectory by taking ϕ[k + 1]− ϕ[k]. Because of
this difference, this “vector” rather corresponds mathematically to a one-form on the basis
dϕi, having in mind that the discretization steps are small, we identify this “vector” as this
one-form in the following. Denoting the trajectory direction s and the displacement ds, one
has

dϕi =
∂ϕi

∂s
ds . (2.13)

The above quantities appear also as the components of the vector along the trajectory

∂s =
∂ϕi

∂s
∂ϕi . (2.14)

The field space distance along the trajectory is thus

gijdϕ
idϕj = gij

∂ϕi

∂s
ds
∂ϕj

∂s
ds ≡ gssds2 . (2.15)
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Figure 5: Results of the steepest descent for the scalar potential around the de Sitter solution
m+

55774.

Therefore, if we consider s to be canonically normalized, one has gss = 1 and (2.15) provides
precisely the normalized distance ds: to get the latter we simply have to get the norm of the
“vector” ϕ[k + 1]− ϕ[k] with the field space metric, given the left-hand side of (2.15).

To find the gradient along the trajectory, we compute the following quantity at a given
point

∇ϕiV
∂ϕi

∂s
ds = ∇sV ds . (2.16)

For ∂ϕi

∂s ds we use the orthonormalized trajectory “vector” (more precisely, we use in that case
ϕ[k + 1] − ϕ[k − 1] at point k). The orthonormalized “vector” should correspond to having
ds = 1, as explained above, so that the computation gives us the gradient along the trajectory
∇sV . We use the same type of formula for the transverse directions, allowing us to eventually
compute the gradients ratio.

3 Understanding the bump

In this section, we aim at understanding for the scalar potential the origin of the maximum
in the curve of εV along the trajectory (see Figure 2b), in other words, the bump. We start
in Section 3.1.1 by considering and analysing a potential given by a sum of exponentials. We
apply this in Section 3.1.2 to a two fields, simplified model, for the solution m+

55774 and its
potential. We then turn in Section 3.2 to a linear contribution to the potential due to the
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axion. We finally consider in Section 3.3 a more complicated model for the m+
55774 and its

potential, built again only of exponentials. The latter will provide the origin of the bump.

The trajectory considered starts from the de Sitter critical point, corresponding to solution
m+

55774, and evolves in the corresponding multifield scalar potential V following the steepest
descent. By definition, since m+

55774 admits only one tachyonic direction, the trajectory is
initially along the tachyon. It is well-known that de Sitter tachyons are typically along the
dilaton and volumes, denoted (τ, ρ, σI) [38], and this was verified to be the case for that
solution [30, 31]. These fields can also be viewed as saxions, i.e. radii and dilaton. This is a
first reason to think that the steepest descent trajectory, starting along the tachyon, will take
most of its contributions from those fields. In addition, we can verify this explicitly on the
trajectory (2.12): most of the contributions to the field direction are indeed along gaa and φ,
with a few more from the B-field, a point we will come back to in Section 3.2. We keep this
intuition on the trajectory in mind, when trying to find an origin to the bump.

3.1 Exponentials

As just explained, most of the trajectory is along saxions. In terms of canonically normalized
fields, they appear in the scalar potential through exponentials. In this subsection, we then
restrict ourselves to a potential given only as a sum of exponentials.

3.1.1 General analysis

We consider V to be expressed in terms of canonically normalized fields {ϕ̂i}. For simplicity,
we denote the trajectory field direction as one of them, ϕ̂. The potential of interest can then
be expressed as follows

V (ϕ̂) =
n∑
i=1

Ai e
aiϕ̂ , a1 < · · · < an < 0 , An > 0 , (3.1)

with n ≥ 2; n = 1 is a decreasing exponential that does not allow for a de Sitter critical
point. We focus on the case where V (ϕ̂)→ 0 for ϕ̂→∞, this is why all rates ai are negative,
and we then order the potential terms accordingly as in (3.1). We also want V (ϕ̂) → 0
while remaining positive, hence the sign of the asymptotic dominant term An > 0. Finally
we consider the last de Sitter extremum before asymptotics (necessarily a maximum) to be
located at ϕ̂ = 0; any other value can be obtained by redefining the constants Ai. Therefore,
after that point, V ′ does not change sign: it is negative as in the asymptotics, the potential
decreases from the de Sitter point to zero in the asymptotics. In short, the potential (3.1)
can be a model for the complete potential; it reproduces the behaviour of Figure 2a.

Note that the coefficients Ai can be taken to be non-constant and depend on the other
(canonically normalized) fields. It does not alter the reasoning below. In particular, the
second derivative in ϕ̂ does not need to involve a covariant derivative, because the Christoffel
symbols vanish in the canonical basis.

With such a scalar potential, we are now interested in evolution of εV =
M2

p

2 |∇V |
2/V 2

along the trajectory. Following the steepest path amounts to follow the largest (in absolute
value) gradient direction of V . As a consequence, the quantity |∇V |2 =

∑
δij∂ϕ̂i∂ϕ̂jV admits

one dominant term, V ′2, where V ′ = ∂ϕV . As a first approximation, we could consider that
term alone. The evolution along the trajectory of εV then amounts to that of |V ′|/V , on
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which we now focus. The problem becomes essentially single field, even though the potential
is not.

By definition, the ratio |V ′|/V = −V ′/V vanishes at ϕ̂ = 0, grows then positive and
asymptotes at the value |an|. Whether or not it admits a maximum in between, i.e. a bump
requires its first derivative to vanish. One has

(
−V

′

V

)′
=
V ′2 − V V ′′

V 2
. (3.2)

Defining Xi = Ai e
aiϕ̂, one gets

V ′
2 − V V ′′ = (

∑
i

aiXi)
2 − (

∑
i

Xi)(
∑
j

a2
jXj) (3.3)

=
∑
i 6=j

(aiaj − a2
j )XiXj = −

∑
i<j

(ai − aj)2XiXj .

At the de Sitter critical point, one gets
∑
aiAi = 0. Since An > 0, this implies that there

must be an i 6= n such that Ai < 0. Let us first focus on the case n = 2: we deduce that
A1 < 0. Then we get that X1X2 < 0, and that V ′2 − V V ′′ = −(a1 − a2)2X1X2 > 0. Thus

n = 2 :

(
−V

′

V

)′
> 0 . (3.4)

The ratio of interest |V ′|/V just grows from 0 to its asymptotic value, and there is no bump.
The bump can then only appear for n ≥ 3.

For n = 3, using equations at ϕ̂ = 0, one can express the coefficients A1,2,3 in terms of
the corresponding values of the potential and its second derivative, V0 > 0 and V ′′0 < 0, as
follows

A1 =
a2a3V0 + V ′′0

(a2 − a1)(a3 − a1)
, A2 =

−(a1a3V0 + V ′′0)

(a2 − a1)(a3 − a2)
, A3 =

a1a2V0 + V ′′0
(a3 − a2)(a3 − a1)

. (3.5)

To verify whether or not we get a bump, we should check whether (3.3) vanishes; note that
at ϕ̂ = 0, this quantity is equal to −V0 V

′′
0, which is positive. In the following, we are able

to answer completely this question: it depends on the sign of the coefficients. We recall that
A3 > 0. As argued above, if A2 > 0, one must have A1 < 0. However, if A2 < 0, the sign of
A1 is not fixed. We prove the following result

Lemma 1. For n = 3, the potential V (3.1) leads to a maximum (or bump) in −V ′/V if and
only if A2 > 0.

We give in Appendix A the proof that there is always one, and only one bump for A2 > 0,
while there is none for A2 < 0. This is illustrated by the graphs in Figure 6.
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Figure 6: Ratio |V ′|
V in terms of ϕ̂ for the exponential potential (3.1) and n = 3, with

a1 = −3, a2 = −2, a3 = −1 and V0 = 1. Thanks to (3.5), fixing V ′′0 then fixes the coefficients.
The orange curve stands for V ′′0 = −4 giving A1 = −1, A2 = 1, A3 = 1; the red one for
V ′′0 = −2.5, A1 = −0.25, A2 = −0.5, A3 = 1.75, and the purple one for V ′′0 = −1, A1 =
0.5, A2 = −2, A3 = 2.5. As proven, only the first case provides a bump.

For n ≥ 3, we prove in Appendix A the following generalisation of the above

Lemma 2. For n ≥ 3, the potential V (3.1) leads to a maximum (or bump) in −V ′/V if
An−1 > 0.

We recall An > 0, and here, the sign of Ai<n−1 need not be specified (even though we know
that one has to be negative).

This general analysis reveals the possibility of getting a bump in the ratio V ′2/V 2, and
therefore in εV , in case the former is a good approximation of the latter, for a purely expo-
nential potential. This gives a first intuition, and possible explanation for what we observed
for solution m+

55774 and its potential.

Using this analysis, a very first attempt to explain the bump would be through the dilaton
alone: we noticed that the steepest descent had an important contribution from the dilaton.
There are two reasons why we cannot conclude this way. First, as we will recall in the
following, the dilaton alone admits an exponential potential of the type (1.4), with n = 3.
The signs of the coefficients, at the de Sitter critical point at least, are A1, A3 > 0, A2 < 0.
According to Lemma 1, this would then not provide a bump so this is not an appropriate
explanation. A second reason, however, is that the dilaton is stabilised at the critical point, so
the above analysis does not apply since it assumes a maximum with V ′′0 < 0. One should then
evaluate the sign of the coefficients at the maximum of V (φ), present between the minimum
and the vanishing asymptotics. In the following, we rather consider the possibility of a two
fields explanation.
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3.1.2 A two fields model

As mentioned already, the most important contributions to the steepest descent trajectory for
the m+

55774 scalar potential are among the saxions. Since the dilaton alone may not explain
the bump as it is stabilised at the critical point, the next simplest combination of saxions one
can think of is the 4d dilaton τ and the 6d volume ρ: could those two be enough to reproduce
the bump in εV ?

It is well-known that the tachyon can already be found within the fields (ρ, τ, σI), where
σI are related to the internal volumes wrapped by the O5/D5 and O7/D7 sources. Sometimes,
the tachyon can even be found within (ρ, τ) only, despite the fact that these two fields typically
admit a minimum of the potential along their own profile. Interestingly, we verify that it is
the case for m+

55774, and illustrate it in Figure 7: a tachyon can be found considering only
those two fields. This situation could then provide us with a simplified two fields model of
the complete potential.

Figure 7: V (ρ, τ) around solution m+
55774. We see that the potential de Sitter critical point

is a maximum along a field direction, the tachyon. The dark, enlarged curves correspond
to the potential along ρ and along τ : we see that the critical point is a minimum for both.
As discussed in [40, Sec. 3.3], the tachyon then is due to the off-diagonal components of the
Hessian.

We then start with the well-known [41] two fields potential V (ρ, τ) [30, (3.1)] around
solution m+

55774, and (ρ, τ) field space metric. To study this two fields model, one can use and
adapt for instance the code MSSSpec [30] that provides the potential, the field space metric
and the spectrum, giving useful numerical tools. We obtain the mass matrix in the canonical
basis (ρ̂, τ̂) (see e.g. [39, (A.3)]), and its eigenvectors. The latter gives us the tachyonic field
direction y in a canonical basis, as well as the orthonormal direction y⊥. One gets in particular
the relation

ρ̂ = 0.35160 y + 0.93615 y⊥ , τ̂ = 0.93615 y − 0.35160 y⊥ . (3.6)

The two fields potential then gets rewritten as

V

M2
p

=− 1

2
R6 e

−1.611 y−0.26713 y⊥ +
1

4
|H|2 e−2.1852 y−1.7959 y⊥ − gsT

(5)
10

12
e−2.1294 y+0.36367 y⊥ (3.7)

− gsT
(7)
10

16
e−1.8423 y+1.1280 y⊥ +

1

4
g2
s |F1|2 e−2.0737 y+2.5232 y⊥ +

1

4
g2
s |F3|2 e−2.6478 y+0.99447 y⊥ ,
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with the solution data

− 1

2
R6 = 0.016412 ,

1

4
|H|2 = 0.017832 , −gsT

(5)
10

12
= −0.062193 , (3.8)

− gsT
(7)
10

16
= 0.0054428 ,

1

4
g2
s |F1|2 = 0.018045 ,

1

4
g2
s |F3|2 = 0.0073954 .

This potential is illustrated in Figure 8.

Figure 8: V (y, y⊥) around solution m+
55774. One verifies the orthonormality of the field basis

(y, y⊥), y being the tachyonic direction.

We first note that this potential (3.7) is of the form (3.1) for the tachyonic direction y:
we have n = 6, with A3 < 0 and other coefficients positive. Therefore, according to Lemma
2, that direction should admit a bump, a point that we easily verify. If the steepest descent
is close to the tachyonic direction, this could then provide an explanation.

We then run the steepest descent procedure on potential (3.7), starting at the critical
point along the tachyonic direction. The corresponding notebook is Steepest descent 2

fields potential. We consider 34 points, the last one giving V ≈ 5.8928 · 10−8 and a field
distance close to 8. This allows a fair comparison to the results on the complete potential.
Interestingly, the ratio of gradients is very high (more than 1000) on most of the trajectory
(see Figure 9c), except towards the end where it reaches values close to 3; this means that we
get a good valley on most of the path.

The main result is that there is no bump in εV , when following the steepest descent on this
two fields model: see Figure 9b. Along this trajectory, the two fields start at 0 and end-up at
y = 7.7795, y⊥ = 0.38025. This signals a small but clear deviation from the tachyon y alone,
hence preventing from benefiting from the tachyonic bump. This simplified model is then not
enough to explain this feature of the complete potential.
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Figure 9: Results of the steepest descent for the two fields potential V (y, y⊥) (3.7).

3.2 Linear contribution: the axion

We have seen that a pure exponential potential can lead to a bump in εV under certain
circumstances. The simplified model with two fields, related to the dilaton and the volume,
however did not admit such a bump. This is a first reason to consider going beyond purely
exponentials. The complete potential also depends on axions, that rather have polynomial
dependence; such a dependence could provide an origin to the bump. A second reason to
think so is the comparison to the species scale. As discussed in Section 2.1, the bump finds
its origin there in a linear dependence in the field. It would then be interesting to see if the
same type of dependence plays a role for the potential.

Along the steepest descent trajectory, all axions happen to take negligible values, except
for the B-field (2.12). Still, the B-field remains smaller than the saxions, but it may then be
relevant to include it. The complete scalar potential is given in [31, (2.21)]. For simplicity,
we first set there the RR axions Ck = 0, as well as g56 = 0, since these fields take much
smaller values. Since the B-field axion takes small values (we consider its two components
b23, b41), we could also keep its dependence up to the linear term. We keep it here up to
the quadratic terms,1 to get the right behaviour when proceeding with the steepest descent,
otherwise possibly falsifying the asymptotics getting for instance a negative potential. We

1A quadratic term is not taken into account here for simplicity, proportional to |F3 ∧B2|2. This is justified
by the higher suppression due to the inverse metric factors.
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then obtain the following simplified potential for solution m+
55774

V ≈
M2
p

2

e2φ

vol6

(
−R6 +

1

2
|H3|2 − eφ

∑
p=5,7

T
(p)
10

p+ 1
+
e2φ

2

(
|F1|2 + |F3|2

)
(3.9)

− b41

(
H125 f4

25 +H345 f1
35

)
− b23

(
H125 f3

15 +H345 f2
45

)
+ e2φ b41

(
−F 145

3 F1 5 − F 146
3 F1 6

)
+ e2φb23

(
F 235

3 F1 5 + F 236
3 F1 6

)
+

1

2

(
b41 f

1
35 + b23 f

2
45

)2
+

1

2

(
b41 f

4
25 + b23 f

3
15

)2
+
e2φ

2
(b241 + b223)|F1|2

)
where the first line only has a dependence on the saxions (φ, gaa), referring to [31] for details.
The second and third lines are the approximated linear B-field axion potential.2 The squares
in the last line involve 3 inverse metric components, as in the lines before where we lifted flux
indices. Fluxes in that expression are the background ones.

We now consider that the trajectory can also be along the B-field axion, and the latter
is (almost) canonically normalized, so we now get a linear term in that field direction, on
top of the usual exponentials; as argued above, we may neglect the quadratic terms in the
analysis. This form of the potential is very reminiscent of the species scale expression (2.2).
We can make the comparison more precise: one can verify that H125 f4

25 +H345 f1
35 > 0 and

H125 f3
15 +H345 f2

45 > 0, and that along the trajectory, b41 > 0 and b23 > 0. The third line
becomes smaller and smaller due to the dilaton factor; we still note that its signs are opposite
with −F 145

3 F1 5 − F 146
3 F1 6 > 0 and F 235

3 F1 5 + F 236
3 F1 6 > 0. So the coefficients of the linear

terms are overall negative, thanks to the second line. This situation is the contrary to the
species scale expression (2.2). Note also that the first line in (3.9) gives the whole potential at
the critical point, so it is there, and probably beyond, positive, as for the first term in (2.2).
Due to the difference in the linear term sign, a bump may not appear here.

To verify this, we add this B-field contribution to the two fields model considered in
Section 3.1.2; the latter is captured by the first line of the potential (3.9). To get a model
including the B-field, we need the axion kinetic term. Following [31], it is given by

− 1

2

∫
d4x
√
|g4|

M2
p

2
|∂B2|2 = −1

2

∫
d4x
√
|g4|

M2
p

2
ρ−2

(
(∂b14)2 + (∂b23)2

)
, (3.10)

where we use the fluctuation ρ along an internal diagonal metric, with the background values
being g11 = g22 = g33 = g44 = 1. We deduce the field space metric for the 2 B-field axions

gBB =
M2

p

2ρ2
, within the set of fields considered. Finally, the internal metric entering the B-field

linear terms in the potential give rise to a ρ−3 factor. Expressing ρ in terms of y, y⊥, we then
have a model depending on the four fields of interest, (y, y⊥, b23, b41), on which we can proceed
with the steepest descent.3

We do so in the notebook Steepest descent 2 fields potential with axions. We
consider 34 points, the last one giving V ≈ 6.4269 · 10−8. The values reached by the fields,

2Note that linear terms in the B-field axion reproduce the B-field equation of motion (at the critical point),
given here in the smeared limit by d ∗6H = g2sF1 ∧ ∗6F3. Away from the critical point, one may neglect the
RR terms because of the dilaton factors.

3Note that the quadratic terms slightly modify the mass spectrum, in particular the tachyonic direction
from which we are starting. We neglect here this modification, and still launch the steepest descent along the
same tachyonic direction as before; the minimization procedure could a priori rectify the trajectory if necessary.
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y = 7.7245, y⊥ = 0.33862, b41 = 0.16998, b23 = 0.48576, are close to those of the two fields
model, so we should again get a fair comparison to the results of the complete potential (2.12).
We note also that the B-field values are of the same order as those reached in the complete
potential. The fact those are small, as assumed, but non-trivial, underlines the relevance of
these axions.

The result of the steepest descent in this simplified model is an absence of bump in εV
(see Figure 10b), as anticipated from the analysis of the linear term sign; we note that there
is actually very little change with or without the axion. So the intuition of species scale and
its linear term fails here.
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Figure 10: Results of the steepest descent for the four fields potential V (y, y⊥, b23, b41) (3.9).

3.3 More exponentials

The previous analysis has shown that axions, giving linear dependence in the potential, are not
responsible for the observed bump in εV along the steepest descent. This is to be contrasted
with the species scale where the linear term gives an origin to that maximum. It was also
noticed that the linear term in the potential has the opposite sign w.r.t. to the species scale,
hence the difference.

If the axions play no role for the potential, then we are back to pure exponential depen-
dence. We have seen in Section 3.1.1 with Lemma 1 and 2 that having only exponentials can
generate a bump. The simplified model with two fields, the volume and the dilaton, appeared
however not enough to reproduce the bump. We then decide to consider a model where we
include all saxions, φ, gaa, i.e. remove the 7 axions. More precisely, from the complete poten-
tial and field space metric, we set the 7 axions to their critical point value, which is 0, and
consider the restricted 7 fields resulting model. We recompute the tachyonic direction in that
case. We then proceed with the steepest descent.

We do so in the notebook Steepest descent without 7 axions. We start at the ex-
tremum with gaa = 1, φ = 0. We consider 30 points, ending up with V ≈ 8.4910 · 10−9 at
the point g11 = 2.29273, g22 = 1.49132, g33 = 2.0258, g44 = 2.44493, g55 = 3.19269, g66 =
2.06666, φ = −5.58251. This is close enough to the complete potential (2.12) to offer a fair
comparison.

The result of the steepest descent in this simplified model with only saxions is a bump in
the εV curve: see Figure 11b.
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Figure 11: Results of the steepest descent for the seven fields (saxions) potential.

This confirms that axions are not relevant here, and it provides to us an origin to the bump
observed with the complete potential. The bump comes from a purely exponential potential
generated by the saxions. Interestingly, the two fields model was only a simplified version of
the former, but was not enough. The volume, which is the universal diagonal fluctuation,
is then not sufficient and one needs the further variations of each radius gaa. It would be
interesting to work out in more details the potential expression in terms of exponentials,
and trace the origin to a property like Lemma 2. The 7 fields, with an involved field space
metric (a full square), make any such attempt much more complicated than in the two fields
model. Still, the fact that it is purely exponential, and results like Lemma 2, give us a good
understanding of the origin of this bump; enough to see that it is actually very different than
that of the species scale.

4 Outlook

In this work, considering a quantum gravity EFT (1.2), we are interested in the comparison
of the scalar potential and the species scale, and their field-dependent features. This is mo-
tivated by the two inequalities (1.4) and (1.5), that bound the potential by the species scale,
and order their rates accordingly. A first task has been to find a concrete scalar potential
from a string compactification that has the following features: being positive, admitting a
de Sitter critical point in the bulk of field space, with (at least) one tachyonic direction, and
having this field direction asymptoting to zero. Indeed, these features are those of the species
scale as displayed in Figure 1a. We explain in the Introduction and in Section 2.2 that this
is already a non-trivial task. We were led to consider the de Sitter solution m+

55774, its 14-
fields scalar potential and the field trajectory following the steepest descent, giving us one
example with the desired behaviour. Doing so, we then observed a bump in the potential
rate (or εV ), i.e. a local maximum, another feature of the species scale shown in Figure 1b.
We investigate in Section 3 the origin of that bump for the scalar potential. We conclude
that it is due to the dependence on the dilaton and the radii (or diagonal metric fluctuations
gaa), but that the dilaton and overall volume alone are not enough to explain it. Those
fields, when canonically normalized, enter as exponentials in the scalar potential; the bump
then has a different origin as the one of the species scale, which was due to a linear field
dependence. We verify in particular that the axions, that could provide a linear dependence
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in the scalar potential, do not generate the bump here. These differences are interesting and
indicate that the inequalities (1.4) and (1.5) are in the end not as tight as they could be; if
the origin of the bump was similar, one could have imagined a saturation of these inequalities.

An important loophole in the above is however that the compactifications considered are
different. It is not clear whether the features observed for the species scale, obtained on a
Calabi-Yau compactification, versus those of the scalar potential, obtained a group manifold
flux compactification, are actually comparable and go beyond their respective compactifica-
tion framework. A first difference is that the former admits no scalar potential. The latter
however should admit a species scale, but we have not determined it. It would be interesting
to do so, following the idea that it appears in higher derivative corrections. Since it is a
flux compactification, one should however understand which higher derivative correction(s)
to consider (gravitational and/or fluxes?). At first sight, one would obtain a combination of
exponentials of the dilaton and radii, which might be comparable to the scalar potential.

A second difference is that most species scale examples in [15] are single field. A fair com-
parison to a scalar potential would be a multifield situation. In that case, what field direction
and asymptotics should be chosen to study the evolution of the species scale? Again, picking
the steepest descent trajectory would make sense as it would bring the tightest constraints
and quantum gravity bounds, thanks to a minimal species scale. It would then be interesting
to see whether the features observed so far for the species scale would survive, or become
direction dependent, as studied here for the scalar potential.
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A Proofs for an exponential potential

In this appendix, we prove Lemma 1 and 2 discussed in Section 3.1.1, that we repeat here
and in the following for convenience

Lemma 1. For n = 3, the potential V (3.1) leads to a maximum (or bump) in −V ′/V if and
only if A2 > 0.

To prove Lemma 1, we use expressions (3.5) of A1,2,3, we recall that V0 > 0 and V ′′0 < 0.
We finally recall that A3 > 0, and that if A2 > 0 then A1 < 0.

Proof. We start with the case A2 > 0, for which we show that there is always a bump. Since
A3 > 0, A2 > 0 and A1 < 0, one has from (3.3) the following expression

V ′
2 − V V ′′ = X2X3

(
(a1 − a2)2

∣∣∣∣A1

A3

∣∣∣∣ e−(a3−a1)ϕ̂ + (a1 − a3)2

∣∣∣∣A1

A2

∣∣∣∣ e−(a2−a1)ϕ̂ − (a2 − a3)2

)
.

(A.1)
Let us rewrite the right-hand side as X2X3(f(ϕ̂) − C2) to simplify the discussion. The first
two terms giving f(ϕ̂) are positive and the last one, −C2, is negative. At ϕ̂ = 0, we know
that V ′2 − V V ′′ is positive, so f(0)− C2 > 0. When ϕ̂→∞, f(ϕ̂)→ 0, so f(∞)− C2 < 0.
Since f(ϕ̂) is a continuous and monotonic function, we conclude there always exists one, and
only one, value ϕ̂b > 0 such that f(ϕ̂b) − C2 = 0, i.e. V ′2 − V V ′′ |ϕ̂b

= 0. We conclude that
the ratio of interest |V ′|/V admits a single bump whenever A2 > 0.

We turn to A2 < 0, for which A1 can have either sign. One gets

V ′
2−V V ′′ = |X2X3|

(
A1

(
(a1 − a2)2 1

|A3|
e−(a3−a1)ϕ̂ − (a1 − a3)2 1

|A2|
e−(a2−a1)ϕ̂

)
+ (a2 − a3)2

)
.

(A.2)
Using expressions (3.5), denoting by Ni the numerators of these expressions, and using the
signs A3 > 0, A2 < 0, one can show

A1

(
(a1 − a2)2 1

|A3|
− (a1 − a3)2 1

|A2|

)
= −(a3 − a2)2 N1

|N2N3|
(a2

1V0 + V ′′0) . (A.3)

One has a2
1V0 + V ′′0 > N3 > 0. For A1 < 0, one concludes that the above is positive, while it

is negative for A1 > 0. Therefore, one has

A1 < 0 : −(a1 − a3)2 A1

|A2|
> −(a1 − a2)2 A1

|A3|
> −(a1 − a2)2 A1

|A3|
e−(a3−a1)ϕ̂

e−(a2−a1)ϕ̂
, (A.4)

from which we conclude that V ′2 − V V ′′ > 0 for A1 < 0, and there is then no bump.
Furthermore, we get

A1 > 0 : −(a1 − a3)2 A1

|A2|
< −(a1 − a2)2 A1

|A3|
< −(a1 − a2)2 A1

|A3|
e−(a3−a1)ϕ̂

e−(a2−a1)ϕ̂
, (A.5)

so the following function is negative

g(ϕ̂) = A1

(
(a1 − a2)2 1

|A3|
e−(a3−a1)ϕ̂ − (a1 − a3)2 1

|A2|
e−(a2−a1)ϕ̂

)
< 0 . (A.6)
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The first term has a lower amplitude but a higher (faster) exponential rate than the second
one. One can then see graphically that the difference between the two, i.e. the function g,
admits a negative minimum. That minimum is reached at a value ϕ̂0 such that g′(ϕ̂0) = 0,
corresponding to

(a1 − a2)2 1

|A3|
e−(a3−a1)ϕ̂0 =

a2 − a1

a3 − a1
(a1 − a3)2 1

|A2|
e−(a2−a1)ϕ̂0 . (A.7)

We deduce in that case, with A2 < 0 and A1 > 0, that

V ′2 − V V ′′

|X2X3|
≥ (a2 − a3)2 + g(ϕ̂0) (A.8)

≥ (a2 − a3)2

(
1− N1

|N2|

)
=

(a2 − a3)2

|N2|
a3(a1 − a2)V0 > 0 ,

where we used (3.5). We conclude again that V ′2 − V V ′′ > 0, now for A1 > 0, and there is
no bump.

We turn to

Lemma 2. For n ≥ 3, the potential V (3.1) leads to a maximum (or bump) in −V ′/V if
An−1 > 0.

Proof. Using (3.3), we can write

V ′
2 − V V ′′ = Xn−1Xn

(
f(ϕ̂)− (an−1 − an)2

)
, (A.9)

where f(ϕ̂) = −
∑

i<j<n−1

(ai − aj)2 AiAj
An−1An

e−(an−ai)ϕ̂ e−(an−1−aj)ϕ̂ (A.10)

−
∑

i < n− 1,
j = n− 1, n,
j⊥ = n, n− 1

(ai − aj)2 Ai
Aj⊥

e−(aj⊥−ai)ϕ̂ . (A.11)

We consider An−1 > 0, therefore Xn−1Xn > 0. By definition, we know that V ′2 − V V ′′ > 0
at ϕ̂ = 0, and so is (V ′2 − V V ′′)/(Xn−1Xn). In addition, we verify that f → 0 for ϕ̂ → ∞,
so (V ′2 − V V ′′)/(Xn−1Xn) < 0 at ϕ̂→∞. Since f is a continuous function, we deduce that
(V ′2 − V V ′′)/(Xn−1Xn) must vanish at least once for a positive ϕ̂, and so does V ′2 − V V ′′.
Given the signs, this corresponds to a maximum of −V ′/V , so this ratio then admits a
bump.
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2

I. INTRODUCTION

The characterisation of phase transitions is a central
topic of study in theoretical physics, both for reasons of
principle and in view of applications. In the proximity of
second-order phase transitions, for critical values of the
control parameters, the correlation length diverges, hence
such systems can be classified in universality classes, dis-
tinguished by the value of quantities that are indepen-
dent of the microscopic details. But this is atypical,
while many important physical systems undergo first-
order phase transitions, which admit no notion of uni-
versality. It is then essential to specify the details of the
theory, and identify computational strategies optimised
to the precise determination of model-dependent physical
observables. The latent heat is a particularly important
example, as it determines the strength of the transition.

A case in point, within fundamental physics, is pro-
vided by the history of electroweak baryogenesis. One
of the three conditions identified by Sakharov [1] to ex-
plain the matter-antimatter asymmetry in the observ-
able universe requires the dynamics to be out of equilib-
rium. Hence, the electroweak phase transition should be
of first order and strong enough, if it is to play a cen-
tral role in these phenomena. Testing this hypothesis
required developing a programme of dedicated calcula-
tions. The final outcome of this challenging endeavour
is that electroweak baryogenesis cannot work within the
standard model (SM) of particle physics; it was demon-
strated non-perturbatively [2–8] that a line of first-order
phase transitions ends at a critical point, and that the
transition disappears into a cross-over, except for unre-
alistically light Higgs boson masses, mh < O(70) GeV.
This result still stands nowadays as prominent evidence
for new physics. (See Refs. [9, 10] for reviews, and also
Ref. [11] for a recent non-perturbative update.)

New physics is needed also to explain the origin of dark
matter, the existence of which is supported by both ob-
servational astrophysics and cosmology. This evidence
motivates proposals postulating the existence of hidden
sectors, comprised of (dark) particles carrying no SM
quantum numbers, feebly coupled to SM particles (see,
e.g., Refs. [12–18]). Hidden sector dark matter scenarios
find concrete realisations as composite dark matter (as,
for example, in Refs. [19–28]) and strongly interacting
dark matter (see, e.g., Refs. [29–36]). Loosely inspired
by quantum chromodynamics (QCD), their microscopic
description consists of new confining gauge theories, with
or without matter field content.

If the new dark sector undergoes a first-order phase
transition in the early universe, it would yield a relic
stochastic background of gravitational waves [37–42],
potentially accessible to a number of present and fu-
ture gravitational-wave experiments [43–60]. Model-
independent studies of the properties of such cosmolog-
ical confinement phase transitions and their imprint on
the stochastic gravitation background may adopt either
of two complementary theoretical strategies for investi-

gation. (See, e.g., Fig. 1 of Ref. [61] but also Refs. [62–
65].) Either one models the bubble nucleation rates by
using the results of direct non-perturbative calculation of
latent heat, surface tension and other relevant dynami-
cal quantities; or one builds and constrains an effective
description, such as the Polyakov loop model [61, 63, 66–
74], or matrix models [62, 75–83], supplementing it
by thermodynamic information computed, again, non-
perturbatively.

Either way, one arrives at a characterisation of the
phase transition in terms of a set of parameters: critical
temperature, Tc, percolation temperature, T∗, strength
of the transition, α, inverse duration of the transition,
β/H∗, bubble wall velocity, vW , and number of degrees
of freedom after the transition, g∗. These are then used as
input in the cosmological evolution, via existing software
packages such as, for example, PTPlot [59], to obtain the
power-spectrum of relic stochastic gravitational waves,
h2ΩGW , that can be compared with detector reach.

Hence, the first step towards calculating the power
spectrum of gravitational waves requires precise non-
perturbative treatment of the dynamics, which can be
provided by numerical simulations of lattice gauge the-
ories. The finite-temperature behaviour of many lattice
gauge theories has been studied in the past; for example,
for SU(Nc) see Refs. [84–89], for Sp(Nc) see Ref. [90],
and for G2 see Ref. [91–94]. But these pioneering works
were somewhat limited in scope, while dedicated high-
precision measurements of specific observables, in par-
ticular of the latent heat, present technical challenges.
A handful of dedicated lattice calculations has started
to appear, focused on stealth dark matter with SU(4)
gauge dynamics [95–97], or on Sp(4) gauge theories [98–
100]. A complementary approach to the study of the rele-
vant out-of-equilibrium dynamics near criticality, bubble
nucleation, and bubble wall velocity makes use of the
non-perturbative tools provided by gauge-gravity duali-
ties [101–104], which can be generalised to strongly cou-
pled systems exhibiting confinement and chiral symme-
try breaking [105–114]—we refer the reader to Refs. [115–
122] and references therein for interesting examples along
these lines.

The history of the studies of SU(3) gauge theories is
quite interesting as a general illustration of how the field
has been evolving. The recent Ref. [123] critically sum-
marises this history, discusses the technical difficulties in-
trinsic to current state-of-the-art lattice calculations, and
addresses some of the challenges with the extrapolation
to the continuum limit in proximity of the phase transi-
tion. Among the salient points in such history, is the fact
that the pure gauge theory undergoes a first order phase
transition, which has been accepted for a while [124, 125].
Finite temperature lattice studies of the theory coupled
to heavy quarks have given encouraging results [126–131]
but are still ongoing. More generally, considerable activ-
ity is taking part in QCD, see Ref. [132] for a recent
summary. The thermodynamics of pure SU(3) Yang-
Mills theories has been studied intensively [133–145], and



3

we know that the phase transition is not strong, hence
difficult to characterise.

Our interest in the characterisation of the confine-
ment/deconfinement phase transition originates in the
ongoing research programme on Sp(Nc) lattice gauge the-
ories [146–155] and their composite bound states. Our
long-term aim is to measure observable quantities, such
as the latent heat at the transition, which have po-
tential implications for dark matter and for stochastic
gravitational-wave detection. We approach this goal by
exploiting a recent proposal, which is based upon the den-
sity of states and provides an alternative to Monte-Carlo
importance sampling methods: the Logarithmic Linear
Relaxation (LLR) algorithm [156–159]. We describe the
method in the body of the paper. It is worth mention-
ing that the literature on finite-temperature studies of
Sp(Nc) gauge theories is rather limited [90]. As is the
application of the LLR algorithm: Abelian gauge the-
ories have been studied in details [158], while in the
non-Abelian case the properties of SU(3) have been in-
vestigated at zero-temperature [159], and preliminary
finite-temperature results exist for SU(4) [160, 161] and
SU(Nc) [162].

We hence take a conservative approach. In this pa-
per, we apply the LLR algorithm to the best understood
SU(3) Yang-Mills theory. We study the theory with one
representative lattice, to set benchmarks for the future
large-scale task of performing infinite volume and contin-
uum limit extrapolations. We confirm the presence of a
metastability compatible with the established first-order
phase transition arising in the system, determine the cor-
responding pseudocritical temperature using known def-
initions, and measure the discontinuity that leads to the
latent heat. Our results are consistent with other ap-
proaches, and we can achieve the desired precision level.
In parallel, we started also to explore Sp(Nc) Yang-Mills
theories, in particular Sp(4), about which we will report
in a separate publication.

The paper is organised as follow. We describe the
LLR algorithm and its relation to the density of state in
Sect. II. This section builds upon the method introduced
in Ref. [158], and serves the purpose of setting the nota-
tion and making the exposition self-contained. Sect. III
summarises the basic properties of the lattice theory of
interest, and the definitions of the relevant observables.
The main body of the paper consists of Sects. IV and V.
This work sets the stage for our future investigations,
discussed briefly in Sect. VI. We relegate to Appendix A,
B, and C technical details about the algorithm we use,
and the tests we performed to validate it. Some par-
tial, preliminary results of the research project we report
upon in this paper have been presented in contributions
to Conference Proceedings [163, 164], but here we present
updated results, including also a comprehensive and self-
contained discussion of the procedure we follow, and an
extended set of observables.

II. DENSITY OF STATES

We start by defining the density of states, a quan-
tity that plays a central role in our calculations, and
discussing its numerical determination. The path inte-
gral of a Quantum Field Theory (QFT), with degrees of
freedom expressed by the field(s) φ and Euclidean action
S[φ], can be written as

Z(β) ≡
∫

[Dφ]e−βS[φ] , (1)

where the coupling β (not to be confused with β/H∗) has
been exposed. The density of states, ρ(E), is the measure
of the hypersurface in field-configuration space spanned
by the fields when the constraint S = E is imposed:

ρ(E) ≡
∫

[Dφ]δ(S[φ]− E) . (2)

Using the density of states, the path integral of the
theory can be rewritten as

Z(β) =

∫
dEρ(E)e−βE . (3)

This expression of the path integral is particularly con-
venient for observables, O(E), that only depend on the
action, since their expectation value can be reformulated
as a one-dimensional integral:

〈O〉β =

∫
dEρ(E)O(E)e−βE∫
dEρ(E)e−βE

. (4)

Hence, knowing the density of states provides a route
to the computation of these observables. In addition, as
we show later in this section, using the density of states,
one can also access observables that have a more general
dependency on the fields, not expressible in terms of the
action alone.

The density of states can be computed efficiently
by using the Linear Logarithmic Relaxation (LLR)
method [156, 158, 159, 165]. The algorithm exposed
in this work is based on a variation of the LLR algo-
rithm with the replica exchange method introduced in
Ref. [165], the key difference being that in this work
we are going to replace the two non-overlapping half-
shifted replica sequences with a single sequence of half-
overlapping consecutive subintervals. The algorithm de-
pends on a set of tunable parameters, which we introduce
and describe in this section. For reference, these param-
eters are summarised in Tab. I.

As a first step, we divide an interval of interest, Emin ≤
E ≤ Emax, into 2N − 1 overlapping subintervals of fixed
width, ∆E = (Emax−Emin)/N , where each of the subin-
tervals but the first and the last have an overlap of ampli-
tude ∆E/2 with the preceeding and the following subin-
terval. As we shall see below, the overlap can be exploited
to ensure the ergodicity of the algorithm. The subinter-
vals are numbered with an index, n, ranging from n = 1
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TABLE I. Parameters of the LLR algorithm used for the numerical computation of the density of states as formulated in this
work for (2N − 1) overlapping subintervals, each of amplitude ∆E , covering the relevant action interval, [Emin, Emax].

Symbol Name/Role Description/Purpose
Emin minimal action lower limit of the relevant action interval
Emax maximal action upper limit of the relevant action interval
∆E amplitude of subintervals controls the local first-order expansion of log ρ(E)
m̄ number of NR steps enables to refine the initial guess for the an
m̃ number of RM updates controls the tolerance on the convergence of the an
nTh number of thermalisation steps per RM update controls decorrelation between two RM updates
nM number of measurements per RM update controls the accuracy of the expectation values in Eq. (14)
nP number of action-constrained updates per RM update nTh + nM
nS number of RM updates between swaps ensures ergodicity of the algorithm
nR number of determinations of the an enables to estimate statistical errors

(corresponding to central action value Emin + ∆E/2) to
2N−1 (central action Emax−∆E/2). In each subinterval
1 ≤ n ≤ 2N−1, the central action is En = Emin+n∆E/2.
We approximate the density of states, ρ(E), with the
piecewise linear function log ρ̃(E) ∼ log ρ(E), defined as

log ρ̃(E) ≡ an (E − En) + cn , (5)

where En − ∆E/4 ≤ E ≤ En + ∆E/4, for each n.

This choice provides a prescription to deal unambigu-
ously with the overlapping regions in the subinterval, as-
signing each half of the overlap to the subinterval with
the nearest central action. The purpose of the LLR al-
gorithm is to calculate numerically the an and cn coef-
ficients, assuming continuity of the function log ρ̃(E) in
the interval [Emin, Emax].

As a second step, given any observable, O(E), we de-
fine 2N − 1 restricted expectation values, 〈〈O〉〉n, as fol-
lows:

〈〈O〉〉n(a) ≡ 1

Nn(a)

∫ En+
∆E
2

En−
∆E
2

O(E)ρ(E)e−aEdE , (6)

where the normalisation factor is given by

Nn(a) ≡
∫ En+

∆E
2

En−
∆E
2

ρ(E)e−aEdE . (7)

One now sees that if a = an of Eq. (5), then the
exponential factor inside the integrals in these defini-
tions is e−anE = e−anEn+cn/ρ̃, and the constant fac-
tor, e−anEn+cn , cancels between numerator and denom-
inator, so that the weight factor in the integrals in

Eqs. (6) and (7) is just ρ(E)/ρ̃(E). The main idea
behind the algorithm is that we consider ρ̃(E) to be
a good approximation of ρ(E) if such weight factor,
ρ(E)/ρ̃(E), for the restricted expectation value in the
interval [En−∆E/2, En + ∆E/2], is approximately unit.
More generally, we are interested in expectation values,
where we need this factor to be constant (we will deal
with the subinterval-dependent normalisation constant
below). Hence, we determine the value of an iteratively,
by imposing the condition:

〈〈∆E〉〉n(an) =
1

Nn(an)

∫ En+
∆E
2

En−
∆E
2

(E − En) ρ(E)e−anEdE = 0 , (8)

for each n. The resulting stochastic equation makes use
of the highly non-trivial information encoded in ρ(E).
As long as ∆E is sufficiently small, by Taylor expanding

log ρ(E) around En in Eq. (8), one sees that

an =
d log ρ(E)

dE

∣∣∣∣
E=En

. (9)

For the third step, we adopt a combination of
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Newton-Raphson (NR) and Robbins-Monro (RM) algo-
rithms [166] to solve iteratively Eq. (8). In a first se-

quence of iterations, we start from an initial trial value
a

(0)
n and recursively update it, using the relation

a(m+1)
n = a(m)

n − 〈〈∆E〉〉n(a
(m)
n )

〈〈(∆E)2〉〉n(a
(m)
n )

(10)

= a(m)
n −

〈
(E − En)

[
θ
(
E − En + ∆E

2

)
− θ

(
E − En − ∆E

2

)]〉
a

(m)
n〈

(E − En)2
[
θ
(
E − En + ∆E

2

)
− θ

(
E − En − ∆E

2

)]〉
a

(m)
n

(11)

' a(m)
n − 12

∆2
E

〈
(E − En)

[
θ

(
E − En +

∆E

2

)
− θ

(
E − En −

∆E

2

)]〉
a

(m)
n

. (12)

The above relation finds the root using one NR iteration.
In the last step, the approximation consists of assuming
the validity of a second-order expansion for the density of
states in the action interval we are considering, which has
been used to express the denominator of the correction
term in closed form. The purpose of the initial NR itera-
tions is to set up a convenient starting point for the more
refined RM algorithm. This proves to be convenient, es-

pecially when insufficient prior knowledge is available on
an. In these cases, even with rough initialisations, for
suitable choices of m̄, m̄ steps of the NR algorithm al-
lows us to approach a value a(m̄)

n ∼ an, in proximity of
the true value of an. We then refine the process, by defin-
ing a new trial initial value a(0)

n ≡ a
(m̄)
n and recursively

updating it using the modified relationship

a(m+1)
n = a(m)

n − α

m+ 1

〈〈∆E〉〉n(a
(m)
n )

〈〈(∆E)2〉〉n(a
(m)
n )

(13)

' a(m)
n − α

m+ 1

(
12

∆2
E

)〈
(E − En)

[
θ

(
E − En +

∆E

2

)
− θ

(
E − En −

∆E

2

)]〉
a

(m)
n

. (14)

This defines the RM step, which differs from the NR
one by the damping factor α/(m + 1) of the calculated
correction term. While not a strict requirement of the
algorithm, for convenience we fix the positive constant
to α = 1. Again, Eq. (14) is obtained using a quadratic
approximation of the density of states for a closed-form
computation of 〈〈(∆E)2〉〉n(a

(m)
n ), which assumes that

the action interval is sufficiently small for the approxi-
mation to be sufficiently accurate. While the validity of
this approximation is not crucial in the NR steps, since
they are only used to refine the initialisation, it is more
important to verify its accuracy for the RM steps, since
the latter determine the values of the an used in the calcu-
lation of the observables. The check is performed by ver-
ifying that with the obtained values of the an the action
is uniformly distributed in the subinterval n (i.e., its his-
togram is flat within a predetermined tolerance), with the
dynamics being compatible with a random walk. Since
∆E is a parameter of the calculation, it is always possi-
ble to restrict the subinterval width so that the quadratic
approximation holds.

The right-hand-sides of Eqs. (12) and (14) are evalu-
ated by computing ordinary ensemble averages through
importance sampling methods, in which the action is re-

stricted to a small interval, and the weight redefined ac-
cording to Eq. (6). The restriction can be done by re-
jecting update proposals that lead the action outside the
subinterval of interest or—as we will do in this work—
imposing constraints in the update proposals, so that
each new trial value for the field variables to be up-
dated, automatically respects the subinterval constraint
(see Appendix A for further details). The recursion con-
verges to an in the limit m→∞. We truncate the recur-
sion at step m̃ and repeat the process from the start en-
suring different random evolutions for a(m)

n , changing the
initialisation of the random number sequences used in the
process of generating the restricted averages. This yields
a gaussian-distributed set of final values a(m̃)

n , with av-
erage an and standard deviation proportional to 1/

√
m̃,

hence trading a truncation systematics with an error that
can be treated statistically.

Restricting the averages to subintervals leads to ergod-
icity problems. To ensure ergodicity, we use the fact that
at any given RM step the values of the actions in neigh-
bour intervals have a finite probability of being in the
overlapping region. When that happens, we can propose
a Metropolis step that swaps the configurations in the
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two subintervals,

Pswap = min
(

1, e(a(m)
n −a(m)

n−1)(E(m)
n −E(m)

n−1)
)
. (15)

For these swap moves to be possible, simulations in the
subintervals need to run in parallel, with the synchroni-
sation implemented by a controller process. This can be
easily implemented with standard libraries such as the
Message Passing Interface (MPI). However, even with
this prescription, residual ergodicity problems can de-
rive from the fact that Emin and Emax would otherwise
be hard action cutoffs. The resulting lack of ergodicity
is prevented by extending the action range outside the
[Emin, Emax] interval with two truncated gaussians, one
peaked at Emin+∆E/2 and truncated at Emin+∆E , pro-
viding a prescription for dealing with E < Emin, and the
other peaked at Emax−∆E/2 and truncated at Emax−∆E

accounting for moves covering E > Emax. Ergodicity is
recovered by choosing those truncated gaussians to coin-
cide with the Boltzmann factors associated with βupper

and βlower—the values of β at which the average actions
correspond to Emin + ∆E/2 and to Emax −∆E/2 . Ap-
pendix B describes how this is achieved in practice.

In our implementation, we propose a swap move be-
tween all neighbour intervals having energies in the over-
lapping regions after a fixed number, nS , of RM updates.
Each RM update consists of nP = nTh + nM action-
constrained updates. The nTh updates decorrelate the
configurations between RM updates, then nM configura-
tions are used for the calculation of expectation values
in equation Eq. (14). This sequence of steps is repeated
until we have performed m̃ RM updates. As discussed
previously, this process leads to a determination of the
an for all values of n. Repeating it with different random
number sequences, we get gaussian distributed values of
an, which can be used in a bootstrap analysis to provide
a determination of the statistical uncertainty on observ-
ables.

Having determined the values of interest for an, con-
tinuity of ρ̃(E) at the boundaries of the subintervals re-
quires

cn = c1 +
∆E

4
a1 +

∆E

2

n−1∑
k=2

ak +
∆E

4
an , (16)

for all values of n > 1, and with the summation taking
effect only when the upper index is bigger or equal to the
lower one, i.e. for n ≥ 3. This conditions leaves the value
of c1 as a free parameter. c1 can be fixed by imposing
a known global normalisation condition. For instance,
for β = ∞, the density of states must be equal to the
number of degenerate vacua of the system. Nevertheless,
in applications where the knowledge of the value of the
path integral per se is not interesting, as is the case of
observables expressed as ensemble averages, the normali-
sation of the density of states can be fixed arbitrarily. In
these cases, for simplicity, we choose c1 = 0.

Having discussed the rationale for the various compo-
nents of the method, for convenience, we now provide a

summary of the algorithm.

• Divide the interval [Emin, Emax] in 2N − 1 half-
overlapping subintervals of amplitude ∆E , cen-
tered at energies E1 = Emin + ∆E/2, . . . , En =
Emin + n∆E/2, . . . , E2N−1 = Emax − ∆E/2.
Define two half-Gaussians for prescribing rules
for accepting/rejecting moves outside the interval
[Emin, Emax], with the correct Boltzmann distribu-
tion.

• Repeat nR times with different random sequences:

1. Initialise the values of an,

2. Perform m̄ steps of the NR algorihm, Eq. (11),

3. Repeat m̃ times:

(a) Perform nP action-constrained updates
(see Appendix A),

(b) Update an according to the RM prescrip-
tion, Eq. (14),

(c) Repeat (a)-(b) nS times, then,
(d) Propose a configuration swap according to

Eq. (15).

Note that the swap step implies that the determination
of an happens in parallel in the calculation, and requires
a synchronisation of the parallel processes. The parame-
ters used in the algorithm are referenced in Tab. I. This
algorithm provides nR statistically independent determi-
nations of an, and, consequently, of cn, up to a prescrip-
tion for fixing c1, as described earlier in this section.

As shown in Ref. [158], the use of the LLR algorithm
introduces a ∆E-dependent systematic error. Therefore,
finite volume estimates of the quantities above can only
be obtained after an extrapolation towards ∆E = 0 has
been performed. We devote Appendix C to a discussion
of this process, for the lattice parameters adopted in this
study.

We conclude by observing that the LLR method en-
ables us to compute also canonical ensemble averages at
coupling β of observables B[φ] that have a dependency
on the field φ not leading to an explicit dependency on
the action, using the formula [158]:

〈B[φ]〉β =
1

Z(β)

2N−1∑
n=1

∆E

2
ρ̃(En)B̃[φ] , (17)

where

B̃[φ] = 〈〈B[φ] exp (−βS[φ] + an(S[φ]− En))〉〉n(an) .
(18)

III. LATTICE SYSTEM

We compute ensemble averages with the distribution
in the partition function of Eq. (1), by discretising the
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degrees of freedom on a lattice. We focus on the ac-
tion, S, of a four-dimensional Yang-Mills theory with
non-Abelian gauge group SU(Nc) in Euclidean space,
discretised as

S =
∑
p

(
1− 1

Nc
ReTr(Up)

)
, (19)

which enters Eq. (1) with bare lattice coupling constant
β = 2Nc

g2
0
, related to the bare gauge coupling g2

0 . The
summation runs over all the elementary plaquette vari-
ables, Up, on the four-dimensional grid. Sampling of the
link variables, U , representing the discretised gauge po-
tential, entering the construction of the plaquette, are
discussed in Appendix A. The measure is the product of
integrals over the links.

We use hypercubic lattices with Ṽ /a4 = NT × N3
L

points and isotropic lattice spacing a, in both tempo-
ral and spatial directions. We adopt periodic boundary
conditions for the link variables in all directions. The
thermodynamic temperature of the SU(Nc) Yang-Mills
theory is T = 1

aNT
. The lattice spacing, a, is dynam-

ically controlled by the coupling, β, through the non-
perturbative beta function of the theory, hence knowing
β we can determine the temperature, T .

The order parameter for confinement is the Polyakov
loop, lp, defined as

lp ≡
1

NcN3
L

∑
~x

Tr

NT−1∏
k=0

U0(k 0̂, ~x) , (20)

with 0̂ the unit vector in the time direction. For T < Tc,
the system lies in its confined phase, 〈lp〉β = 0. For T >
Tc it lies in its deconfined phase, 〈lp〉β ∈ ZNc

, and the
ZNc

symmetry of the action, Eq. (19), is spontaneously
broken.

As the phase transition is of first order, it is charac-
terised by a discontinuity in the first derivative of the free
energy with respect to the temperature T , for T = Tc,
that is recast in terms of the internal energy (density),
defined as

ε(T ) ≡ κT 2

V

∂ lnZ(T )

∂T
, (21)

where κ is the Boltzmann constant, which we set to
κ = 1, and V = N3

La
3 is the spatial volume. At the

phase transition, two distinct equilibrium states exist,
with energies equal to ε+ and ε−. The magnitude of the
discontinuity across the transition, Lh ≡ |ε+ − ε−|, is
known as latent heat. At exactly T = Tc, the system
exhibits macroscopic configurations characterised by the
presence of separating surfaces, on either side of which
the order parameter has different values, and hysteresis
can be observed in the evolution of the system. The con-
figurations on either side of the transition have equal free
energy, hence the rate of tunnelling is the same in either
direction, giving rise to phase co-existence.

Yet, even when T ' Tc the physical system can still
tunnel between the confined and deconfined phases, as
the finiteness of the lattice system allows for metastable
states to be physically realised in portions of the space,
though they have finite life time. These phenomena
present standard lattice algorithms with intrinsic diffi-
culties, as the finiteness of the system implies that en-
semble averages have non-trivial contaminations from
metastable states, which ultimately smoothen the afore-
mentioned non-analyticity characterising the transition.
For example one still finds that the susceptibility of the
Polyakov loop,

χl(β) ≡ 〈|lp|2〉β − 〈|lp|〉2β , (22)

is expected to be maximal at T = Tc, though finite, and
establishing the existence of a first-order phase transition
requires non-trivial studies of the finite-volume scaling
of χl. As we will see, the LLR algorithm removes this
difficulty, as it allows to access individually the physically
stable and unstable states in configuration space, hence
removing the practical problems due to tunnelling and
their effects on ensemble averaging.

Our aim is to characterise the phase transition in the
SU(3) Yang-Mills theory, and ultimately determine the
quantities Tc and Lh, extrapolated to infinite volume and
to the continuum limit. In the body of this paper, we take
a first step in this direction, by studying a fixed lattice
with NT = 4 and NL = 20.

IV. METHODOLOGY

In this section, we provide precise relations between the
values of the two main observables, critical temperature,
Tc, and latent heat, Lh, and the density of states, ρ(E),
or, rather, its numerical estimate ρ̃(E).

When studying a lattice theory by Monte Carlo sam-
pling, a typical signal of tunnelling between vacua is the
presence of hops in the simulation-time evolution of the
value of the action per plaquette, up, defined as

up ≡
a4

6Ṽ

∑
p

1

Nc
ReTr(Up) . (23)

Thanks to the relation E = 6Ṽ (1 − up)/a
4, the (par-

tial) distribution function, Pβ(up), can be expressed as a
function of E = S, and defined in terms of the density of
states ρ(E) as follows:

Pβ

(
up = 1− a4

6Ṽ
E

)
= ρ(E)

e−βE

Z(β)
. (24)

where Z(β) is the partition function, Eq. (3). In prox-
imity of the critical region of parameter space, for a sys-
tem that undergoes a first-order phase transition between
two possibly local vacua, we expect that the distribution
function display a characteristic double peak structure.
The two values of the energy, E± = 6Ṽ (1− up±)/a4, at
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which Pβ(up) is maximal, determine the energy of the
two phases. On a finite volume Ṽ , we define the critical
temperature T = Tc (and hence β = βc, as we are keeping
the volume fixed while changing the coupling β) as the
temperature at which the system tunnels between config-
urations in different phases with the same rate in either
direction. Hence, the peaks must have equal height, and
the relation

Pβc(up+) = Pβc(up−) (25)

can be used to determine the critical coupling βc.
As the temperature, T , of the gauge theory is a func-

tion of β, we recast the derivative with respect to T in
Eq. (21) as a derivative with respect to β, and, following
Ref. [86], we obtain the relationship

ε(β) =

(
a
∂β

∂a

)
6
〈1− up〉β

a4
. (26)

The latent heat can then be related to the plaquette
jump, ∆〈up〉βc = |up+ − up−|, via

Lh
T 4
c

= −
(

6N4
t a
∂β

∂a
∆〈up〉β

)
β=βc

, (27)

where a(∂β/∂a) can be calculated by setting the scale —
see the discussion leading to Eq. (35) of Ref. [86]. In this
work we focus on the calculation of the plaquette jump.

We define the effective potential, Wβ(E), as

Wβ(E) ≡ − log〈δ (S − E)〉β = − logPβ(E) . (28)

At criticality, Wβ(E) displays two degenerate minima at
the values of E of the equilibrium states of the two co-
existing phases.1

The quantum system defined in Eq. (1) can be said
to have internal energy E and entropy s = log ρ(E), fol-
lowing the prescription of the microcanonical ensemble.
We then define a temperature t as 1/t(E) ≡ ∂s/∂E, in
analogy with thermodynamics, and the free energy F as
the Legendre transform

F (t) ≡ E − ts , (29)

All the quantities mentioned above can be estimated
from the approximate density of states ρ(E) ' ρ̃(E). In
particular, thanks to Eq. (5), the entropy for E ' En is

s(E ' En) = c1 +
∆E

4
(a1 + an) +

∆E

2

n−1∑
k=2

ak + an (E − En) , (30)

TABLE II. The LLR parameters used for this study

Parameter m̄ m̃ nTh nM nS nR
Value 0 500 200 500 1 20

and the corresponding temperature is hence

t =
1

an
. (31)

The computation of s(E) (and of F (t)), is affected by
an ambiguity on the value of c1, as mentioned at the end
of Section II. This ambiguity can in principle be fixed by
requiring that s(E) be positive for all E and vanish as
t→ 0.

Our estimate ρ̃ is obtained by computing the sequence
of values {an}2N−1

n=1 using the LLR algorithm, as outlined

1 If we replace E, which depends on up, with the extremal 〈E〉β =
6Ṽ
a4 (1 − 〈up〉β), for each β, then Wβ(〈E〉β) is independent of β,
and is a pure functional of the response function 〈E〉β . In other
words, this is the Legendre transform of the logarithm of the
partition function Z(β), in which β is the external source.

in Sect. II. The LLR parameters chosen for this work are
shown in Tab. II. Note that in the specific application
studied here NR iterations were considered unnecessary,
hence m̄ = 0. Once ρ̃ is known, all relevant observables
are known as well, by using the relations reported in this
section.

There are two further numerical details worth dis-
cussing here, before we move onto presenting our results.
Firstly, the LLR algorithm requires trial initial an vales.
We have computed the average action for evenly spaced
β values. Linearly fitting this and inverting can give an
initial estimate for the relation between an and En. The
guess is then refined through a small number of RM it-
erations. The starting values

{
a

(0)
n

}
have been thus set

for each energy interval over the relevant energy range
of the system. The preliminary runs are also useful to
locate the energy ranges [Emin, Emax] that are relevant
to the study of the phase transition. On the basis of
preliminary analyses we set a4Emin/(6Ṽ ) ≈ 0.44 and
a4Emax/(6Ṽ ) ≈ 0.46.

Second, for each n, the coefficient an is obtained by
truncating the sequence

{
a

(m)
n

}
of RM updates at a value

ofm for which we expect the asymptotic 1/
√
m behaviour

of the standard deviation to have set in. Due to the
centrality of this behaviour for the correct working of the
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FIG. 1. Twenty histories of a(m)
n as they are updated through

500 RM iterations, in different colours. This example is for
a system with energy interval size a4∆E/(6Ṽ ) = 0.0007, and
the interval centered at up = 0.540676. The inset shows the
distribution of the final an values.

algorithm, the corresponding test is the first numerical
result we report in the next section.

V. RESULTS

In order to verify the convergence of the Robbins-
Monro algorithm, we study the distribution of the value
of a(m)

n , for each energy interval, as a function of the iter-
ation number, m. An example of this process is displayed
in Fig. 1, for the energy interval centred at a4En/(6Ṽ ) =

0.459324 (up = 0.540676), with a4∆E/(6Ṽ ) = 0.0007.
The figure shows in different colours twenty independent
Robbins-Monro trajectories. The trajectories are char-
acterised by large oscillations at small m, followed by
convergence to a common value at large m. The distri-
bution of the asymptotic behaviour of the final values has
standard deviation that scales as ∼ 1/

√
m. On the basis

of extensive test runs, we identified m̃ = 500 iterations
of the RM algorithm as providing a good estimate of an.
We verified that by this stage the twenty final estimates
are normally distributed around their average value.

To extrapolate our results towards the ∆E → 0 limit,
we vary the number of sub-intervals 2N − 1, and repeat
the process of computing the estimates of a(m)

n . The
corresponding values of a4∆E/(6Ṽ ), and of the intervals
analysed, are reported in Tab. III.

In Fig. 2, we show our measurements of an, with their
uncertainty, as a function of up = 1 − a4En/(6Ṽ ). The
different curves show the results for several different val-

TABLE III. The values of ∆E used for this analysis, for each
choice of the number of intervals, 2N −1, in the energy range
[Emin, Emax]. The four-dimensional lattice has space-time
volume Ṽ /a4 = 4×203. Numerical values have been rounded
to 4 decimal places for convenience.

2N − 1 a4

6Ṽ
∆E

a4

6Ṽ
Emin

a4

6Ṽ
Emax

8 0.0063 0.4374 0.4659
15 0.0030 0.4380 0.4619
28 0.0015 0.4387 0.4604
55 0.0007 0.4391 0.4601
108 0.0004 0.4394 0.4598

ues of ∆E . For ∆E sufficiently small (a4∆E/(6Ṽ ) ≤
0.0030), a characteristic limiting shape starts to emerge
in an as a function of up, with the presence of one local
minimum, one local maximum, and an inflection point
between them. The resulting non invertibility of an(up)
is closely related to the qualitative features of Pβ(up), as
discussed in Sect. IV, and to the presence of a first-order
phase transition. Setting ∆E to smaller values, the curve
an(up) becomes smoother, which reduces the magnitude
of the systematic error due to ∆E itself.

The probability distribution of the average plaquette
is obtained from Eq. (24). Estimates of Pβ(up) are dis-
played in Fig. 3. The solid blue lines are our results,
obtained using the LLR method. We compare them di-
rectly with the orange dashed lines obtained by using the
standard importance sampling approach. Agreement be-
tween the two is evident, yet small discrepancies are visi-
ble in the neighbourhood of the maxima and of the local
minimum of Pβ(up). We show a number of examples dis-
playing a single peak, but for β = 5.69187 two peaks of
similar height are present. As explained in Sect. IV, this
is the expected signal of a first order phase transition.

As discussed in Sect. II, after each RM update, con-
figuration swaps are considered, to ensure ergodicity of
the algorithm. Figure 4 shows the evolution of the full
set of {an}2N−1

n=1 against the RM iteration, m. Follow-
ing the track of the colours on the diagram shows how
the configurations are swapped. The clustering of values
around an ∼ 5.692 is due to non invertibility of an(up) in
the critical region. The diagram shows that, although in
general terms there is an appreciable rate of exchange of
configurations, it appears to be less probable to exchange
configurations across the two different phases.

A. Critical T and latent heat

The importance of the measurement of the critical
value βc and of the position of the peaks of Pβc

(up) (up+
and up−) is explained in Sect. IV. In proximity of the
transition at each value of β, a double gaussian function
can be fitted to Pβ(up), using the location of the local
maxima and the width of the peaks as fitting parame-
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FIG. 2. Measurements of an, plotted against up at the centre
of the energy intervals. Errors are estimated by bootstrapping
over 20 repeats. Each value of an is the final result of 500 it-
erations of the Robins-Monro algorithm, for a lattices with
Ṽ /a4 = 4× 203. The different curves/colors refer to different
choices of ∆E—see Table III—with the roughest results cor-
responding to the largest choices of ∆E . The bottom panel is
a detail of the top one, focusing on the region in which an(up)
is not invertible.

ters. The best-fit parameters are functions of β. An esti-
mate of βc can then be obtained by solving the equation
|P+−P−| = 0, where P+ = Pβ(up+) and P− = Pβ(up−),
with the bisection method. The numerical values of up±
and βc can then used for the calculation of the latent
heat through Eq. (27).

A representative example of the numerical results ob-

FIG. 3. The probability distribution, Pβ(up), computed with
LLR method with a4∆E/Ṽ = 0.0007 and Ṽ /a4 = 4 × 203

(solid blue), compared to the same probability distribution
computed with the standard lattice method based upon im-
portance sampling (dashed orange). The probability density
for different values of the coupling β are shown, from left to
right: β = 5.68000, β = 5.68500, β = 5.69000, β = 5.69187,
β = 5.69500 and β = 5.70000.

tained from the LLR method, displaying also a fitted
double gaussian, is displayed in Fig. 5. The agreement
between the numerical and fitted curves is very good,
with small deviations only appearing at the boundaries
of the interval of up depicted in the plot, which are not
of primary importance in the fitting procedure.

Our estimates of βc and 〈∆up〉βc
, for each choice of

∆E , are displayed in Figs. 6 and 7. The numerical values
are reported in Tab. IV. We perform a linear fit of the
behaviour of both βc and 〈∆up〉βc

as a function of ∆2
E .

These fits are displayed in Figs. 6 and 7. We found the
χ2 of the linear fit to be much less than 1. The origin of
its smallness lies in the large error in the determination
of βc at fixed ∆E . Several contributions to the errors of
βc have been carefully analyzed and accounted for, ex-
cept for those originating from the correlation between
different subintervals (leading to correlations across each
set of an) and the error on the fit of the double gaussian
itself. Calculations in different subintervals would indeed
be completely independent, were it not for the configu-
ration swapping, which is necessary to achieve ergodicity
in the sampling of configuration space. Since canonical
observables, such as Pβ(up), are determined from sev-
eral values of an, they are affected by these autocorrela-
tions. In order to approximately quantify the magnitude
of these effects on the final estimate of βc, we have com-
puted this quantity from only half the an estimates, i.e.
only computed using the non-overlapping odd numbered
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FIG. 4. The trajectories of the set {an}2N−1
n=1 are shown for

500 Robbins-Monro updates for a single run with configura-
tion swaps included, for a4∆E/(6Ṽ ) = 0.0007. The colours
are determined by the energy interval that a given lattice sys-
tem started in and follow them as they are exchanged between
energy intervals.

energy intervals {a2n−1, E2n−1}Nn=1. The coarsest exam-
ple in the plot (a4∆E/Ṽ = 0.0015) has also been treated
separately as it only contains a small number of inter-
vals in the critical region. Extrapolations both including
and excluding this point have been carried out, as well as
an extrapolation using the points with only half the en-
ergy intervals. All extrapolations agree with one another
within errors.

B. Thermodynamic potentials

As discussed in Sect. IV, the LLR algorithm, through
the estimation of ρ(E), allows us to estimate the ther-
modynamic potentials of the bulk system. We focus our
attention on the free energy, F , defined in Eq. (29), the
entropy, s, defined in Eq. (30), and the (microcanonical)
temperature, t, in Eq. (31). As we showed explicitly in
Fig. 2, an(up) and therefore t(E) is not globally invert-
ible. Yet, we can study how F evolves as a function of t,
by piece-wise inverting t(E)↔ E(t).

In order to best expose the behaviour of F (t), we con-
sider a subtracted free energy, defined as f = a4(F (t) +

Σt)/(Ṽ ). The constant Σ, as we anticipated after
Eq. (31), reflects the existence of an arbitrary additive
constant in s, which we are now removing, with an ap-
proximate numerical procedure. The subtracted free en-
ergy is displayed in Fig. 8, as a function of (discretised)
t = 1/an. For the purpose of producing this figure, Σ has

FIG. 5. The double peak structure of the plaquette proba-
bility distribution, Pβ(up), for β = βc = 5.69196 tuned to the
critical point for this specific LLR run, when the two peaks
have equal height. A double gaussian fitted at the peaks of
the plots is shown in magenta (dashed), and compared with
the blue (solid) line representing the LLR numerical results.
We also show explicitly the location of the two peaks.

TABLE IV. The values of the critical coupling, βc, and
the difference between the peaks of the probability distribu-
tion at this coupling, ∆〈up〉βc , for different energy interval
sizes ∆E . The table shows results obtained in two ways.
Either all intervals are included or only the odd intervals,
{a2n−1, E2n−1}Nn=1. The symbol ‘→ 0’ is used to denote the
result of an extrapolation. The table contains three extrap-
olations. An extrapolation using the results when only odd
intervals are considered, an extrapolation when all points with
all the intervals are used and an extrapolation of the two finest
interval sizes when all intervals are used. See also Ref.[86]

a4∆E

6Ṽ
βc ∆〈up〉βc

Odd intervals 0.0007 5.69188(4) 0.00254(3)
Odd intervals 0.0004 5.69185(3) 0.00257(2)
All intervals 0.0015 5.69193(4) 0.00237(4)
All intervals 0.0007 5.69188(3) 0.00258(2)
All intervals 0.0004 5.69186(2) 0.00258(2)
Odd intervals → 0 5.69184(4) 0.00258(2)

All intervals all points → 0 5.69186(3) 0.00258(2)
All intervals 2 points → 0 5.69186(2) 0.00261(2)

been calculated as the average of the entropy over the in-
terval of (microcanonical) temperatures displayed in the
plot—which would correspond to the average gradient of
the curve. This rough estimate is not equivalent to im-
posing the third law of thermodynamics (limt→0 s = 0),
but suffices for our current purposes, and allows us to
avoid the expensive process of repeating the LLR proce-
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FIG. 6. Estimates of the critical coupling βc as a function
of the square of the energy interval, ∆2

E . The black crosses
show the values of the critical coupling determined for each
of the 20 repeats when all of the energy intervals are used in
the determination of the plaquette distribution. The orange
circles are the mean values of the black crosses and the error
is found by bootstrapping them. The orange dashed line and
triangle is a ∆E → 0 extrapolation of the two finest results
when all intervals are included, while the green dashed line
shows the extrapolation of all three points. The blue circles
show results when only the odd numbered intervals are used
{a2n−1, E2n−1}Nn=1, an extrapolation to the ∆E → 0 limit is
shown by the blue line and the blue triangle. The coarsest
point included in this graph only contains a small number of
intervals in the critical region, making the double peak struc-
ture in the plaquette distribution difficult to resolve. All three
final extrapolations are compatible with each other within er-
rors.

dure for choices of En that lie far away from the critical
region.

In Fig. 8, the uncertainty in the numerical extraction
of an affects both axes of the plot. The values of f
corresponding to the piece-wise linear interpolation are
represented in the main plot as colored lines. The plot
clearly shows the multi-valued nature of the free energy,
the location of the temperature corresponding to critical-
ity in the thermodynamic limit, and details about stable,
metastable and tachyonic branches of configurations of
the system. The discontinuity in the first derivative is
located at tc ' 0.175690, which is the temperature at
which the system undergoes a first-order phase transi-
tion.

The relation between different branches of F (t) and
physical stability is illustrated in Fig. 9. The inverse
temperature an is displayed as a function of up = 1 −
a4En/6Ṽ in the top panel. The plaquette probability
distribution at the critical point, Pβc

(up), is depicted in

FIG. 7. Estimates of the plaquette jump at the critical point,
the difference between the plaquette values at the two peaks
of the plaquette distribution when the double peak structure
has peaks of equal height, as a function of the square of the
energy interval, ∆2

E . The orange circles are the values found
when all energy intervals are used to calculate the plaquette
distribution, the error was found with a bootstrap procedure.
The orange dashed line and triangle is an extrapolation of the
two finest results when all intervals are included to the ∆E →
0 limit, while the green dashed line shows the extrapolation
of all three points. The blue circles show results when only
the odd numbered intervals are used {a2n−1, E2n−1}Nn=1, an
extrapolation to the ∆E → 0 limit is shown by the blue line
and the blue triangle. The coarsest point included in this
graph only contains a small number of intervals in the critical
region, making the double peak structure difficult to resolve.
All three final extrapolations are compatible with each other
within errors.

the middle panel. The corresponding effective potential
is plotted in the bottom panel. While the two config-
urations corresponding to maxima of Pβc

(up) are both
absolute minima of the effective potential, a third config-
uration, corresponding to a local minimum of the proba-
bility, is a local maximum of the effective potential.

VI. OUTLOOK

With this paper, we set the basis of a systematic re-
search programme that exploits the properties of the LLR
method to yield future high precision measurements char-
acterising lattice gauge theories in proximity of the con-
finement/deconfinement phase transition.2 The method

2 See Refs. [160–162] for early results of studies that use a similar
approach.
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FIG. 8. The (subtracted) free energy, f , as a function of
the (discretised, microcanonical) temperature t = 1/an. f is
defined in the main body of the text. The dots (with errors)
represent the values of f corresponding to the centre of each
energy interval used in the LLR algorithm, while the solid line
is reconstructed by piece-wise linearly interpolation of an(up).
The color coding of the points and solid lines are chosen to
match those in the inset, displaying our numerical results for
an(up). In black we show the regions of t for which f is single-
valued, in blue we show the (meta-)stable solutions within
the region where f is multi-valued, and in red the unstable
(tachyonic) branch of solutions. The dots follow a colormap in
the value average plaquette, with darker colors corresponding
to smaller up.

is powerful and promises to yield information that is diffi-
cult to access otherwise, as it modifies Monte Carlo sam-
pling by restricting it to arbitrarily small energy win-
dows. It hence provides numerical access to the details
of the physics in regions of parameter space exhibiting all
the typical feature of first-order phase transitions: phase
coexistence, metastability and/or instability of multi-
ple branches of solutions, non-invertibility and/or multi-
valuedness of some state function.

We showed how the information from these energy-
bound Monte Carlo feeds into recursive relations (e.g., an
implementation of the Robbins-Monro algorithm) that
can determine the density of states for any interesting
range of energies. And we provided explicit relations be-
tween the density of states and observables such as the
critical temperature and the latent heat. Furthermore,
we found that the results for the density of states can be
recast in terms of an effective free energy and an effective
potential that exhibit with spectacular level of resolution
the details of the physics near the transition.

We restricted this study to the SU(3) lattice Yang-
Mills theory, and performed it with one choice of lattice

FIG. 9. Top panel: an (= 1/tn) against up at the centre
of the energy intervals, in close proximity of the critical re-
gion. Middle panel: the reconstructed plaquette distribution,
Pβ(up), at critical coupling βc = 5.69187. Bottom panel:
quantum effective potential for the plaquette at the critical
coupling. The red line in the top plot shows the critical value
of the coupling and its relation to the microcanonical tem-
perature, an. The magenta (vertical, dashed) lines show the
locations at which the red line intersects the curve an(up).

parameters, fixing NL = 20 and NT = 4. The trademark
of the LLR algorithm is that we found clear evidence
of the first-order nature of the transition, without the
need of a finite-volume study, and an extrapolation of the
scaling to large volumes. The physically interesting ob-
servables need to be extrapolated to the continuum and
infinite-volume limits, with dedicated, extensive numeri-
cal work, which would allow for a direct comparison with
results that use different numerical techniques. In the
future we plan to repeat the process with larger values
of both NT and NL, which will provide us with control
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over lattice systematics.
We plan to apply this process to other theories, in par-

ticular those based on the sequence of symplectic groups
Sp(2N), which might play an important role in models
of dark matter, and hence in the physics of the early
universe, by yielding a potentially detectable stochastic
background of gravitation waves. In particular, the pre-
cise measurement of the effective potential, Wβ(uP ), the
results of which are exemplified in Fig. 9, can be used to
obtain a precise determination not just of the parameter,
α, controlling the strength of the phase transition, but
also of the inverse duration of the transition, β/H∗. The
latter is challenging to estimate from first principle, yet
it is necessary in the calculation of the power-spectrum
of stochastic gravitational waves, h2ΩGW .

There are still some limitations to what we are able
to do at this stage of development of this technique, and
we would like to address them in the future. The first
such challenge has to do with scalability and parallelisa-
tion of the algorithm and software: the attentive reader
will certainly be aware of the fact the energy constraint
we are imposing is globally defined on the whole lattice
configuration, a constraint that cannot be immediately
parallelised, because it requires communication between
different parallel subprocesses. This obstruction can be
circumvented by partitioning the system in domains, and
allowing for the information about the total energy to be
shared across processes living in separate domains. But
optimisation of this process is a non-trivial open problem.
Related to scalability is also the fact that when we tested
the algorithm on larger volumes, we found a weakening
of the transition, which makes it more difficult to detect.
Whether this is an intrinsic feature of the algorithm, or a
consequence of the choice of theory—SU(3) is believed to
undergo a weak first-order phase transition—is an open
problem.

Finally, a more conceptual set of questions arises in
view of applications: we showed that we can compute an
effective potential, without the need to build an interme-
diate effective field theory treatment based on simplifying
assumptions for the functional dependence on the order
parameter. It would be useful to understand how this
feature can be exploited for phenomenological purposes.
For example, is the detailed knowledge of the effective
potential going to improve current understanding of the
amplitude of gravitational waves arising in the early uni-
verse?

All these and other interesting questions are left for
what we foresee to become an interesting and original
research programme, which we are planning to develop
in the near and long-term future.
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FIG. 11. The vacuum expectation value of the average
plaquette for different couplings calculated using the LLR
method for different a4∆E/(6Ṽ ) sizes, and compared to the
measurement from importance sampling methods (black tri-
angles). In both cases the lattice size is Ṽ /a4 = 4 × 203.
The dots are at a coupling with a direct comparison to the
importance sampling. The solid lines are a finer scan around
the critical region, containing 1000 points evenly spaced be-
tween 5.690 and 5.695. The errors on this line are calculated
by bootstrapping over the repeats and are represented by the
dashed curves.
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Appendix A: Constraint-preserving update
proposals

In this appendix, we present our strategy for sampling
random configurations from the probability density

dPc(U) ∝ dP (U)θ(E − En−1)θ(En+1 − E) , (A1)

where dP (U) is the unconstrained probability density as-
sociated to the link variable U , and the θ functions that

FIG. 12. The specific heat for different couplings calculated
using the LLR method for different values of a4∆E/(6Ṽ ) sizes,
and compared to the measurement from importance sampling
methods (black triangles). In both cases the lattice size is
Ṽ /a4 = 4 × 203. The dots are at a coupling with a direct
comparison to the importance sampling. The solid lines are
a finer scan around the critical region, containing 1000 points
evenly spaced between 5.690 and 5.695. The errors on this line
are calculated by bootstrapping over the repeats and are rep-
resented by the dashed curves. The extrema of the curve for
all a4∆E/(6Ṽ ) sizes are shown by the vertical dashed lines,
with the corresponding error represented by the shaded re-
gion. The extrema of all but the coarsest interval sizes over-
lap.

implement the energy constraints, En−1 = En−∆E/2 ≤
E ≤ En + ∆E/2 = En+1.

The problem of sampling dP (U) has been elegantly
solved in Ref. [168] for the gauge group SU(2), and then
generalised to SU(Nc) gauge groups in Ref. [169]. In the
case Nc = 2,

dP (U) ∝ dU exp

{
−β

2
Re
[
Tr
(
U Ut

)]}
, (A2)

where Ut is the staple around U , and dU is the Haar mea-
sure of the gauge group. Any SU(2) matrix Up = UUt
can be parameterised as Up = u0I2 + i ~u · ~τ , where ~τ are
the Pauli matrices and uµ are real numbers satisfying the
normalisation

∑
µ u

2
µ = 1. The matrix Up is obtained by

first sampling ~u uniformly on a sphere of radius
√

1− u2
0,

and then u0 from the probability distribution

dP̃ (u0) ∼ du0

√
1− u2

0 exp
{
β k u0

}
. (A3)

where k ≡ det(Ut). We determine u0 as

u0 =
1

βk
log
(
e−βk + ξ(eβk − e−βk)

)
, (A4)
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FIG. 13. The Binder cumulant for different couplings calcu-
lated using the LLR method for different values of a4∆E/(6Ṽ )
sizes, and compared to the measurement from importance
sampling methods (black triangles). In both cases the lattice
size is Ṽ /a4 = 4× 203. The dots are at a coupling with a di-
rect comparison to the importance sampling. The solid lines
are a finer scan around the critical region, containing 1000
points evenly spaced between 5.690 and 5.695. The errors
on this line are calculated by bootstrapping over the repeats
and are represented by the dashed curves. The extrema of
the curve for all a4∆E/(6Ṽ ) sizes are shown by the vertical
dashed lines, with the corresponding error represented by the
shaded region. The extrema of all but the coarsest interval
sizes overlap.

where 0 ≤ ξ ≤ 1 is a uniform random variable, and then
perform an accept-reject step to correct for the presence
of the factor

√
1− u2

0 in Eq. (A3).
We further generalise these ideas to take into account,

in the Monte Carlo evolution, the presence of the con-
straints En−1 ≤ E ≤ En+1. Consider the variation in
the total energy E due to the update of a specific link
variable. Let Ei (Ef ) be this energy contribution be-
fore (after) the update. The energy constraints after the
update are

En−1 ≤ E − Ei + Ef ≤ En+1 . (A5)

Since Ef = 2(d−1)−ku0, where d is the number of space-
time dimensions, the above constraint can be expressed
as umin < u0 < umax where

umin = max

(
2(d− 1) + (E − En+1)− Ei

k
,−1

)
,

(A6)

umax = min

(
2(d− 1) + (E − En−1)− Ei

k
, 1

)
. (A7)

FIG. 14. The relative change for the vacuum expecta-
tion value of the average plaquette calculated between the
LLR method and importance sampling (IS) method results is
shown at different couplings. In both cases the lattice size is
Ṽ /a4 = 4 × 203. The coloured dots show the results for dif-
ferent values of a4∆E/(6Ṽ ). The errors were found by using
bootstrap methods to calculate the error on LLR and impor-
tance sampling results separately, then propagating them.

These constraints can be enforced on the random sam-
pling of u0 by setting

u0 =
1

βk
log
(
eβkumin + ξ(eβkumax − eβkumin)

)
, (A8)

where, as in Eq. (A4), 0 ≤ ξ ≤ 1 is sampled uniformly,
and an accept-reject step is performed to correct for the
presence of the factor

√
1− u2

0.
The constrained heat-bath algorithm outlined above

can be generalised to SU(Nc) gauge groups following the
Cabibbo-Marinari process suggested in Ref. [169]. The
contribution of each SU(2) subgroup of a SU(Nc) link
variable to the total energy of the system is additive.
Thus, the constraint can be solved independently for each
SU(2) subgroup of each link variable. It is easy to show
that the constrained probability density of U is invariant
under U → αkU , where αk is an element of one of the
SU(2) subgroups of SU(Nc).

Appendix B: Further technical details on the
algorithm and parallelism

To improve the scalability of the LLR algorithm when
moving to larger lattice sizes, domain decomposition was
implemented, in which the full lattice is split into sub-
domains, which can be processed separately. The re-
stricted heat-bath updates, discussed in Appendix A,
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FIG. 15. The relative change for the specific heat calcu-
lated between the LLR method and importance sampling (IS)
method results is shown at different couplings. In both cases
the lattice size is Ṽ /a4 = 4 × 203. The coloured dots show
the results for different values of a4∆E/(6Ṽ ). The errors were
found by using bootstrap methods on the LLR and impor-
tance sampling results separately, then propagating them.

require prior knowledge of the total action of the sys-
tem and will change it’s value. Therefore, the restricted
heat-bath update cannot occur in multiple subdomains
simultaneously.

To circumvent this issue, in this work, domain de-
composition is instead built out of a combination of
restricted local heat-bath updates and the inherently
micro-canonical over-relaxation updates. This ensures
the value of the total action is only changed in one subdo-
main at a time. If we have a lattice with ND subdomains,
during each sweep, one domain is updated with a local
heat-bath update, while the other ND − 1 subdomains
use the over-relaxation. After each sweep, the subdo-
main using the local heat-bath update is changed. One
full lattice update is completed once each subdomain has
been updated once using local heath-bath. Therefore,
for each full update, each subdomain undergoes one lo-
cal heat-bath update andND−1 over-relaxation updates.
For this work we use ND = 4.

As discussed in Sect. II, there is a residual ergodicity
problem, due to hard energy cutoffs at the boundaries
Emin and Emax. To avoid these problems, in the bound-
ary intervals the boundary cutoffs are removed, allow-
ing configurations in the first and final intervals to freely
move into energies E < Emin and E > Emax, respec-
tively. This is done by simply replacing En+1 (En−1) in
Eq. (A6) with 6Ṽ /a4 (0) in the final (first) interval.

Due to the removal of the hard energy cutoffs, the
boundary intervals are no longer symmetric about the

FIG. 16. The maximum value of the specific heat calcu-
lated using the LLR method for couplings around the crit-
ical region, containing 1000 points evenly spaced between
5.690 and 5.695, is plotted against the (a4∆E/(6Ṽ ))2 value
it was calculated at. The errors on each point are found by
bootstrapping the repeats. The black dot shows the limit of
(a4∆E/(6Ṽ ))2 → 0 and its errors, found by a linear fit. The
lattice size is Ṽ /a4 = 4× 203.

centre of the interval. In this case, Eq. (13) cannot be
used to update a1 and a2N−1. Instead, we assume the
boundaries are away from the critical region and the in-
terval width is small, so the function En(an) is approxi-
mately linear. In this case we approximate, a1 = 2a2−a3

and a2N−1 = 2a2N−2 − a2N−3.
The sampled energy distribution of the boundary in-

tervals are expected to be gaussians centred at E2N−1

and E1, with hard cut-offs at E2N−2 and E2, respec-
tively. The sampled plaquette distribution for all in-
tervals, therefore, should be approximately flat within
Emin ≤ E ≤ Emax with gaussian tails on the boundaries.
These expectations are confirmed by Fig. 10.

Appendix C: ∆E → 0 limit

In the calculation of the observables there is a system-
atic error which is proportional to the size of the energy
interval squared, ∆2

E , see Ref. [158]. To accurately repre-
sent an expectation value and it’s error, we require that
this systematic error be smaller than the statistical error,
arising from repeating the determination of {an}2N−1

n=1 .
To ensure ∆E is sufficiently small, in this section we an-
alyze the ∆E → 0 limit for the average plaquette, the
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FIG. 17. The minimum value of the Binder cumulant
calculated using the LLR method for couplings around the
critical region, containing 1000 points evenly spaced between
5.690 and 5.695, is plotted against the (a4∆E/(6Ṽ ))2 value
it was calculated at. The errors on each point are found by
bootstrapping the repeats. The black dot shows the limit of
(a4∆E/(6Ṽ ))2 → 0 and its errors, found by a linear fit. The
lattice size is Ṽ /a4 = 4× 203.

specific heat,

CV (β) ≡ 6Ṽ

a4

(
〈u2
p〉β − 〈up〉2β

)
, (C1)

the Binder cumulant,

BL(β) ≡ 1−
〈u4
p〉β

3〈u2
p〉2β

, (C2)

the average Polyakov loop, 〈lp〉β , and the Polyakov loop
susceptibility, χl(β). We also take this limit for the max-
imum of the specific heat C(max)

V and the minimum of
the Binder cumulant B(min)

L .
The observables calculated from the LLR method are

compared against expectation values measured on a lat-
tice of the same size (Ṽ /a4 = 4×203) but obtained using
standard importance sampling methods. The lattice was
updated using 1 local heat bath update followed by 4
over-relaxation updates. At each coupling value, 500000
measurements were taken, and the errors were computed
using bootstrap methods.

The observables with explicit dependence on the en-
ergy, 〈up〉β , CV (β) and BL(β), are calculated using
Eq. (4). The integral is computed over the entire pos-
sible energy range of the system. Since, the contribution
from energy outside the range relevant for the problem is
exponentially suppressed, the limits of the integral can be

FIG. 18. The vacuum expectation value of the absolute
value of the Polyakov loop for different couplings calculated
using the LLR method for different values of a4∆E/(6Ṽ ),
and compared to the measurement from importance sampling
methods (black triangles). In both cases the lattice size is
Ṽ /a4 = 4 × 203. The dots are at a coupling with a direct
comparison to the importance sampling. The solid lines are
a finer scan around the critical region, containing 100 points
evenly spaced between 5.690 and 5.695. The errors on this
line are calculated by bootstrapping over the repeats and are
represented by the dashed curves. For the values determined
with the LLR method, the calculation requires measurements
of the Polyakov loop on a set of configurations found using
the restricted energy updates, with an fixed to its final value.
For these calculations 40000 fixed an measurements were per-
formed on all the intervals.

replaced with Emin and Emax. We then take the piece-
wise log linear approximation for the density of states,
ρ(E)→ ρ̃(E), giving

〈O〉β =
1

Zβ

2N−1∑
n=1

∫ En+∆E/4

En−∆E/4

dEρ̃(E)O(E)e−βE . (C3)

Using Eqs. (5) and (16), and taking all terms with no
explicit E dependence outside the integral gives

〈O〉β =

2N−1∑
n=1

ρ̃(En)e−βEn

Zβ

∫ ∆E/4

−∆E/4

dEO(E+En)eE(an−β).

(C4)
By analytically solving the integral, inputting the desired
coupling β and the obtained {an} values, we can therefore
gain a numerical value for the expectation values.

The Polyakov loop and susceptibility depend on the
configuration of the lattice (φ) rather than explicitly on
the action, therefore they are calculated using Eq. (17).
After the an values are found, a set of energy-restricted
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FIG. 19. The Polyakov loop susceptibility for different cou-
plings calculated using the LLR method for different values
of a4∆E/(6Ṽ ), and compared to the measurement from im-
portance sampling methods (black triangles). In both cases
the lattice size is Ṽ /a4 = 4 × 203. The dots are at a cou-
pling with a direct comparison to the importance sampling.
The solid lines are a finer scan around the critical region,
containing 100 points evenly spaced between 5.690 and 5.695.
The errors on this line are calculated by bootstrapping over
the repeats and are represented by the dashed curves. For
the values determined with the LLR method, the calculation
requires measurements of the Polyakov loop on a set of con-
figurations found using the restricted energy updates, with
an fixed to its final value. For these calculations 40000 fixed
an measurements were performed on all the intervals. The
extrema of the curve for all a4∆E/(6Ṽ ) sizes are shown by
the vertical dashed lines, with the corresponding error repre-
sented by the shaded region. The extrema of all interval sizes
overlap.

updates are carried out with an remaining fixed at its
final value. On these configurations the action, S[φ], and
observables of interest, B[φ], are calculated, giving access
to the expectation value B̃[φ].

Figures 11, 12, and 13 show the results for 〈up〉β ,
CV (β), and BL(β), respectively. In all cases the LLR
results appear to converge to the curve obtained for the
smallest interval. The results for the two smallest interval
sizes are clearly consistent with each other.

The results for the smallest interval size follow the gen-
eral trend of the values found using importance sampling.
By plotting the relative change between expectation val-
ues of these observables and the importance sampling
counter-parts, Figs. 14 and 15, we see they are generally
consistent within two standard deviations.

As discussed in Sect. V, for the smaller interval sizes
the structure of an(En) is not invertible, giving rise to
a probability distribution, Pβ(up), with a characteris-

FIG. 20. The relative change in the vacuum expectation
value of the absolute value of the Polyakov loop, calculated
between the LLR method and the importance sampling (IS)
method results, is shown at different couplings. In both cases
the lattice size is Ṽ /a4 = 4 × 203. The coloured dots show
the results for different values of a4∆E/(6Ṽ ). The error is
found by using bootstrap methods on LLR and importance
sampling results separately, then propagating them. For the
values determined with the LLR method, the calculation re-
quires measurements of the Polyakov loop on a set of config-
urations found using the restricted energy updates, with an
fixed to its final value. For these calculations 40000 fixed an
measurements were performed on all the intervals.

tic double peak structure. However, for a4∆E/(6Ṽ ) =
0.0063, the interval size is not sufficient to resolve this
structure. As can be seen from the plots Fig. 11, 12, and
13, the behaviour of the expectations of this ensemble is
different. The peaks in the specific heat and the dip of
the Binder cumulant are much shallower and the change
in the plaquette much slower, making it consistent with
a weaker transition or even a second order transition.

The location of the extrema of the specific heat and
Binder cumulant, in the limit of ∆E → 0, are shown in
Figs. 16 and 17, respectively. A linear fit has been taken
in (a4∆E/6Ṽ )2, and the results have been extrapolated
to ∆E = 0. In both cases, the phase transition appears
to become stronger as the critical region becomes bet-
ter resolved with decreasing ∆E . In both plots the two
smallest interval sizes appear to be consistent with each
other and the extrapolation.

The results for 〈lp〉β and χl(β) are shown in Figs. 18
and 19. The relative change between LLR and impor-
tance sampling results are shown in Figs. 20 and 21.
Once more, the results converge to those of the smallest
interval size and show good agreement with importance
sampling ones. For these observables, the discrepancy
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FIG. 21. The relative change in the Polyakov loop suscep-
tibility, calculated between the LLR method and importance
sampling (IS) method results, is shown at different couplings.
In both cases the lattice size is Ṽ /a4 = 4× 203. The coloured
dots show the results for different values of a4∆E/(6Ṽ ). The
error is found by using bootstrap methods on LLR and im-
portance sampling results separately, then propagating them.
For the values determined with the LLR method, the calcu-
lation requires measurements of the Polyakov loop on a set
of configurations found using the restricted energy updates,
with an fixed to its final value. For these calculations 40000
fixed an measurements were performed on all the intervals.

TABLE V. The values of the coupling, β, that correspond to
the maximum of the specific heat, β(C

(max)
V ), the minimum

of the binder cumulant, β(B
(min)
L ), and the maximum of the

Polyakov loop susceptibility, β(χ
(max)
l ), found by measuring

the observables at a β values evenly spaced between 5.690 and
5.695. Measurements were carried out at 1000 β values for CV
and BL, while for χl 100 values were scanned. These pseud-
ocritical couplings are compared with the value presented in
Sect.V, for the critical coupling, βc. These results are for a
SU(3) lattice of size Ṽ /a4 = 4 × 203, using the LLR method
with interval sizes a4∆E/(6Ṽ ) = 0.0007 and 0.0004.

a4∆E

6Ṽ
β(C

(max)
V ) β(B

(min)
L ) β(χ

(max)
l ) βc

0.0007 5.69198(3) 5.69194(3) 5.69170(3) 5.69188(3)
0.0004 5.69197(2) 5.69193(2) 5.69170(2) 5.69186(2)

between the largest interval and the others is small.
We report in Tab. V the values of the pseudocritical

couplings identified by the extrema of the observables
discussed in this appendix and by the equal height of
the peaks in the energy distribution for the two finest
values of ∆E . Our results show consistency across the
definitions we have studied and good agreement between
the values at the two ∆E for fixed observable.

In summary, all the tests reported in this Appendix
show that when the energy interval is small enough—
a4∆E/(6Ṽ ) = 0.0007 and 0.0004—there is no discernible
difference with the results of the extrapolation to zero
interval, and general agreement is found with importance
sampling.
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Einsteinian cubic gravity is a higher-order gravitational theory in which the linearized field equa-
tions of motion match Einstein’s equations on a maximally symmetric background. This theory
allows the existence of a static and spherically symmetric black hole solution where the temporal
and radial metric components are equivalent to each other (f = h), with a modified Schwarzschild
geometry induced by cubic curvature terms. We study the linear stability of static and spheri-
cally symmetric vacuum solutions against odd-parity perturbations without imposing the condition
f = h. Unlike General Relativity containing one dynamical perturbation, Einsteinian cubic gravity
has three propagating degrees of freedom in the odd-parity sector. We show that at least one of
those dynamical perturbations always behaves as a ghost mode. We also find that, in the regime
where the effective field theory is valid, one dynamical degree of freedom has a negative sound speed
squared −1/2 for the propagation of high angular momentum modes. Thus, any static and spher-
ically symmetric vacuum solutions present in Einsteinian cubic gravity, which includes the black
hole solution with f = h, are excluded by ghost and Laplacian instabilities.

I. INTRODUCTION

General Relativity (GR) has been successful in describing the gravitational interaction between submillimeter and
solar-system scales [1–5]. At extremely small distances close to the Planck length, however, it is expected that GR
is replaced by a quantum theory of gravity with an ultraviolet completion. The attempt for the construction of a
power-counting renormalizable gravitational theory was advocated by Stelle [6] by taking into account quadratic-order
curvatures to the Einstein-Hilbert action. In string theory, the low-energy effective action also contains quadratic
curvature corrections known as a Gauss-Bonnet (GB) term [7, 8]. Moreover, higher-order curvature terms have played
a prominent role in conformal field theory with holography [9–12].
In gravitational theories where the field equations of motion contain derivatives higher than second order in the

metric tensor gµν , the system can be unstable due to the emergence of Ostrogradski instability [13, 14] associated
with a Hamiltonian unbounded from below. To avoid such a problem, Lanczos [15] and Lovelock [16] constructed
gravitational theories with second-order field equations of motion for general, curved backgrounds. Exploiting poly-
nomial functions of the Riemann curvature tensors in four-dimensional spacetime endowed with four-dimensional
diffeomorphism invariance, Lovelock showed that the symmetric and divergence-free tensors Aµν , which depend on
gµν and its derivatives up to second order, are expressed by a linear combination of the Einstein tensor Gµν and
the metric tensor gµν . In spacetime dimensions higher than four, there is the quadratic-order GB curvature scalar
affecting the spacetime dynamics. In four dimensions, the GB term corresponds to an Euler density which does not
contribute to the field equations of motion. To extract its effect in four dimensions, the GB term needs to be coupled
to other degrees of freedom (DOFs) such as scalar or vector fields [17–25].
If we consider cubic-order curvature combinations constructed from the Riemann tensors, there is also an additional

Euler density in the action corresponding to the surface integral in four dimensions [16]. According to the Lovelock
theorem, there are no other nontrivial cubic-order terms keeping the field equations of motion up to second order in
general, curved backgrounds. If we consider some specific spacetime, however, it is possible to construct nontrivial
cubic-order theory whose graviton spectrum shares a similar property to that in GR. On a maximally symmetric
background, which includes the Minkowski and de Sitter spacetimes, there is a unique cubic combination P which
keeps the structure of linearized perturbation equations of motion in Einstein gravity [26]. In this theory, which is
dubbed Einsteinian cubic gravity (ECG), the cubic curvature term can give rise to derivatives higher than second
order in general, curved backgrounds, so the spacetime dynamics is generally different from that in GR [27].
On a static and spherically symmetric (SSS) background in a vacuum configuration, ECG admits the existence

of a black hole (BH) solution whose temporal and radial metric components (denoted as f and h, respectively)
coincide with each other [28–31] (see also Refs. [32–35]). Since f and h are affected by the cubic curvature term, the
background geometry is still different from the Schwarzschild BH solution. One can also construct a cubic gravity
theory by imposing the condition f = h (up to a time reparametrization freedom in f) on the SSS background
[36–38]. This construction allows the existence of the Lagrangian P mentioned above as well as two additional cubic
combinations C and C′ defined in Ref. [36]. As we will see later in Sec. II, both C and C′ vanish for f = h and hence
only the Lagrangian P contributes to the single differential equation for f (= h).

http://arxiv.org/abs/2305.07217v1
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If we apply ECG to the cosmological dynamics on the Friedmann-Lemâıtre-Robertson-Walker (FLRW) spacetime,
the field equations of motion arising from P contain derivatives higher than second order. On the FLRW background,
there is a unique combination P−8C that leads to the second-order Friedmann equation [39, 40]. This theory–dubbed
cosmological Einsteinian cubic gravity (CECG)– was applied to the dynamics of inflation and late-time cosmological
epochs [39–45]. On an exact de Sitter background, tensor perturbations with two polarized modes propagate as in GR
without pathological behavior. If one considers a spatially homogeneous Bianchi type I manifold close to the isotropic
de Sitter spacetime, however, there are three dynamical propagating DOFs associated with linear perturbations in the
odd-parity sector. In Ref. [46], it was shown that, in the regime of small anisotropies, such theory possesses at least
one ghost mode as well as short-time-scale tachyonic instability. Hence CECG cannot be used to describe a viable
geometric inflationary scenario.
Given that there is an instability problem of CECG on the anisotropic cosmological background, we are now inter-

ested in the linear stability of SSS vacuum solutions in ECG. For this purpose, we consider odd-parity perturbations
according to the Regge-Wheeler formulation [47] without necessarily imposing the condition f = h. We show that the
Lagrangian P in ECG gives rise to three propagating DOFs in the odd-parity sector. We find that there is at least
one ghost mode and that the squared propagation speed of one of the dynamical perturbations is negative for large
multipoles in the regime where the effective field theory (EFT) is valid. The presence of these ghost, and Laplacian
instabilities excludes the SSS vacuum solutions in ECG, including the BH solution with f = h.
This paper is organized as follows. In Sec. II, we revisit the SSS BH solution present in ECG. In Sec. III, we derive

the second-order action of odd-parity perturbations and show how the ghost and Laplacian instabilities arise for the
large frequency and momentum modes. Sec. IV is devoted to conclusions.

II. CUBIC GRAVITY

General cubic gravity theories consist of a combination of cubic products of the Riemann tensor Rαβγδ, Ricci tensor
Rµν , and Ricci scalar R. We consider the following eight cubic Lagrangians:

L1 = Rα
β
γ
δRβ

µ
δ
νRµ

α
ν
γ , L2 = Rαβ

γδRγδ
µνRµν

αβ , L3 = RαβγδR
αβγ

µR
δµ , L4 = RRαβγδR

αβγδ ,

L5 = RαβγδR
αγRβδ , L6 = Rα

βRβ
γRγ

α , L7 = RRαβR
αβ , L8 = R3 . (2.1)

Taking into account the Einstein-Hilbert term M2
PlR/2, where MPl is the reduced Planck mass, we express the total

action as

S =
M2

pl

2

∫

d4x
√−g

(

R +

8
∑

i=1

ciLi

)

, (2.2)

where g is a determinant of the metric tensor gµν , and ci’s are constants.
ECG is constructed to possess a transverse and massless graviton spectrum as in GR on a maximally symmetric

background [26]. Requiring also that the relative coefficients of different curvature terms are the same in all dimensions,
there is a unique combination P which is neither trivial nor topological in four dimensions. This nontrivial cubic
interaction corresponds to the choice of coefficients c1 = 12, c2 = 1, c5 = −12, and c6 = 8, i.e.,

P = 12L1 + L2 − 12L5 + 8L6 . (2.3)

In general curved spacetime including the SSS background as well as the FLRW background, the equations of motion
following from the Lagrangian P are higher than the second order. In such cases, higher-order derivatives can induce
extra DOFs in comparison to those in GR.
In Ref. [36], the authors took a different approach to the construction of cubic gravity theories (dubbed generalized

quasi-topological gravity) by demanding that the vacuum SSS solution is fully characterized by a single field equation.
In general, the line element on the SSS background is given by

ds2 = −f(r)dt2 + h−1(r)dr2 + r2
(

dθ2 + sin2 θ dϕ2
)

, (2.4)

where f and h are functions of the radial coordinate r. If f(r) is proportional to h(r) such that f(r) = Nh(r),
where N is a constant, the time and radial components of the field equations coincide with each other. This gives the
following constraints among the coefficients in Eq. (2.2):

c4 =
3c1 − 36c2 − 14c3

56
, c5 = −3c1 + 48c2 + 14c3

7
, c7 =

6c1 + 96c2 + 14c3 − 21c6
28

, c8 = −3c1 + 20c2 − 7c6
56

.

(2.5)
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The six-dimensional Euler density X6 corresponds to the coefficients c1 = 8, c2 = −4, c3 = 24, and c6 = −16, but this
is a topological term that does not affect the field equations of motion. One of the remaining three cubic interactions
is the Lagrangian P given by Eq. (2.3). There are also two additional terms

C = L3 −
1

4
L4 − 2L5 +

1

2
L7 , (2.6)

C′ = L6 −
3

4
L7 +

1

8
L8 , (2.7)

which correspond to the coefficients c1 = 0, c2 = 0, c3 = 1, c6 = 0 and c1 = 0, c2 = 0, c3 = 0, c6 = 1, respectively. As
we will see below, for f = h, the contributions of the Lagrangians C and C′ to the field equations of motion vanish.
On the FLRW spacetime, the Lagrangian P gives rise to the Friedmann equation higher than second-order. The
specific combination P − 8C leads to the second-order field equations on the FLRW background [39, 40]. If we apply
this latter cubic theory to inflation, the presence of small anisotropies close to the de Sitter background generates the
instability of cosmological solutions [46].
On the SSS background given by the line element (2.4), lets us consider cubic gravity theories given by the action

S =
M2

pl

2

∫

d4x
√
−g (R+ αP + κC + µC′) , (2.8)

where α, κ, µ are constants. Then, the quantities (2.3), (2.6), and (2.7) reduce, respectively, to

P =
1

f4r4
[3f ′4h3r2 − 3f3h′(2f ′′hr + f ′h′r − 2f ′h)(h′r − 2h+ 2)− 6f ′2fh2r{f ′′hr + f ′(h′r + h− 1)}

+6rf ′f2h{f ′h′(h′r + h) + f ′′h(h′r + 2h− 2)}] , (2.9)

C = − 3

8f4r4
(f ′h− h′f)

2 [
(2f ′′fh− hf ′2 + f ′h′f)r2 − 4f2(h− 1)

]

, (2.10)

C′ =
1

2
C , (2.11)

where a prime represents the derivative with respect to r. If f is equal to h, both C and C′ vanish. Varying the action
(2.8) with respect to f and h, we obtain the third-order differential equations for h and f , respectively1. Setting
f(r) = h(r), the two differential equations coincide with each other, giving

rf ′ + f − 1 +
6α

r3
[rf ′2(4f − 1) + rf{r2f ′′2 + 4f ′′(f − 1)− 2rf ′′′(f − 1)}+ f ′f(r3f ′′′ − 4r2f ′′ − 4f + 4)] = 0 . (2.12)

For α = 0, the solution to Eq. (2.12) is f = h = 1 − rh/r, where rh is an integration constant corresponding to the
horizon radius. For α 6= 0, there are corrections to the Schwarzschild metric. At large distances away from the horizon
(r ≫ rh), we derive the solution to Eq. (2.12) under the following expansion

f(r) = h(r) = 1− rh
r

+
∑

i=2

ci

(rh
r

)i

, (2.13)

where ci’s are constants. Substituting Eq. (2.13) into Eq. (2.12) and computing the coefficients at each order, we
obtain c2 = c3 = c4 = c5 = 0, c6 = 54α/r4h, and c7 = −46α/r4h. Then, the leading-order correction to f arises at sixth
order in the expansion (2.12), so that2

f(r) = h(r) = 1− rh
r

+
54αr2h
r6

[

1 +O
(rh
r

)]

. (2.14)

The solution (2.14) has been derived by requiring that f(r) = h(r) without explicitly imposing any requirement on
the value of α. The same solution also follows without assuming the condition f(r) = h(r) in ECG with

P 6= 0 , C = 0 , C′ = 0 . (2.15)

1 If we relax the assumption of staticity, it can be shown that for this theory the Birkhoff theorem does not hold in general. Therefore,

there could be other solutions that in principle have some relevance but will be in general time-dependent. We will not investigate their

existence, however, as we will already set strong constraints on the theory just by looking at their static limit.
2 Here we do not study whether the series converges, as in any case, the solution loses its validity for large enough values of r, but we

assume that it can be considered as a good approximation in the physical range of r of interest to the real numerical solution having

suitable asymptotically flat boundary conditions.
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In this case, we write the large-distance solutions as

f(r) = 1− rh
r

+
∑

i=2

ci

(rh
r

)i

, h(r) = 1− rh
r

+
∑

i=2

di

(rh
r

)i

. (2.16)

We substitute Eq. (2.16) into the third-order differential equations of f and h and obtain the coefficients ci and di.
This gives rise to the same coefficients ci derived above, with ci = di, so that the large-distance solution is again given
by Eq. (2.14). Hence the BH solution with f(r) = h(r) generically arises in ECG.

III. ODD-PARITY PERTURBATIONS ON THE SSS BACKGROUND

We study the stability of SSS vacuum solutions in ECG given by the action

S =
M2

pl

2

∫

d4x
√−g (R+ αP) . (3.1)

On the background (2.4), we decompose the metric tensor into gµν = g
(0)
µν + hµν , where g

(0)
µν and hµν correspond to

the background and perturbed parts, respectively. Although we are primarily interested in the stability of the BH
solution (2.14), we do not impose the condition f = h for the background metric from the beginning. Under the
rotation in the (θ, ϕ) plane, the metric perturbations hµν can be separated into odd- and even-parity modes [47, 48].
Expanding hµν in terms of the spherical harmonics Ylm(θ, ϕ), the odd- and even-modes have parities (−1)l+1 and
(−1)l, respectively. In the odd-parity sector, the components of hµν are given by [49–53]

htt = htr = hrr = 0 , hab = 0 ,

hta =
∑

l,m

Q(t, r)Eab∇bYlm(θ, ϕ) , hra =
∑

l,m

W (t, r)Eab∇bYlm(θ, ϕ) ,

hab =
1

2

∑

l,m

U(t, r) [Ea
c∇c∇bYlm(θ, ϕ) + Eb

c∇c∇aYlm(θ, ϕ)] , (3.2)

where Q, W , and U depend on t and r, and the subscripts a and b denote either θ or ϕ. Eab is an antisymmetric tensor
with nonvanishing components Eθϕ = −Eϕθ = sin θ. In a strict sense, we should write subscripts l and m for the
variables Q, W , and U , but we omit them for brevity. Under the gauge transformation xµ → xµ + ξµ, where ξt = 0,

ξr = 0, and ξa =
∑

l,m Λ(t, r)Eab∇bYlm(θ, ϕ), metric perturbations transform as Q → Q + Λ̇, W → W + Λ′ − 2Λ/r,
and U → U + 2Λ. There are several gauge-invariant combinations like

Ŵ ≡ W − 1

2
U ′ +

1

r
U , Q̂ ≡ Q− 1

2
U̇ . (3.3)

We fix the residual gauge DOF by choosing

U = 0 , (3.4)

under which Ŵ = W and Q̂ = Q.
For the purpose of expanding the action (3.1) up to second order in odd-parity perturbations, we will focus on the

axisymmetric modes (m = 0) without loss of generality because nonaxisymmetric modes (m 6= 0) can be restored
under a suitable rotation. For the integrals with respect to θ and ϕ, we exploit the following properties

∫ 2π

0

dϕ

∫ π

0

dθ (Yl0,θ)
2 sin θ = l(l + 1) ,

∫ 2π

0

dϕ

∫ π

0

dθ

[

(Yl0,θ)
2

sin θ
+ (Yl0,θθ)

2 sin θ

]

= l2(l + 1)2 ,

∫ 2π

0

dϕ

∫ π

0

dθ

[(

2

sin θ
− 3

sin3 θ

)

(Yl0,θ)
2 +

3

sin θ
(Yl0,θθ)

2 + sin θ (Yl0,θθθ)
2

]

=
1

4
l2(l + 1)2(4l2 − 2l − 3) . (3.5)

After the integration with respect to θ and ϕ, the second-order action of perturbations, which is expressed in the form
S(2) =

∫

dtdr L, contains time derivatives such as Ẅ 2, Q̇′2, and Q̇2. They can be factored out as

LK ≡
3αM2

pl

√
h[2f ′hr + f(2− 2h− rh′)]l(l + 1)

2f5/2r2

(

Ẅ − Q̇′ +
2Q̇

r

)2

, (3.6)
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where LK ∈ L. Then, the rest of the Lagrangian L−LK does not contain products like Ẅ Q̇′ and Ẅ Q̇. We introduce
a Lagrange multiplier χ that helps us to understand the presence and behavior of propagating DOFs. Then, the
Lagrangian equivalent to L can be written as L− LK + L̃K where

L̃K =
3αM2

pl

√
h[2f ′hr + f(2− 2h− rh′)]l(l+ 1)

2f5/2r2

[

2χ

(

Ẅ − Q̇′ +
2Q̇

r

)

− χ2

]

. (3.7)

Indeed, the variation of (3.7) with respect to χ leads to χ = Ẅ − Q̇′ + 2Q̇/r, so that (3.7) reduces to (3.6). We note

that the gauge-invariant field χ = Ẅ − Q̇′ + 2Q̇/r corresponds to a time derivative of the dynamical perturbation

χ̃ = Ẇ−Q′+2Q/r in GR [47, 51, 53] (up to a free function of r). Integrating the Lagrangian χẄ by parts in Eq. (3.7),

we obtain the product −Ẇ χ̇ between the two first derivatives. As we will see below, there are three propagating

DOFs ~X = (W,χ,Q) in this system. In other words, we generally need to give six independent initial conditions to

determine the time evolution of ~X .
After the integration by parts, the total second-order can be expressed in the form S(2) =

∫

dtdr L, where

L = a1Ẇ
2 + a2Q̇

2 + 2a3Ẇ χ̇+ a4

(

Ẇ ′ −Q′′ +
2Q′

r

)2

+ a5W
′2 + a6Q

′2 + a7W
2 + a8χ

2 + a9Q
2

+a10W
′Q̇+ a11ẆQ′ + a12χ̇Q

′ + a13ẆQ+ a14χQ̇ , (3.8)

with a1, · · · , a14 being functions of r alone. Varying the Lagrangian (3.8) with respect to W , χ, and Q, we obtain the

field equations of motion for these perturbations. They contain the derivatives up to the fourth order, e.g., Ẅ ′′, Q̇′′′.
In the following, we study the propagation of fast oscillating modes by assuming the solutions in the form

~X = ~X0e
i(ωt−kr) , with ~X0 = (W0, χ0, Q0) . (3.9)

Because of staticity, here, the coefficients ~X0 are supposed to be functions slowly varying in the r-direction, so that

in the WKB domain they satisfy for instance the condition | ~X ′

0| ≪ |k ~X0|. For the same reason, we will also suppose
that |ω′| ≪ |kω| ≃ |ω2|. As a consequence, we will also consider the wavenumber k and the multipole l in the ranges
krh ≫ 1 and l ≫ 1.
Then, each coefficient in Eq. (3.8) has the following l dependence:

a1 = b1l
4 , a2 = b2l

4 , a3 = b3l
2 , a4 = b4l

2 , a5 = b5l
4 , a6 = b6l

4 , a7 = b7l
6 , a8 = b8l

2 ,

a9 = b9l
6 , a10 = b10l

4 , a11 = b11l
4 , a12 = b12l

2 , a13 = b13l
4 , a14 = b14l

2 , (3.10)

where

b1 =
3αM2

Plh
1/2[fr(2f ′′hr + f ′h′r − 6f ′h) + 2f2(h′r + 2h− 2)− f ′2hr2]

4f5/2r4
,

b2 =
3αM2

Pl[(2f
′′f − f ′2)hr + h′f(f ′r − 2f)]

2f7/2h1/2r3
,

b3 =
r2

f
b1 −

hr2

2
b2 +

b0
2fh

, b4 = fhb3 +
3

2
b0 , b5 = f2h2b2 −

f

r2
b0 , b6 = b1 +

2

hr2
b0 ,

b7 = − b5
2hr2

, b8 = b3 , b9 =
f

2r2
b2 , b10 = −3αM2

Pl

√
h(3f ′h+ h′f)

f3/2r3
,

b11 = −2b1 − 2fhb2 − b10 −
b0
hr2

, b12 = −2b3 , (3.11)

with

b0 =
3αM2

Plh
3/2(f ′h− h′f)

f3/2r
. (3.12)

We do not show the explicit forms of b13 and b14, as they are not needed in the following discussion.
Exploiting the approximation of large values of ω, k, and l in the field equations of motion, we ignore terms

proportional to iω, ik and l relative to those proportional to ω2, k2 and l2. Then, the perturbation equations of
motion following from the Lagrangian (3.8) can be expressed in the form

A ~XT
0 = 0 , (3.13)
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where A is the 3× 3 matrix whose components are given by

A11 = 2l2
[

(b4k
2 + b1l

2)ω2 + b5k
2l2 + b7l

4
]

, A22 = 2l2b8 , A33 = 2l2
(

b2l
2ω2 + b4k

4 + b6k
2l2 + b9l

4
)

,

A12 = A21 = 2l2b3ω
2 , A13 = A31 = l2(2b4k

3 − b10kl
2 − b11kl

2)ω , A23 = A32 = −l2b12k ω . (3.14)

A. Ghost instability

To derive the no-ghost conditions, we pick up the matrix components in A containing terms proportional to ω2,
i.e.,

K = 2ω2





K11 K12 0
K12 0 0
0 0 K33



 , (3.15)

where

K11 = l2(b4k
2 + b1l

2) , K12 = l2b3 , K33 = l4b2 . (3.16)

The absence of ghosts requires the following three conditions

K11 > 0 , −K2
12 > 0 , −K2

12K33 > 0 . (3.17)

The explicit form of K12 is given by

K12 = −3αM2
Plh

1/2[r(2f ′h− h′f) + 2f(1− h)]

2f5/2r2
l2 . (3.18)

So long as α 6= 0, the second condition of Eq. (3.17) is always violated and hence we have at least one ghost mode.
The existence of the dynamical perturbation χ, which is kinetically coupled to W , gives rise to the ghost DOF. This
result generally holds without restricting the background BH solution to the form (2.14), as we have not assumed the
condition f = h.
It is important to understand how many ghost DOFs are generated in ECG, at least for the vacuum case. A simple

way to see this is to make the field redefinitions: W = W2 −K12 χ2/K11, χ = χ2, and Q = Q2. The Jacobian of the
transformation always has a determinant equal to unity, so that the transformation is well defined. On using these
new fields, the kinetic matrix becomes diagonal with elements K11, −K2

12/K11, and K33. For the BH solution (2.14),
which is approximately valid for r ≫ rh, we find that

K33 ≃ −9αM2
Plrhl

4

r5
,

K33

K11
≃ 2l2

k2r2
> 0 . (3.19)

This shows that, at least for the approximate BH solution, K11 and K33 share the same sign. Therefore, in the range
of validity of this solution, we would have one ghost only if α < 0, whereas we would have two ghost DOFs if instead
α > 0. This calculation also shows that the kinetic term of, e.g., the mode Q, tends to vanish as rh/r → 0. This limit
then needs to be taken with care.

B. Radial propagation

The propagation speeds cr = dr∗/dτ along the radial direction, where r∗ =
∫

dr/
√
h is the rescaled radial coordinate

and τ =
∫ √

f dt is the proper time, are expressed as cr = (fh)−1/2(∂ω/∂k). We compute the eigenvalue of the
matrix A and expand it with respect to the large momentum k. This amounts to considering the modes in the range
krh ≫ l ≫ 1. The leading-order k8 dependent term vanishes on account of the relation b12 = −2b3, so the dominant
terms in detA are those proportional to k6. Then, we obtain the following three solutions to the squared radial
propagation speeds:

c2r1 =
4b4b8f

4r4

9α2M4
Plh

2[(h′r + 2h− 2)f − 2f ′hr]2
= 1+

3r(f ′h− h′f)

(h′r + 2h− 2)f − 2f ′hr
, (3.20)

c2r2 =
−(b1 + b6 + b10 + b11) +

√
D1

2b2fh
= 1 , (3.21)
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c2r3 =
−(b1 + b6 + b10 + b11)−

√
D1

2b2fh
= 1− 2f(f ′h− h′f)

2f ′′fhr − f ′r(hf ′ − fh′)− 2h′f2
, (3.22)

where

D1 = b21 + 2b1b6 − 4b2b5 + b26 + b210 + 2(b1 + b6 + b11)b10 + 2(b1 + b6)b11 + b211 =
9α2M4

Plh(f
′h− h′f)2

f3r6
. (3.23)

For the BH solution (2.14) we have f = h, in which case all the three squared propagation speeds (3.20)-(3.22) reduce
to 1.

C. Angular instability

The propagation speeds cΩ = rdθ/dτ along the angular direction are expressed as cΩ = rω/(
√
fl). Expanding

detA with respect to large l in the range l ≫ krh ≫ 1, the leading-order terms, which are proportional to l14, give
the following squared angular propagation speeds:

c2Ω1 =
r2(b1b8 +

√
D2)

2b23f
= 1 , (3.24)

c2Ω2 =
r2(b1b8 −

√
D2)

2b23f
=

[2f ′′fhr − f ′(f ′hr − h′fr + 2fh)]r

2f [r(h′f − 2f ′h) + 2f(h− 1)]
, (3.25)

c2Ω3 = −b9r
2

b2f
= −1

2
, (3.26)

where

D2 = b8(b
2
1b8 + 4b23b7)

=
81α4M8

Plh
2[r(2f ′h− h′f)− 2f(h− 1)]2[2f ′′fhr2 − f ′r(f ′hr − h′fr − 2fh)− 2f2(h′r + 2h− 2)]2

64f10r12
. (3.27)

Using the BH solution (2.14) in the regime r ≫ rh, the second propagation speed squared (3.25) has the following
behavior

c2Ω2 = 1− 720αrh
r5

+O(r−10) , (3.28)

which quickly approaches 1 at large distances.
The third propagation speed squared (3.26) is negative, so there is Laplacian instability along the angular direction.

This instability arises from the unhealthy propagation of the perturbation Q. The typical time for the instability
to grow is of order T ≃ O(1)/|ω| ≃ r/(

√
fl) ≪ rh because we consider values of r/rh and l for which this actually

happens, as we are about to see in Sec. III D. We also note that the condition f = h was not used for the derivation
of c2Ω3. Due to this angular instability besides the appearance of a ghost, we do not have stable SSS BH solutions in
theories with α 6= 0.

D. Instability versus EFT breaking limit

In what follows, we study the regime of validity of the BH solution and conditions under which our previous analysis
can be trusted, especially regarding the presence of instabilities. Indeed, we know that one or two ghosts are present
and that the field Q acquires a negative propagation speed squared along the angular direction. The last instability
is purely (and already) classical, and as such, probably the most serious one. We would like to see here whether this
instability for the field Q occurs anywhere in the spatial slicing with l in the range l ≫ krh. In order to study this,
we consider the partial differential equations, focusing on the unstable mode, which corresponds to the mass term of
the perturbation Q.
Focusing on the term which makes Q unstable and also looking for the case r ≫ rh, we find that

Q̈ ≃
(

l2

2r2
− r2h

36α

r3

r3h

)

Q+ . . . (3.29)
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where the dots stand for other terms which are irrelevant to the following discussion. For example, in Eq. (3.29), we
also have a term of the form

r5

36l2αrh
Q′′ , (3.30)

but in the following, we will show that, for the Laplacian instability to occur, we need to be in a region of the spatial
geometry (and parameter space) for which l2 ≫ r5/(18|α|rh). This sets the coefficient of Q′′ very small. Furthermore,
since we are considering the case in which the angular instability occurs, we also need to assume that the angular
derivatives overcome the r-derivatives, that is, l2|Q|/r2 ≫ |Q′′|. For the same reason, the coefficients in the terms

−r5Ẇ ′/(36l2αrh) and −r4Ẇ/(18l2αrh) are suppressed and can be thought to be subdominant, also because the field
W does not exhibit instabilities along the angular direction (as it propagates with a speed approximately equal to
unity).
In any case, from Eq. (3.29), we can define an effective squared mass, the self-coupling term independent of l (or

k), for the variable Q as follows

µ2
Q =

r2h
36|α|

r3

r3h
, (3.31)

where we suppose for the moment that α > 0. We see that a negative value of α would make the instability even
worse, but our goal here is not trying to solve the partial differential equations, even approximately, for r → ∞. This
is because, in fact, it is clear that the term proportional to l2 in Eq. (3.29) decreases as r increases, whereas the
opposite happens for µ2

Q. Evidently, this increase in the mass of the perturbation Q cannot approach infinity. In fact,

we would expect that the theory reaches an EFT cutoff so that it needs to be ultraviolet (UV) completed. In other
words, this behavior implies that the asymptotically flat limit for the theory needs a UV completion. Let us call this
cutoff mass scale M . MPl. Then, in this case, the instability really occurs only if

r2h
36|α|

r3

r3h
≪ M2 . (3.32)

This implies that, if the instability occurs at about r = βrh, then we require that

M2
Pl & M2 ≫ β3 r2h

36|α| or |α| ≫ β3

36(4π)2
M2

S

M4
PlM

2
, (3.33)

where MS is the BH mass related to rh as rh = MS/(4πM
2
Pl). If the inequality (3.33) does not hold, we should

expect that the solution is outside the EFT domain. In this case, it should either be replaced by another solution
(maybe time-dependent) or instead, the spherically symmetric description of gravity in this theory already requires
an appropriate UV completion.
At the same time, we require that the BH solution (2.14), if it is inside the EFT domain, should not be so different

from the standard Schwarzschild solution. This statement holds true if

54|α|r2h
r6

≪ rh
r

, (3.34)

in particular for r = βrh. This condition leads to

|α| ≪ β5

54(4π)4
M4

S

M8
Pl

. (3.35)

Putting these two requirements on α together, we find

αr=βrh
min ≡ β3

36(4π)2
M2

S

M4
PlM

2
≪ |α| ≪ αr=βrh

max ≡ β5

54(4π)4
M4

S

M8
Pl

. (3.36)

This condition makes sense only if αr=βrh
min ≪ αr=βrh

max , which holds true for astrophysical objects (for whichMS ≫ MPl).
It should be noted that this relation depends on the BH mass. Therefore, if we pick up a value of α satisfying the
conditions (3.36) for a BH with a few solar masses, it can happen that the same value of α does not satisfy the
condition for a different BH with, say, a much larger mass. In that case, we might need to change the value of β.
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Now, if the relation (3.36) holds, then we can trust the solution as a valid EFT, but it would be unstable, because
of the negative angular squared speed of propagation. Indeed, this instability would take place if

l2

2r2
≫ µ2

Q , or l2 ≫ r5

18|α|rh
≫ 1 . (3.37)

Assuming also that l2/(2r2) ≪ M2 . M2
Pl, we find

3
αr=βrh
max

|α| ≪ l2 ≪ β2

8π2

M2
S M2

M4
Pl

. (3.38)

These last inequalities are compatible with the conditions (3.36).

We do not find it interesting to discuss the behavior of the BH solution in the limit r → ∞, as in this case, we soon
hit the EFT breaking scale, and hence the analysis would lose its validity.

IV. CONCLUSIONS

ECG is a cubic-order gravitational theory constructed to share the massless graviton spectrum similar to that in
GR on a maximally symmetric background. Since the Lagrangian P is beyond the domain of Lovelock theories, the
field equations of motion contain derivatives higher than second order in general, curved geometries. At the same
time, this suggests that there should be additional propagating DOFs to those in GR for the spacetime different
from the maximally symmetric background. On the SSS background given by the line element (2.4), we studied the
propagation of odd-parity perturbations and resulting linear stability conditions of propagating DOFs.

At the background level, the metric components of SSS vacuum solutions in ECG obey the third-order single
differential Eq. (2.12) with f = h. At large distances away from the horizon, the SSS BH solution is approximately
given by Eq. (2.14). On using the large-distance expansion (2.16) of metrics without imposing the condition f = h,
we also obtain the same result as Eq. (2.14). This shows the universality of SSS BH solutions with f = h.

In Sec. III, we expanded the action (3.1) in ECG up to quadratic order in odd-parity perturbations to see the
propagation of dynamical DOFs. There are some higher-order derivatives appearing as the form (3.6) in the action.

By introducing a gauge-invariant Lagrange multiplier χ = Ẅ − Q̇′+2Q̇/r, one can express Eq. (3.6) as the equivalent
Lagrangian (3.7). Then, the total Lagrangian is expressed by the form (3.8), which consists of three dynamical

perturbations ~X = (W,χ,Q). In comparison to GR, which contains only one dynamical perturbation χ̃ = Ẇ −Q′ +
2Q/r in the odd-parity sector, there are two more propagating DOFs in ECG.

For high frequencies and large radial and angular momenta, we derived the perturbation equations in the form
(3.13) by assuming the solution as the WKB form (3.9). The ghosts are absent under the three conditions (3.17),

but the second condition is always violated for α 6= 0. This is the outcome of a kinetic mixing of χ̇ and Ẇ without
the χ̇2 term. For the radial propagation, we showed that all the propagation speeds reduce to 1 for the BH solution
(2.14). For the angular propagation, the squared propagation speed of the perturbation Q is negative (c2Ω3 = −1/2)
in the regime where the EFT does not lose its validity. Thus, the SSS BH in ECG is excluded by both ghost and
Laplacian instabilities. In other words, the BH given by the solution (2.14) is not formed as a stable endpoint of the
gravitational collapse.

The results found in this paper are analogous to what happens in the anisotropic cosmological background in CECG
[46]. In this case, there are also three propagating DOFs, with the appearance of ghost and tachyonic instabilities on
the quasi-de Sitter background with small anisotropies. These results suggest that going beyond the Lovelock domain
with cubic curvature terms can cause problems in the spacetime geometry different from the maximally symmetric
background. It will be of interest to explore further whether the similar property persists or not for higher-order
gravitational theories containing quadratic and quartic curvature terms.
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Entanglement in a holographic Schwinger pair with confinement
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We revisit the entanglement of a Schwinger pair created by external fields of arbitrary strength,
using a holographic dual description of QCD. When external fields are strong in comparison to
the string tension, the entanglement is geometrically tied to the Einstein-Rosen (ER) bridge in the
bulk, and disappears when the pair production is not exponentially suppressed at the boundary.
For moderate external fields, the entanglement is shown to follow from the geometrical interplay
between the position of the ER bridge and the confining wall in the bulk. We clarify the physical
nature of quantum entanglement in pair production, and connect it to the entropy of entanglement
between the left- and right-moving fermions. In particular, we clarify the effect of real radiation off
the produced particles on quantum entanglement of the pair.

I. INTRODUCTION

Entanglement underlies the quantum description
of physical laws. Quantum states are complex su-
perposition states in a Hilbert space, with a content
that is revealed by the projection measurement. As
a result, two non-causally related measurements can
be correlated.

A striking example of these non-causal correla-
tions is the famous Einstein-Rosen-Podolsky (EPR)
paradox. The common realization of this paradox
is that of an entangled pair of spin- 1

2 in an initial
spin singlet state, with spins that are correlated at
space-like separations. In particular, this canoni-
cal setup allows to derive the simplest Bell inequal-
ity that rules out the concept of hidden variables in
quantum mechanics.

Recently, the quantum entanglement in Schwinger
pair creation process [1] was described using a grav-
ity dual description [2, 3]. Remarkably, the dual
of the EPR pair in bulk is a string [4–11] with a
worldsheet that sustains a non-traversable wormhole
(Einstein-Rosen (ER) bridge), suggesting the equiv-
alence between the entanglement and the wormholes
within the holographic correspondence [12]. The ex-
tension to traversable wormholes was further worked
out in [13]. The possible applications entanglement
in pair production to phenomenology of high en-
ergy hadron and nuclear collisions were discussed
in [14, 15].

∗ sebastian.grieninger@stonybrook.edu
† dmitri.kharzeev@stonybrook.edu
‡ ismail.zahed@stonybrook.edu

In the Schwinger quark-antiquark pair produc-
tion, the end-points are never causally connected.
Nevertheless, the pair is entangled due to its overall
color neutrality. In non-confining dual gravity de-
scription, the entanglement was found to be of order√
λ in the weak field limit [2, 9], where λ = g2

YNc is
the ′t Hooft strong coupling.

Outside of the holographic framework, the entan-
glement in Schwinger pair production was addressed
in [16], without considering the radiation emitted
by the produced particles. It has been found there
that the entropy of entanglement between the left-
moving antifermions and the right-moving fermions
is exactly equal to the statistical Gibbs entropy of
the produced state. It is of great interest to check
whether this intriguing relation is modified in the
presence of radiation off the produced fermions. Re-
cent quantum simulations indicate that radiation off
the produced pair reduces the amount of entangle-
ment [17].

In this work, we will extend the holographic treat-
ment of Schwinger pair production to the external
U(1) fields of arbitrary strength, and consider also
the effects of confinement. The first study of the
holographic Schwinger process in a confining back-
ground was carried out in [18], where a critical
threshold for the electric field was noted. The case
of pair production in a confining geometry was stud-
ied also in [19], and it was found that the wormhole
does not appear when the quark and antiquark are
separated in the transverse space. The emergence of
horizon, and the ensuing interpretation of Schwinger
pair production in terms of thermal Hawking-Unruh
radiation was discussed in [14, 20].
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FIG. 1: Effective potential Veff(r) versus the
distance, for weak (top) and strong (bottom)

electric field (Ec > E > σT : blue, E > Ec > σT :
green, dashed).

The organization of the paper is as follows: In
section II we briefly outline the effect of confine-
ment on the Schwinger pair creation process. Con-
finement inhibits the pair production, unless the ap-
plied electric field is sufficiently strong to overcome
the effect of the confining string. In section III we
discuss the holographic setup in the weak field limit
for Schwinger pair production. Mikhailov’s light-like
surface [21] for a quark and anti-quark receding at
a constant light-like acceleration in conformal AdS5

is used to evaluate the bulk action explicitly. The
emerging Unruh temperature allows for the extrac-
tion of the free energy. We identify the quantum
entanglement entropy with the ensuing thermal en-
tropy. The results are readily extended to “walled"
AdS5 to account for confinement. In section IV
we extend the holographic setup to the strong field
limit, and derive the quantum entanglement entropy
for the conformal and confining geometries in curved
AdS. In section V we make a link to phenomenology
by using a schematic form of the Lund model to
derive the entanglement entropy associated to the
string fragmentation in jets. This entanglement en-
tropy measures the Schwinger pair creation probabil-
ity. This entropy is smaller than the single tunneling
entanglement entropy from the confining geometry,
owing to the decoherence due to the random tun-
nelings, yet it should be accessible to experimental
measurements. Our conclusions are in section VI.

II. PAIR CREATION

Before we detail the holographic analysis of the
Schwinger pair creation process in a confining AdS
background, let us discuss the general features of
this process. It is clear that to produce a pair of
quarks with mass M from the vacuum, an electric
field E should lose energy in excess of 2M . In the
presence of confinement described by a linear quark-
antiquark potential σT r (where σT is the string ten-
sion), this requirement is made more prohibitive
with the threshold set at 2M +σT r, with r the pair
separation. With this in mind, the effective potential
for a qq̄ pair undergoing pair production is typically
of the form

Veff(r) = 2M − (E − σT ) r − C
√
λ

r
, (1)

where we have added the attractive Coulomb-type
quark-antiquark interaction that is important at
short distances; λ = g2

YNc is the strong ’t Hooft cou-
pling, and the constant C was fixed in [22]. Through-
out this paper, we include the coupling gY in the
definition of E.

The potential (1) is illustrated in Fig. 1. Clearly,
for E < σT , the confined pair cannot be separated
and pair production is prohibited. Pair production
is only possible if E > σT , for which the tunneling
through the potential barrier is exponentially sup-
pressed. For sufficiently strong fields, E > Ec > σT ,
the barrier vanishes, and pair production is no longer
penalized. Without confinement (when σT = 0), a
simple estimate of Ec can be made by assuming that
the work done by electric field Ecr should match 2M

at distance where the energy of the strong Coulomb
attraction equals 2M ,

Ecr ∼ 2M ∼ C
√
λ

r
. (2)

This relation yields r ∼ C
√
λ/2M , and

Ec ∼
4M2

C
√
λ
. (3)

With confinement, the critical value is shifted by the
string tension, Ec → Ec + σT .

III. HOLOGRAPHIC SETUP: WEAK FIELD

To address the pair production in a holographic
setup modeling QCD, we will use a bottom-up ap-
proach. In the double limit of large Nc (at fixed
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FIG. 2: Hyperboloid worldsheet
−t2 + x2 + z2 = 1

a2 ≡ 1 for |x|, |t| ≤ 5 and
0 ≤ z ≤ 6.

number of flavors Nf ) and strong ’t Hooft coupling
λ, quarks are permanently confined with no string
breaking. Large Wilson loops exhibit an area law at
all distances. In the gravity dual, the area law fol-
lows from a simple AdS5 with a hard wall [23], with
a line element

ds2 =
L2

z2
((dxµ)2 + dz2) z ≤ zH . (4)

and zero otherwise. The string tension is readily
found to be

σT =
1

2πα′
L2

z2
H

=

√
λ

2π

1

z2
H

. (5)

Here α′ is the Regge slope for an open string, fixed
by the ρ meson trajectory α′ = 1/2m2

ρ. Inside the

QCD string, the strength of the chromoelectric field
is proportional to the string tension E ' 4σT [24].

For zH → ∞ at fixed coupling, the string ten-
sion vanishes and (4) reduces to conformal AdS5.
We will start our discussion with this latter case to
clarify some issues regarding the evaluation of the
entanglement entropy, and then proceed to the pair
creation process in the confining case.

A. AdS5

The holographic Schwinger effect in conformal
AdS was discussed in [5, 11], using a string world-
sheet in Euclidean signature. In Minkowski signa-
ture, the worldsheet is the ruled surface of delayed
rays in the bulk [4, 10, 21, 25],

XM (τ, z) = (zẋµ(τ) + xµ(τ), z) (6)
with the 4d hyperbolic trajectories on the boundary

xµ±(τ) =

(
1

a
sinh(aτ),±1

a
cosh(aτ), 0, 0

)
(7)

for constant acceleration a = E/M . The worldsheet
(6-7) is a hyperboloid

X2
M = −t2 + x2 + z2 = x2

µ(τ) =
1

a2
(8)

as illustrated in Fig. 2 for a2 = ẍ2 ≡ 1. The line
element associated to (6) is

dXM = (dz ẋ+ z adτ + ẋ dτ,dz). (9)

The determinant of the induced metric of the world-
sheet embedded in AdS5 is given by

det

(
gmn

∂Xm

∂ν

∂Xn

∂σ

)
= det

(
L2

z2 (za+ ẋ)2 L2

z2 ẋ(za+ ẋ)
L2

z2 ẋ(za+ ẋ) L2

z2 (ẋ2 + 1)

)
= det

(
L2(a2 − 1

z2 ) −L
2

z2

−L
2

z2 0

)
, (10)

since ẋ2 = −1 and 0 = d/dτ(ẋ2) = 2aẋ.
Remarkably, (6) can be regarded as the locus of

the radiated gluons between the receding pairs at
strong coupling, as captured by dual gravity, with
the power radiated at the boundary [4, 21]

dE
dt

=

√
λ

2π
a2 (11)

This is to be compared to the weak coupling, classi-
cal dipole-like Larmor emission with the total radi-

ated power P

P =
2

3
g2
Y a

2 (12)

Causal contribution:
From (10) we note the appearance of a horizon
at z = 1

a , whereby the produced pair loses causal
contact [2, 4]. With this in mind, the Nambu-
Goto action supported by the causal part of the
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q E
 z=zM q

Wormhole z=1/a

Confining wall zH> 1/a

x
z

q E
 z=zM q

Confining wall z ≥ zH (zH< 1/a)

x
z

FIG. 3: Top panel: Non-confining case (zH > 1/a).
The string world sheet exhibits a non-traversable
wormhole with world sheet horizons at z = 1/a.
The hard wall does not affect the qq̄ pair. Lower

panel: Confining case (zH < 1/a). The world sheet
does not have a wormhole which is cut off by the

hard wall at z = zH < 1/a.

worldsheet is

∆S = 2× 1

2πα′

T /2∫
−T /2

dτ

1/a∫
zM

dz
α′
√
λ

z2

=

√
λ

2π
T 2

(
1

zM
− a
)

= 2T

(
M − a

√
λ

2π

)
,

(13)

after using (10). The overall factor of 2 counts the
two separate sheet contributions in Fig. 2, when cut
at 1

a . The contribution from the boundary interac-

tion term using (7), is

∆SB =

−2× E

2

∫ T /2
−T /2

dτ(ẋ0
+(τ)x1

+(τ)− x0
+(τ)ẋ1

+(τ))

= −MT (14)

Combining (13) with (14) yields the energy per
particle,

E
2

=

(
M −

√
λTU −

M

2

)
, (15)

with the Unruh temperature TU = a/(2π). The tem-
perature correction is reminiscent of the Debye cor-
rection to charge particle’s self-energy

ED ∼ −λ
e−mDr

r
∼ −λmD ∼ −λ

3
2TU , (16)

at weak coupling, where we used r ∼ mD
−1, mD ∼√

λ TU for an estimate. The entanglement entropy
follows from (15) if we interpret it as a free energy
F of the particle at Unruh temperature [9, 11], and
use thermodynamic relation SEE = −∂F/∂T :

SEE =
√
λ. (17)

Non-causal contribution:
The remainder of the action comes from the non-
causal contribution and describes the radiation
from the produced pair. We will now see that this
radiation reduces the amount of entanglement.

Let us begin by noting that the induced metric on
the worldsheet

dX2
M = L2

(
a2 − 1

z2

)
dτ2 − 2L2

z2
dτ dz. (18)

may be written as the metric of a topological black
hole [26, 27]. This is manifest, if we set w = 1/(az)

and τ = t/a− 1/a arctanhw [28], so that (18) reads

dX2
M = −(w2 − 1) dt2 +

dw2

w2 − 1
, (19)

which clearly exhibits a world-sheet horizon for w =

1 (corresponding to z = 1/a). In Euclidean signa-
ture, we should require that the Wick rotated time
(replica) coordinate is an angle with t = t+2πn. We
can achieve this by replacing the blackening factor
f(w) = −1 + w2 by [26, 29]
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fn(w) = w2 − 1−
(wdh − w

d−2
h )

wd−2
, wh =

√
1 + n2d(d− 2) + 1

nd
, (20)

where the horizon is located at w = wh and d+ 1 is
the dimension of the gravity theory.

The regulated metric corresponds to the metric of
a charged topological black hole, and the entropy is
given by the volume of the horizon region [27]. In
fact, replacing the upper integration limit in (13)
by the regulated horizon (20), taking the derivative
with respect to n and setting n = 1 at the end, one
gets [6, 29–32]

SEE = −
√
λ

2π
(∂n(2πwh))|n=1 =

√
λ

d− 1
. (21)

Alternatively, if we were to use the unregulated pla-
nar black hole (i.e. the hyperbolic black brane with
the charge set to zero from the start) then we have
SEE =

√
λ. If we use the regulated metric, and send

the charge to zero after taking the derivative with
respect to the temperature, then (21) follows.

If we recall the causal contribution (17), then (21)
in d = 4 can be represented as

SEE =
√
λ− 2

3

√
λ, (22)

where the first contribution to the entanglement
arises from the causal part of the entangling surface
(representing the dressing of the charge by virtual
gluons), and the second contribution – from the non-
causal part of the entangling surface that represents
the emitted radiation. In the holographic descrip-
tion, this radiation is hidden behind the worldsheet
horizon (dual to the Rindler horizon in Minkowski
space). We thus conclude that the emitted radia-
tion reduces the amount of entanglement between
the produced particles.

The reduction of the entanglement entropy in the
presence of radiation can be expected if we correct
the energy per particle (15) for the energy radiated
away. Using (11), we find that the energy lost or
radiated away from the charged particle is

Eloss =
√
λTU aT ∼

√
λTU , (23)

where we used for the duration of radiation T the
time it takes to reach the worldsheet horizon, T ∼ 1

a .
Our result (22) clarifies the difference between

the result in [2], which states that the entangle-
ment entropy of the uniformly accelerated qq̄ pair
is SEE = 1

3

√
λ, and the result in [9] which finds

SEE =
√
λ. The latter takes only the virtual radi-

ation into account (shown in black in 4), while the
former also accounts for the real radiation of the
moving charged particles (shown in red in 4), which
causes energy loss and a decrease in the net entan-
glement entropy.

B. Walled AdS5

In order to have a confining background, we in-
troduce a hard wall at z = zH as in (4). In case of
zH ≥ 1/a, our calculation reduces to the result of
the last section as may be seen from the cartoon in
Fig 3. In the case of zH < 1/a, the surface consists
of two parts. The first part corresponds to the mini-
mal surface in the conformal metric, stretching from
zM to zH is

∆S1 =

√
λ

2π

T /2∫
−T /2

dτ

zH∫
zM

2dz

z2
=

√
λ

π
T
(

1

zM
− 1

zH

)
.

(24)
The energy per particle, due to the presence of the
hard wall for the first contribution is

1

2
E

(1)
W =

√
λ

2π

(
1

zM
− 1

zH

)
. (25)

It does not contribute to the entanglement, since it
does not depend on the Unruh temperature.

For the second contribution, we will evaluate the
pertinent action. For that, we note that in Euclidean
signature, (8) is the spheroidal surface

−t2+x2+z2 =
1

a2
→ t2+x2+z2 =

1

a2
. (26)

The contribution of the hard wall reduces to the area
of the disk at the radial position z = zH

∆S2 =
√
λ

2πz2
H
π
(

1
a2 − z2

H

)
→

√
λ

2(azH)2 , (27)

with the rightmost term following from the weak
field limit. The corresponding free energy is then

βUF =

√
λβ2

U

8π2 z2
H

. (28)

with βU = 1/TU . The associated entanglement en-
tropy is solely due to (28)

S
(2)
EE = β2

U

∂F

∂βU
=

√
λ

2(azH)2
. (29)
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which can be recast as

S
(2)
EE =

πσTM
2

E2
. (30)

IV. HOLOGRAPHIC SET-UP: STRONG
FIELD

The strong electric field analysis of the holo-
graphic Schwinger model was initially discussed
in the conformal AdS case in [33], and revisited
in [5]. The confining and non-conformal case (Sakai-
Sugimoto model) was analyzed in [18]. In this sec-
tion, we follow [5] and review briefly their con-
struction and results in the conformal case, and then
proceed to extend them to the confining case using
walled AdS.

A. AdS5

The non-confining vacuum is unstable against qq̄
pair creation for any finite electric field. The cre-
ation probability is exponentially suppressed by the
action of the tunneling pair through the potential
barrier as illustrated in Fig 1 (bottom). In flat space
and at weak coupling, this action follows from the
worldline instanton, the cyclotron path traced by
a charged quark, in a fixed external electric field,
which acts much like a magnetic field in Euclidean
signature. The result, is the famed Schwinger sup-
pression factor.

At strong coupling, the holographic construction
suggests that the action is that of a world-sheet in-
stanton traced by the cyclotron path at the bound-

ary, for infinitely massive quarks. For quarks with
finite mass M , the cyclotron path is a Wilson loop
on a D3 brane fixed at z = zM with

M =

√
λ

2πzM

as measured by the string hanging from D3 to the
Poincare horizon. The string worldsheet in AdS
with Euclidean signature is described by the stan-
dard Nambu-Goto action [5]

SNG =

√
λ

4π

1∫
0

dτ

∞∫
σM

dσ
1

z2

(
∂Xµ ∂̄Xµ + ∂z ∂̄z

)
+i

∮
A, (31)

where (∂, ∂̄) = (∂σ ± i∂τ ), with the additional Vira-
soro constraints. The last contribution has support
only on the D3 boundary, and captures the effect
of the Lorentz force with F = dA, on the source
quarks,

xM (τ) = (R cos(2πnτ), R sin(2πnτ), 0, 0, zM )(32)

tracing n-times a circular Wilson loop of classical
cyclotron radius

R ∼ 1

a
=
M

E

for weak electric fields. For strong fields, the radius
shrinks critically to zero (see below). Note that the
parameter shift τ → 1/4−aτ/2π in (32) brings (32)
into (7).

The variational equations following from (31) and
subject to the Virasoro constraints were detailed
in [5], with the explicit worldsheet solution

XM (τ, σ) =

(
R cos(2πnτ)

cosh(2π nσM )

cosh(2π nσ)
, R sin(2πnτ)

cosh(2π nσM )

cosh(2π nσ)
, 0, 0, zM

tanh(2π nσ)

tanh(2π nσM )

)
, (33)

and the condition sinh(2π nσM ) = zM/R. The line-
element corresponding to the worldsheet instanton
(33) is

ds2
W =

1

sinh2(2πnσ)
(dτ2 + dσ2) (34)

Note that (34) develops a singularity at σ →∞,

ds2
W → 4e−4πnσ(−dτ2 + dσ2) (35)

after the analytical continuation to Minkowski sig-
nature τ → iτ . This is the conformal line element
of a black hole, with Rindler temperature TR = 2π

(after rescaling the affine parameters by 2).
Inserting (33) into (31) yields the on-shell action

Son-shell = n
√
λ

((
R2

z2
M

+ 1

) 1
2

− 1

)
− 1

2
(2π n)ER2.

(36)
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FIG. 4: The trajectories of a produced qq̄ pair,
with the tunneling part in Euclidean signature
(lower half). The dashed blue line marks t = 0

where the pair appears in Minkowski space. The
virtual radiation is depicted in black and green,

and the (real) radiation leading to information loss
is marked in red, both in the large Nc planar
approximation. The red cut indicates that the
exchanged gluon goes on-shell as radiation.

The cyclotron radius R is now fixed by the extremum
of (36), which satisfies

R2 + z2
M =

1

a2
(37)

The critical electric field is the electric field for which
the cyclotron radius R shrinks to zero, i.e.

zMac = zM
Ec
M

= 1 .

In terms of the critical electric field Ec (36), the on-
shell action reads [5]

Son-shell =

√
λ

2

(√
Ec
E
−
√
E

Ec

)2

, (38)

This is consistent with Schwinger′s result S →
√
λEc

2E

in the weak field limit. In the strong field limit, the

end-points of the string on the D3 boundary accel-
erate substantially, as the cyclotron radius shrinks

ae =
1

R
=

a√
1− (a/ac)2

. (39)

If we recall that the Unruh temperature is TU =
a

2π for the pair as it tunnels out of the vacuum, then
in Euclidean signature (38) amounts to the free en-
ergy

F

TU
=

√
λ

2

Tc
TU

(
1− TU

Tc

)2

(40)

The entanglement entropy follows from thermody-
namics, with

STEE = β2
U

∂F

∂βU
=
√
λ

(
1− TU

Tc

)
(41)

and βU = 1/TU . Formula (41) generalizes (17) to the
strong field regime. It is the tunneling contribution
to the pair creation process. Note that it reduces to
the causal contribution (17) (when no real radiation
is emitted) in the weak field limit, when TU → 0.

On the basis of our strong field result (41), and
the fact that the result SEE =

√
λ/3 holds for any

field strength, we can deduce the effect of real radia-
tion on the entanglement entropy in the strong field
regime. To reconcile the result for the total entan-
glement entropy SEE =

√
λ/3 with the result (41),

we have to assume that the effect of real radiation on
the entanglement entropy in the strong field regime
is given by

SREE = −2

3

√
λ+
√
λ
TU
Tc
. (42)

The strong field calculation described above does not
apply for TU > Tc, when the pair production is not
exponentially suppressed. This is because the string
worldsheet has no support for z < zM (the string
calculation breaks down for strictly R = 0). (41)
plus (42) yield the net result

SEE = STEE + SREE =
√
λ

(
1− TU

Tc

)
+
√
λ

(
−2

3
+
TU
Tc

)
=

√
λ

3
, (43)

in agreement with (21), even for strong fields. At
TU = Tc the tunneling barrier disappears. For
TU > Tc, both the tunneling and the worldsheet
black hole disappears as the horizon moves below

the D3 brane with 1
a < zM . The ensuing pair cre-

ation process turns “classical”, with vanishing entan-
glement entropy.

The result (43) can be interpreted as follows: The
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first bracket is the contribution of the virtual gluon
interactions to the quantum entropy of a receding
pairs, as captured by the tunneling worldsheet in-
stanton in bulk (depicted by the green exchanges
in Fig. 4 below the blue-dashed line). The second
bracket is the contribution to the entanglement en-
tropy from the real emission of gluons by the pair
(depicted by the black exchanges with red marks in
Fig. 4 above the blue-dashed line).

B. Walled AdS5

In walled AdS5, the string worldsheet terminates
on the wall at z = zH , provided that the hard wall
occurs prior to the effective horizon zM < zH ≤ 1

a .
Using (26), the contribution of the hard wall is given
by the area of the disk at the radial position z = zH

∆S2 =

√
λ

2πz2
H

π

(
1

a2
− z2

H

)
(44)

The corresponding free energy is

βUF =

√
λ

2

(
β2
U

(2π zH)2
− 1

)
. (45)

from which the entanglement entropy reduces to

S
(2)
EE = β2

U

∂F

∂βU
=

√
λ

2

(
1

(azH)2
+ 1

)
(46)

To evaluate the contribution of the side of the
string as it reaches the hard wall, we consider the
action (31) and the solution (33). The string reaches
the hard wall at z = zH . In the world-sheet coor-
dinates, the string is parametrized by a continuous
function ranging from the starting point of the string
at the boundary at z = zM (σ = σ0) to the turning
point of the string at z = zmax = 1

a (σ = ∞). On
the worldsheet this is related to

z/zM = tanh(2π nσ)/ tanh(2π nσM )

or equivalently

2πnσ = arctanh

(
z tanh(2πnσM )

zM

)
.

There are two different scenarios. If the cutoff is
larger than the turning point of the string zH >

zmax, the hard wall does not affect the string, and
we find the solution of the last section. If zH < zmax,
we cut off part of the string at

σH = arctanh

(
zH tanh(2πnσM )

zM

)
/(2πn) .

Replacing the upper integration limit in (31) by σ =

σH , we have

Son-shell = n
√
λ

(
1

azM
− 1

azH

)
− 1

2
(2πn)ER2 =

1

2

√
λn

(
E

Ec
+
Ec
E
− 2M

E zH

)
. (47)

Since the cutoff is a hard wall, the radius is still given by (37). For zH = zmax = 1
a , the result reduces

to (38).

The free energy following from the on-shell ac-
tion (47) for strong fields, is

F =β−1
U Son-shell=

√
λn
(
π
(
β2
U + β2

c

)
− β2

Uβc/zH
)

2πβ2
Uβc

.

(48)

The contribution to the entanglement entropy is
thus given by

S
(1)
EE = β2

U

∂F

∂βU
= −n

√
λ
βc
βU

. (49)

Adding the two contributions in (49) and (46), we
find for a single winding with n = 1

SEE = S
(1)
EE + S

(2)
EE =

{√
λ
(

M2

2(EzH)2 + 1
2 −

E
Ec

)
for: zH ≤M/E = 1

a

1
3

√
λ for: zH > M/E = 1

a

. (50)

with zH fixed by the string tension in (5), i.e.
√
λ

2

M2

(EzH)2
=
σT
E

πM2

E
≡ σT

E
∆→ 1

4
∆ . (51)

The rightmost result follows from the estimate for
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FIG. 5: Entanglement entropy (50) versus E/Ec, in
the confining background (blue-solid curve) and the
deconfined background (black-dashed curve), for a
hard wall at zH = 0.89/Ec in units of M = 1. For
E > 1/zH , the entanglement entropies merge. The
first order jump reflects on the transition from a

confining to a black-hole geometry.

the invariant electric field, as a source for the string
tension E ∼ 4σT [24]. Here ∆ is the Schwinger
tunneling action for pair creation, with probability
e−∆. For a comparison, we note the corresponding
Shannon (information) entropy for a single tunneling
process

SI = ∆ e−∆ − (1− e−∆)ln (1− e−∆)→ ∆ (52)

which is comparable to (51) in the weak field limit
(rightmost result).

In the limiting case of zH = 1/a, the entan-
glement entropy in (50) correctly reproduces the
entanglement entropy computed in (41). Further-
more, we correctly reproduce the weak field limit
in the deconfined case given by (17), as well as
the weak field confined case in (29). In Fig. 5
we show the behavior of (50) versus E/Ec. The
entanglement is larger in the confining case for weak

fields with no radiation loss present, and decreases
linearly as the electric field increases following the
depletion of the tunneling process. The first order
jump occurs when the geometry flips from confining
to black-hole. The location of the jump varies with
M .

General case:
In general for weak electric fields (low Unruh
temperature), the entanglement entropy appears to
diverge. However, there is a lower bound on the
electric field determined by the string tension σT

Tmin

Tc
=
Emin

Ec
>
σT
Ec

=

√
λ

4π2α′M2
. (53)

To make a contact with QCD phenomenology, we
use α′m2

ρ = 1
2 (where mρ is the ρ meson mass),

and find a light constituent quark mass M , with
M/mρ ∼ 1

2 . If we set λ = g2
YNc ≈ 12, then the

lower bound is

Tmin

Tc
=
Emin

Ec
>

2
√
λ

π2
≈ 4
√

3

π2
≈ 0.7. (54)

In Fig. 5, we display the final result (50) for the
entanglement entropy in the confining geometry
(blue-solid curve), and the geometry without hard
wall (dashed-black curve) versus E/Ec in units
of M = 1. The hard wall is placed at a fixed
holographic distance zH = 0.89/Ec. The entan-
glement entropy is dominated by confinement for
E/Ec < 0.89, and merges with the entanglement
entropy in conformal AdS, as the ER bridge over-
rides the hard wall in bulk (red line).

Special case:
For the QCD string, the invariant electric field is
about E ∼ 4σT [24]. If we also fix the string tension
to reproduce the rho meson trajectory σT = 1

2m
2
ρ,

with a varying mass ratio x = M/mρ, and a fixed
′t Hooft coupling λ, then (50) reduces to

SEE(x, λ) =

π2

16x
2 +

√
λ

2 −
2λ
π2x2 for: x ≥ 4λ

1
4

π
√

2

1
3

√
λ for: x < 4λ

1
4

π
√

2

. (55)

In fig 6, we illustrate the dependence of the entan-
glement entropy (55) on the mass ratio x for differ-
ent values of the ′t Hooft coupling λ. For smaller
λ, we can reach smaller mass ratios and the de-

confinement transition is moving to smaller values
of the mass ratio x.
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FIG. 6: Entanglement entropy (55) as function of
the mass ratio x = M/mρ for different ′t Hooft

coupling λ. The dashed lines indicate x = 4λ
1
4

π
√

2
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V. ENTROPY IN THE LUND MODEL

A simple but phenomenologically successful de-
scription of a hadronization process in QCD, is the
Lund model [34], which makes use of the QCD
string. The model describes the break-up of the
string into hadrons. For instance, as an initial qq̄
pair is produced by a hard jet, the connecting string
stretches as the pair recedes away from each other.
Eventually, several qq̄ pair pop up by tunneling, and
the stretched string breaks into shorter strings, iden-
tified as hadrons (mostly mesons).

A key feature of the multiple break-ups is the so-
called area law, at the origin of the probability distri-
bution in the Lund model. The area law is a product
of Schwinger tunneling like probabilities, as we have
described in the confining case above. Schematically,
the normalized probability for the string breaking to
n-identical hadrons (say pions) in 1+1 dimensions,
is of the form

pn = (eA − 1)e−nA ≈ (e
1
n̄ − 1)e−

n
n̄ (56)

Here

A ∼ M2

σT
∼ ∆

is a typical fragment area of the string worldsheet
(in units of the string length squared), with M the
light quark constituent mass at the string end points.
Note that the mean multiplicity n̄ and A, are tied
by

A = −ln

(
1− 1

n̄

)
≈ 1

n̄
, (57)

which shows that (56) obeys Koba-Nielsen-Olesen
(KNO) scaling for large multiplicities

n̄pn ≈ e−
n
n̄ (58)

Remarkably, this is a distribution of a thermal os-
cillator of temperature T = n̄/ω, with ω in units of
the string length. The corresponding Shannon (in-
formation) entropy is

SEE = −
∑
n

pn ln pn ≈ ln n̄ (59)

which we identify as the entanglement entropy of the
jet fragmentation. It is a measure of the Schwinger
tunneling probability (as weighted by the mean area
of the string fragment). Note that the multiple
breaking of the string in the Lund model reduces
the entanglement entropy compared to the single
string breaking (51), from 1

4∆ to ln 1
∆ . The reduc-

tion underlines the quantum decoherence caused by
the many random breaking on the string worldsheet,
spanned by the initial receding pair from the jet. It
is analogous to the reduction of quantum entangle-
ment by radiation discussed above.

The result (59) is in agreement with the arguments
presented in [35, 36] for jet fragmentation at large
invariant mass. This result was initially noted for
pp and ep at small Bjorken x [37, 38]. The KNO-
based arguments confirm the identification of (59)
with the entanglement entropy for QCD, as com-
puted from QCD evolution equations [38]. The fact
that (59) is also recovered for the schematic form of
the Lund model discussed here, underlines the dual-
ity of the partonic and string descriptions of QCD.
It also reflects on the Markovian character of both
fragmentation processes.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

We have revisited the holographic Schwinger pair
creation process in the simplest confining AdS geom-
etry, a slab of AdS5 with a wall at z = zH . When zH
is removed to infinity, confinement disappears and
the pair creation process in curved AdS initially dis-
cussed in [5] is recovered for both weak and strong
electric fields. As the pair recedes, a holographic
string develops with an ER bridge forming in the
bulk, encoding geometrically their quantum entan-
glement [2].

In a dynamical pair creation process, the quan-
tum entanglement entropy is composed of a contri-
bution from the string above the ER bridge, minus
the contribution from the string as it enters the ER
bridge [6, 8]. The latter is dual to the real radiation
in the Minkowski space on the boundary. Part of
the contribution above the ER bridge can be traced
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back to the tunneling process. It decreases linearly
the stronger the electric field, and vanishes when the
field reaches its critical value Ec, for which the po-
tential barrier disappears. The process of pair cre-
ation becomes "classical", with no tunneling penalty.

In the presence of confinement, the pair creation
process is altered. The creation process occurs only
for electric fields in the range σT < E < Ec. For
sufficiently weak electric fields in comparison to the
string tension σT , confinement inhibits the pair cre-
ation process, as virtual pairs strongly bind in the
vacuum.

For moderately weak fields in the range σT <

E � Ec, the quantum entanglement is stronger,
since the confining scale overrides the ER bridge.
The increase in the quantum entanglement of the
produced pair is caused by their binding through the
string through the hard wall in bulk. For moderately
strong electric fields in the range σT � E < Ec, the
ER bridge overrides the hard wall, with the quan-
tum entanglement reducing to that of the conformal
AdS space, and fixed by the causal and non-causal
contributions delineated by the ER bridge.

Using the Lund model, as a prototype for string
breaking in 1+1 dimensions, we have suggested that
the Schwinger tunneling probability is directly re-

lated to the entanglement entropy, through the KNO
scaling.

The effects of strong coupling on quantum en-
tanglement between the produced particles in time-
dependent electric backgrounds is also of great in-
terest. We will report on the results of the corre-
sponding study in a forthcoming publication.

In recent years, the advent of intense lasers and
energetic particle beams has led to substantial
progress in the study of QED in intense background
fields (see [39, 40] for reviews). One important
non-perturbative phenomenon in this regime is
the Schwinger effect. The effects of quantum
entanglement in this process have to be explored,
and we hope that our work is a step in that direction.

Acknowledgments
We thank Adrien Florio for useful discussions. This
work was supported by the Office of Science, Office
of Nuclear Physics, U.S. Department of Energy un-
der Contract No. DE-FG88ER41450 and No. DE-
FG-88ER40388, and by the U.S. Department of En-
ergy, Office of Science, National Quantum Infor-
mation Science Research Centers, Co-design Cen-
ter for Quantum Advantage (C2QA) under Contract
No.DE-SC0012704 (DK).

[1] Julian S. Schwinger, “On gauge invariance and vac-
uum polarization,” Phys. Rev. 82, 664–679 (1951).

[2] Kristan Jensen and Andreas Karch, “Holographic
Dual of an Einstein-Podolsky-Rosen Pair has a
Wormhole,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 111, 211602 (2013),
arXiv:1307.1132 [hep-th].

[3] Julian Sonner, “Holographic Schwinger Effect and
the Geometry of Entanglement,” Phys. Rev. Lett.
111, 211603 (2013), arXiv:1307.6850 [hep-th].

[4] Bo-Wen Xiao, “On the exact solution of the accel-
erating string in AdS(5) space,” Phys. Lett. B 665,
173–177 (2008), arXiv:0804.1343 [hep-th].

[5] Gordon W. Semenoff and Konstantin Zarembo,
“Holographic Schwinger Effect,” Phys. Rev. Lett.
107, 171601 (2011), arXiv:1109.2920 [hep-th].

[6] Aitor Lewkowycz and Juan Maldacena, “Exact re-
sults for the entanglement entropy and the en-
ergy radiated by a quark,” JHEP 05, 025 (2014),
arXiv:1312.5682 [hep-th].

[7] Mariano Chernicoff, Alberto Güijosa, and Juan F.
Pedraza, “Holographic EPR Pairs, Wormholes and

Radiation,” JHEP 10, 211 (2013), arXiv:1308.3695
[hep-th].

[8] Kristan Jensen, Andreas Karch, and Brandon
Robinson, “Holographic dual of a Hawking pair
has a wormhole,” Phys. Rev. D 90, 064019 (2014),
arXiv:1405.2065 [hep-th].

[9] Veronika E. Hubeny and Gordon W. Semenoff,
“Holographic Accelerated Heavy Quark-Anti-Quark
Pair,” (2014), arXiv:1410.1172 [hep-th].

[10] Mahdis Ghodrati, “Schwinger Effect and Entangle-
ment Entropy in Confining Geometries,” Phys. Rev.
D 92, 065015 (2015), arXiv:1506.08557 [hep-th].

[11] Gordon W. Semenoff, “Lectures on the holo-
graphic duality of gauge fields and strings,”
(2018), 10.1093/oso/9780198828150.003.0003,
arXiv:1808.04074 [hep-th].

[12] Juan Maldacena and Leonard Susskind, “Cool hori-
zons for entangled black holes,” Fortsch. Phys. 61,
781–811 (2013), arXiv:1306.0533 [hep-th].

[13] Jan de Boer, Viktor Jahnke, Keun-Young Kim, and
Juan F. Pedraza, “Worldsheet traversable worm-

http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRev.82.664
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevLett.111.211602
http://arxiv.org/abs/1307.1132
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevLett.111.211603
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevLett.111.211603
http://arxiv.org/abs/1307.6850
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1016/j.physletb.2008.06.017
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1016/j.physletb.2008.06.017
http://arxiv.org/abs/0804.1343
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevLett.107.171601
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevLett.107.171601
http://arxiv.org/abs/1109.2920
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP05(2014)025
http://arxiv.org/abs/1312.5682
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1007/JHEP10(2013)211
http://arxiv.org/abs/1308.3695
http://arxiv.org/abs/1308.3695
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.90.064019
http://arxiv.org/abs/1405.2065
http://arxiv.org/abs/1410.1172
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevD.92.065015
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevD.92.065015
http://arxiv.org/abs/1506.08557
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/oso/9780198828150.003.0003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/oso/9780198828150.003.0003
http://arxiv.org/abs/1808.04074
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/prop.201300020
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/prop.201300020
http://arxiv.org/abs/1306.0533


12

holes,” (2022), arXiv:2211.13262 [hep-th].

[14] Dmitri Kharzeev and Kirill Tuchin, “From color
glass condensate to quark gluon plasma through the
event horizon,” Nucl. Phys. A 753, 316–334 (2005),
arXiv:hep-ph/0501234.

[15] Berndt Müller and Andreas Schäfer, “Quark-
Hadron Transition and Entanglement,” (2022),
arXiv:2211.16265 [hep-ph].

[16] Adrien Florio and Dmitri E. Kharzeev, “Gibbs
entropy from entanglement in electric quenches,”
Phys. Rev. D 104, 056021 (2021), arXiv:2106.00838
[hep-th].

[17] Adrien Florio, David Frenklakh, Kazuki Ikeda,
Dmitri Kharzeev, Vladimir Korepin, Shuzhe Shi,
and Kwangmin Yu, “Real-time non-perturbative
dynamics of jet production: quantum entan-
glement and vacuum modification,” (2023),
arXiv:2301.11991 [hep-ph].

[18] Keun-Young Kim, Sang-Jin Sin, and Ismail Zahed,
“Dense and Hot Holographic QCD: Finite Baryonic
E Field,” JHEP 07, 096 (2008), arXiv:0803.0318
[hep-th].

[19] Yizhuang Liu and Ismail Zahed, “Entanglement
in Regge scattering using the AdS/CFT corre-
spondence,” Phys. Rev. D 100, 046005 (2019),
arXiv:1803.09157 [hep-ph].

[20] G. E. Volovik, “Particle creation: Schwinger + Un-
ruh + Hawking,” Pisma Zh. Eksp. Teor. Fiz. 116,
577–578 (2022), arXiv:2206.02799 [gr-qc].

[21] Andrei Mikhailov, “Nonlinear waves in AdS / CFT
correspondence,” (2003), arXiv:hep-th/0305196.

[22] Juan Martin Maldacena, “Wilson loops in large
N field theories,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 80, 4859–4862
(1998), arXiv:hep-th/9803002.

[23] Joshua Erlich, Emanuel Katz, Dam T. Son, and
Mikhail A. Stephanov, “QCD and a holographic
model of hadrons,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 95, 261602
(2005), arXiv:hep-ph/0501128.

[24] A. Casher, H. Neuberger, and S. Nussinov, “Chro-
moelectric Flux Tube Model of Particle Produc-
tion,” Phys. Rev. D 20, 179–188 (1979).

[25] J. Antonio Garcia, Alberto Güijosa, and Eric J.
Pulido, “No Line on the Horizon: On Uniform Ac-
celeration and Gluonic Fields at Strong Coupling,”
JHEP 01, 096 (2013), arXiv:1210.4175 [hep-th].

[26] Roberto Emparan, “AdS / CFT duals of topological
black holes and the entropy of zero energy states,”
JHEP 06, 036 (1999), arXiv:hep-th/9906040.

[27] Horacio Casini, Marina Huerta, and Robert C.

Myers, “Towards a derivation of holographic
entanglement entropy,” JHEP 05, 036 (2011),
arXiv:1102.0440 [hep-th].

[28] Veronika E. Hubeny and Gordon W. Semenoff,
“String worldsheet for accelerating quark,” JHEP
10, 071 (2015), arXiv:1410.1171 [hep-th].

[29] Adam Chalabi, S. Prem Kumar, Andy O’Bannon,
Anton Pribytok, Ronnie Rodgers, and Jacopo Sisti,
“Holographic entanglement entropy of the Coulomb
branch,” JHEP 04, 153 (2021), arXiv:2012.05188
[hep-th].

[30] Han-Chih Chang and Andreas Karch, “Entangle-
ment Entropy for Probe Branes,” JHEP 01, 180
(2014), arXiv:1307.5325 [hep-th].

[31] Andreas Karch and Christoph F. Uhlemann, “Gen-
eralized gravitational entropy of probe branes: fla-
vor entanglement holographically,” JHEP 05, 017
(2014), arXiv:1402.4497 [hep-th].

[32] Xin-Xiang Ju, Wen-Bin Pan, Ya-Wen Sun, and
Yuan-Tai Wang, “Entanglement Entropy of Gen-
eralized Rindler Wedge,” (2023), arXiv:2302.03340
[hep-th].

[33] A. S. Gorsky, K. A. Saraikin, and K. G. Seliv-
anov, “Schwinger type processes via branes and their
gravity duals,” Nucl. Phys. B 628, 270–294 (2002),
arXiv:hep-th/0110178.

[34] Bo Andersson, G. Gustafson, G. Ingelman, and
T. Sjostrand, “Parton Fragmentation and String
Dynamics,” Phys. Rept. 97, 31–145 (1983).

[35] Yizhuang Liu, Maciej A. Nowak, and Ismail Zahed,
“Mueller’s dipole wave function in QCD: emergent
KNO scaling in the double logarithm limit,” (2022),
arXiv:2211.05169 [hep-ph].

[36] Yizhuang Liu, Maciej A. Nowak, and Ismail Za-
hed, “Universality of Koba-Nielsen-Olesen scaling in
QCD at high energy and entanglement,” (2023),
arXiv:2302.01380 [hep-ph].

[37] Alexander Stoffers and Ismail Zahed, “Holographic
Pomeron and Entropy,” Phys. Rev. D 88, 025038
(2013), arXiv:1211.3077 [nucl-th].

[38] Dmitri E. Kharzeev and Eugene M. Levin, “Deep in-
elastic scattering as a probe of entanglement,” Phys.
Rev. D 95, 114008 (2017), arXiv:1702.03489 [hep-
ph].

[39] Gerald V. Dunne, “Heisenberg-Euler effective La-
grangians: Basics and extensions,” in From fields
to strings: Circumnavigating theoretical physics. Ian
Kogan memorial collection (3 volume set), edited by
M. Shifman, A. Vainshtein, and J. Wheater (2004)
pp. 445–522, arXiv:hep-th/0406216.

http://arxiv.org/abs/2211.13262
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.nuclphysa.2005.03.001
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0501234
http://arxiv.org/abs/2211.16265
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevD.104.056021
http://arxiv.org/abs/2106.00838
http://arxiv.org/abs/2106.00838
http://arxiv.org/abs/2301.11991
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1126-6708/2008/07/096
http://arxiv.org/abs/0803.0318
http://arxiv.org/abs/0803.0318
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.100.046005
http://arxiv.org/abs/1803.09157
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.31857/S1234567822210017
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.31857/S1234567822210017
http://arxiv.org/abs/2206.02799
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-th/0305196
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevLett.80.4859
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevLett.80.4859
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-th/9803002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.95.261602
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.95.261602
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0501128
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.20.179
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP01(2013)096
http://arxiv.org/abs/1210.4175
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1126-6708/1999/06/036
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-th/9906040
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1007/JHEP05(2011)036
http://arxiv.org/abs/1102.0440
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1007/JHEP10(2015)071
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1007/JHEP10(2015)071
http://arxiv.org/abs/1410.1171
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP04(2021)153
http://arxiv.org/abs/2012.05188
http://arxiv.org/abs/2012.05188
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1007/JHEP01(2014)180
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1007/JHEP01(2014)180
http://arxiv.org/abs/1307.5325
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP05(2014)017
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP05(2014)017
http://arxiv.org/abs/1402.4497
http://arxiv.org/abs/2302.03340
http://arxiv.org/abs/2302.03340
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1016/S0550-3213(02)00095-0
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-th/0110178
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0370-1573(83)90080-7
http://arxiv.org/abs/2211.05169
http://arxiv.org/abs/2302.01380
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevD.88.025038
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevD.88.025038
http://arxiv.org/abs/1211.3077
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevD.95.114008
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevD.95.114008
http://arxiv.org/abs/1702.03489
http://arxiv.org/abs/1702.03489
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1142/9789812775344_0014
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1142/9789812775344_0014
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1142/9789812775344_0014
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-th/0406216


13

[40] A. Fedotov, A. Ilderton, F. Karbstein, B. King,
D. Seipt, H. Taya, and G. Torgrimsson, “Advances

in QED with intense background fields,” (2022),
arXiv:2203.00019 [hep-ph].

http://arxiv.org/abs/2203.00019
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The early-science observations made by the James Webb Space Telescope (JWST) have revealed
an excess of ultra-massive galaxy candidates that appear to challenge the standard cosmological
model (ΛCDM). Here, we argue that any modifications to ΛCDM that can produce such ultra-
massive galaxies in the early Universe would also affect the UV galaxy luminosity function (UV LF)
inferred from the Hubble Space Telescope (HST). The UV LF covers the same redshifts (z ≈ 7−10)
and host-halo masses (Mh ≈ 1010 − 1012 M�) as the JWST candidates, but tracks star-formation
rate rather than stellar mass. We consider beyond-ΛCDM power-spectrum enhancements and show
that any departure large enough to reproduce the abundance of ultra-massive JWST candidates is
in conflict with the HST data. Our analysis, therefore, severely disfavors a cosmological explanation
for the JWST abundance problem. Looking ahead, we determine the maximum allowable stellar-
mass function and provide projections for the high-z UV LF given our constraints on cosmology
from current HST data.

Introduction. — The study of the earliest generations
of galaxies offers a unique opportunity to understand the
Universe during the epochs of cosmic dawn and reioniza-
tion at redshifts z ∼ 5−30. This era represents a largely
uncharted territory in the timeline of the Universe, oc-
cupying the gap between cosmic-microwave-background
(CMB) decoupling (z ∼ 103) and the local Universe
(z ∼ 0), thus making its investigation a crucial step to-
wards a complete understanding of cosmology.

The early-science observations made by the James
Webb Space Telescope (JWST) have unveiled a multi-
tude of galaxy candidates in this era [1–8]. While only
a subset of these candidates have been spectroscopically
confirmed so far [9–12], the findings from JWST provide
an intriguing glimpse into a highly-active Universe dur-
ing this formative era, with ultra-massive galaxies pos-
sibly playing a significant role. The longer-wavelength
capabilities of JWST exceed those of the Hubble Space
Telescope (HST), enabling measurements of rest-frame
visible light in addition to the UV. This feature makes
it possible to track the total stellar mass in a galaxy, in
addition to its star-formation rate, providing valuable in-
sights into astrophysics and cosmology at high redshifts.

In a recent study, early-release photometric data from
JWST were used to estimate the stellar mass of massive
galaxy candidates at redshifts z ≈ 7 − 10 [13]. These
galaxies were identified by detecting the redshifted Ly-
man and Balmer breaks in their spectral energy dis-
tributions, which ensured that their redshifts were ro-
bustly determined. Interestingly, two of the reported

S nsabti1@jhu.edu
M julianmunoz@austin.utexas.edu
K kamion@jhu.edu

objects exhibit stellar masses significantly larger than
what would be expected within the standard cosmologi-
cal model (ΛCDM). If confirmed, this finding would not
only challenge our models of galaxy formation, but also
of cosmology. Indeed, assuming that galaxies form within
dark-matter halos, Refs. [14, 15] presented a compelling
argument that ΛCDM predicts an insufficient number of
halos in the observed volume to host these galaxies, even
if most baryons in the galaxies were converted into stars.
Consequently, this poses a significant abundance problem
for the ΛCDM paradigm.

This discrepancy raises questions about the validity of
our current astrophysical and cosmological models. As a
result, there has been a surge in theoretical work aimed
at modifying ΛCDM to explain this abundance issue [16–
22]. The goal of such modifications is to generate addi-
tional galaxies at z = 7− 10 by enhancing structure for-
mation during this period, while preserving the successful
ΛCDM predictions at the CMB and lower-z epochs.

Here we point out that UV luminosity function (UV
LF) data obtained with HST have already probed the
same range of redshifts and distance scales as the galaxies
from Ref. [13]. Specifically, using these data, we demon-
strate that generic enhancements of power that could ex-
plain the observations from Ref. [13] are ruled out, hence
disfavoring a cosmological solution to the JWST abun-
dance problem. Finally, in anticipation of future surveys,
we determine the maximum permissible cosmological in-
crease in the stellar-mass function at these redshifts and
provide predictions for the high-z UV LF.

Throughout this paper, we will assume a flat cosmol-
ogy and, unless otherwise stated, fix the cosmological
parameters to the Planck 2018 best-fits [23]: h = 0.6727,
ωb = 0.02236, ωcdm = 0.1202, ln

(
1010As

)
= 3.045,

ns = 0.9649, and τreio = 0.0544.
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Cosmology from HST UV LFs. — The deep-field sur-
veys conducted by the Hubble Space Telescope have
proven to be invaluable in advancing our understand-
ing of early-Universe astrophysics [24–27]. These surveys
contain galaxies dating back as far as redshift z ∼ 10,
deep into the epoch of cosmic reionization [28–38]. Along
with their significant role in astrophysics, the UV lumi-
nosity functions derived from these same data provide
us with new insights into cosmology in a relatively un-
explored range of times and scales. Indeed, since early
galaxies reside in dark-matter halos, their observations
enable us to indirectly track the cosmological halo mass
function. Consequently, the HST UV LFs have been used
to set constraints within various cosmological scenarios,
including those featuring a suppression of power from
dark matter [39–43] and enhancements from inflation-
ary physics [44–46], as well as to provide model-agnostic
measurements of the matter power spectrum [47].

We illustrate the reach of the HST UV LFs in Fig. 1
through the dimensionless matter power spectrum (the
two-point correlation function in Fourier-space). The
HST data probe redshifts z ≤ 10 and length scales
0.1 Mpc−1 . k . 10 Mpc−1 [47], covering the entire
range where proposed solutions to the JWST abundance
problem alter cosmology. As such, the UV LFs can shed
light on whether there is an excess of power (and, hence,
galaxies) at high redshifts. We will leverage the public
code GALLUMI1 [48] to analyze the HST observations.
GALLUMI provides a pipeline for modeling the UV LFs
and comparing them with data through an MCMC
analysis. This enables us to simultaneously constrain
astrophysics and cosmology, and thus determine how
much power enhancement is allowed by the HST data.

Confronting JWST Massive Galaxies. — By assuming
that each dark-matter halo at high z contains a single
central galaxy, the expected number of galaxies with stel-
lar mass larger than some observational threshold Mobs

?

can be obtained as [14]:

Ngal(M? ≥Mobs
? ) = Vol×

∫ ∞
Mcut

h

dMh
dn

dMh
(zobs,Mh) ,

(1)

where Vol = Ω(r3
max − r3

min)/3 is the comoving survey
volume, determined by the surveyed redshift range (from
r(zmin) to r(zmax)) and the survey angular coverage Ω,
and dn/dMh is the halo mass function2. The halo-galaxy
connection enters through the relation between the cut-

off scales in stellar/halo mass M
obs/cut
?/h . We will follow

1 https://github.com/NNSSA/GALLUMI_public
2 We will use the Sheth-Tormen [49] mass function as in Ref. [48],

but with a fit calibrated to high-redshift N-body simulations from
Ref. [50].
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=
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f?

f
? >

1

Other Cosmic
Data

FIG. 1: The dimensionless matter power spectrum, lin-
early extrapolated to z = 8. The ΛCDM prediction
(black dotted) is not sufficient to explain the observed
abundance of massive JWST galaxy candidates. We
show the power enhancement (i.e., the bump described in
Eq. (3)) that is necessary to address this abundance prob-
lem. The location and amplitude of the enhancement
depend on the assumed star-formation efficiency f?. For
instance, a lower f? shifts the bump towards smaller k, as
more massive halos are needed, and requires a larger am-
plitude due to the rarity of such halos. The gray shaded
band represents the range of scales probed by the Hubble
UV LFs, while the hatched areas indicate the scales at
which other cosmological probes are sensitive, or when
f? > 1 is required.

a form of abundance matching, where we assume that a
fraction f? ≤ 1 of the baryons inside a halo get converted
into stars3. As a result, we can link halo masses to stellar
masses simply as Mh = M?/(fbf?) for a given f?, where
we keep the baryon fraction fixed to fb = 0.157 [23], as
done in Refs. [14, 52].

Following Ref. [14]4, we will use the brightest galaxy
candidate in each of the two redshift bins reported in [13]5

that are in most tension with ΛCDM, which we summa-
rize in Tab. I. The CEERS survey where these candi-
dates were found covers an area of Ω = 38 arcmin2 [1],
which in ΛCDM encompasses an effective volume of

3 Note that feedback effects, which typically reduce the star-
formation efficiency f? in heavy halos [51], are not considered
here, making this a conservative approach.

4 See a related analysis in Ref. [15] in the language of extreme-
value statistics.

5 Ultra-massive high-z candidates have also been reported in
Refs. [53, 54].

https://github.com/NNSSA/GALLUMI_public
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Galaxy ID log10 (M?/M�) zobs zmin − zmax

38094 10.89 7.48 7− 8.5

35300 10.40 9.08 8.5− 10

TABLE I: Summary of the properties of two massive
JWST galaxy candidates identified in [13].

Vol ≈ 105 Mpc3 in both redshift bins. To explore the im-
pact of the star-formation efficiency f?, we will consider
three fiducial choices: f? = 0.1, the peak of the star-to-
halo mass ratio [51, 55], an enhanced star-efficiency sce-
nario with f? = 0.3, and an astrophysically implausible
situation with f? = 0.5, which we use as a conservative
limit. By employing Eq. (1), we can then determine the
average number of galaxies expected in a survey. To put
this number into perspective, within ΛCDM we predict
NΛCDM

gal = 2.3× 10−2 � 1 for f? = 0.5. That is, even in
this astrophysically unrealistic scenario ΛCDM predicts
an abundance that is significantly smaller than what is
reported in Ref. [13]. To accurately model the Poissonian
nature of the observations, we assign a Poisson likelihood
to each galaxy in the sample under consideration:

lnL =
∑

Galaxies

[
−Npred

gal +Nobs
gal ln

(
Npred

gal

)
− ln

(
Nobs

gal

)]
,

(2)

where Nobs
gal = 1 is the JWST observation in each of the

two redshift bins in Tab. I, and Npred
gal is the prediction

from Eq. (1), which depends on the underlying cosmol-
ogy. We can now study what changes to the latter are
required to explain the abundance of JWST candidates.

The most straightforward cosmological solution to
the abundance problem is to amplify the matter power
spectrum, thereby increasing the halo mass function
dn/dMh in Eq. (1). We thus consider an effective en-
hancement of the matter power spectrum as P (k) =
PΛCDM(k) [1 +A(k)], where the amplitude boost is given
by:

A(k) = A? exp

[
−1

2

(
ln(k)− ln(k?)

σ?

)2
]
, (3)

with amplitude A?, mean ln(k?), and a (log) width σ?.
This effective model captures a generic boost of power
during cosmic dawn and reionization that could have
been missed by observations at both lower and higher
redshifts. To avoid violating CMB lensing measurements,
whose z kernel covers part of the redshift range under
consideration [56], we will set the enhancement equal to
zero for wavenumbers k ≤ 0.5 Mpc−1 [57]. We relax
this assumption in the Supplementary Material, where
we show that the HST UV LFs also disfavor a broad-
band enhancement as a viable solution to the abundance
problem.

In Fig. 1, we illustrate the boosts in power generated
by Eq. (3). In all cases, the JWST data require a fairly
large bump on top of ΛCDM to reproduce the abundance
of the JWST galaxies, with a location and amplitude that
depend on the assumed star-formation efficiency f?. For
low values of f?, a boost with larger amplitude A? and
smaller mean k? is required. This is because a decrease
in f? results in an increase in the host halo mass of these
galaxies, and heavier halos are rarer and produced from
lower-k fluctuations. Conversely, an increase in f? leads
to the possibility that the enhancement could now be
located at smaller scales (higher k) as well. The Hubble
UV LFs can probe the relevant range of scales for f? ≤ 1,
as demonstrated in Fig. 1. Our next step then is to test
whether a cosmological solution to the JWST abundance
problem conforms to HST UV LF data. We will do so in
two steps.

In the first part, which we label JWST, we will use the
likelihood in Eq. (2) to determine the power enhancement
necessary to account for the abundance of the JWST
galaxies reported in Ref. [13]. We calculate the modified
halo mass function given the boost in Eq. (3) and obtain

the predicted number of galaxies Npred
gal with Eq. (1). We

implement this in the MCMC sampler MontePython [58],
where we vary the amplitude and mean of the boost A(k),
while fixing the width to σ? = 0.1. We test this lat-
ter assumption, along with others, in the Supplementary
Material, finding no discernible difference.

In the second analysis, labeled HST, we will use the
HST UV LFs to constrain the same boosts in power. We
employ the GALLUMI [48] pipeline for this purpose, and
modify it to include the same A(k) parameterization.
We consider only the Hubble Legacy Fields data from
Ref. [59] within the redshift range6 z = 6− 10. While we
keep the base cosmological parameters fixed, we allow for
variations in the astrophysical parameters together with
the amplitude and mean of the power-spectrum enhance-
ment. Further details on the GALLUMI pipeline, including
the fiducial astrophysical model and statistical approach
used, can be found in Ref. [48].

We can now compare the results of our JWST and
HST analyses. After each run, we obtain chains for A?
and k?, from which we compute Ngal as a derived pa-
rameter using Eq. (1). We show the posterior distribu-
tions for ln(Ngal) in Fig. 2 for our three choices of f?.
The JWST posteriors all peak around Ngal = 2 (corre-
sponding to the two galaxies considered in our sample),
showing that our model for A(k) has enough freedom to
explain the JWST data. That is, by adding sufficient
power, we can give rise to the necessary number of heavy

6 We choose to cover roughly the same redshifts as the JWST can-
didates from Ref. [13], though we emphasize that UV LF data is
also available at lower redshifts, which would further strengthen
our constraints.
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FIG. 2: Probability distributions of the average number
of galaxies, calculated using Eq. (1) for the two bright-
est candidates in the JWST sample from [13]. The solid
lines correspond to the results obtained using HST UV
LF data with the GALLUMI pipeline, while the dashed
lines are the [Poisson—cf., Eq. (2)] probability distribu-
tions inferred from the two observed JWST galaxies. It is
clear that the HST posteriors do not reach the observed
value of Ngal = 2 (black dotted line). We consider three
different values of the star-formation efficiency f?, at or
above the typical peak height of f? = 0.1, to explore the
impact of astrophysics.

halos and therefore galaxies. In contrast, the HST UV
LF posteriors show that only a modest enhancement of
the number of galaxies beyond the ΛCDM prediction –
which corresponds to the lowest Ngal value for each f? in
Fig. 2 – is allowed. In particular, the HST data does not
allow Ngal = 2 for any f? ≤ 0.5, and even for the extreme
case of f? = 1 we find it in mild (P (Ngal ≥ 2) < 1.2%)
tension. We therefore conclude that any power enhance-
ment induced to explain the JWST abundance problem
is in significant tension with HST UV LF data at the
same redshifts and distance scales.

While we have only parameterized cosmological
departures through Eq. (3), we expect our constraints to
be broadly applicable to models that enhance the halo
abundance at z = 7 − 10 through other means (e.g.,
non-Gaussianities [20, 44], inflationary features [60, 61],
or modifications to the expansion rate [18]), as the
constraints from the HST UV LFs are directly linked
to the abundance of halos that could host ultra-massive
galaxies. We also note that not every galaxy need be
UV-bright (e.g., the ones from Ref. [13]), given the
stochasticity we expect in the Mh-MUV connection [62].
Nevertheless, both our model and the Subaru clustering
measurements from Ref. [63] ensure that the halos with

Mh ∼ 1012M� host galaxies that are UV-bright on
average at the relevant redshifts, and thus that the UV
LF tracks the abundance of these halos. The strength of
the HST UV LFs is that they are contemporaneous to
the JWST galaxies of Ref. [13], and, as such, are probing
the same underlying halo mass function. Our analysis,
of course, does not exclude astrophysical explanations
for the high M? measurements, including Pop III star
formation [64], a local baryonic overabundance [65], or
(active-galactic-nuclei) line contamination [66].

Forecasts. — Future data from JWST and upcoming
telescopes like Roman will yield additional measurements
of the stellar mass function during reionization and cos-
mic dawn. Here, we leverage our findings to forecast the
maximum expected galaxy number density permitted by
the current HST UV LFs. We use the results from the
HST MCMC analysis above to calculate the projected
density of galaxies at redshift z = 7.5 as a function of the
cut-off stellar mass Mobs

? , assuming an optimistic star-
formation efficiency of f? = 0.3. We show the results in
the top panel of Fig. 3. Note that, unlike in Fig. 2, we
do not multiply by a volume element, and show the 95%
confidence limits (CL) allowed by HST instead of the full
posterior distributions. For reference, we compare these
projected densities with the typical volumes probed by
the CEERS JWST data (∼ 105 Mpc3 [1]), the forth-
coming COSMOS-Webb survey (∼ 5 × 106 Mpc3 [67]),
and a Roman high-latitude survey (∼ 1010 Mpc3 [68]).
Our analysis reveals that the HST UV LFs only allow
for a modest increase in the number density of galaxies
at this redshift. The figure includes the inferred density
from the z = 7.5 JWST galaxy candidate of Ref. [13] (ID
38094), which significantly exceeds our 95% CL region.
Interestingly, we find that even in the extreme scenario
of f? = 1 the JWST point still lies above our 95% CL
curve, implying a severe inconsistency with the HST UV
LFs. A similar statement was recently made in Ref. [72]
within the context of ΛCDM-only simulations (black line
in Fig. 3).

We note that the issue of ultra-massive galaxy candi-
dates at z = 7 − 10 is distinct from a possible excess in
the UV LF at z > 10. The latter arises from galaxies
seemingly boasting star-formation rates far above our
predicted values at earlier times [73–77]. While Ref. [78]
argued that this excess does not necessarily challenge
the ΛCDM cosmological model, as large UV brightness
may arise if star formation occurs very rapidly, there
is still a discrepancy between the UV LFs measured
by JWST at z > 10 and predictions calibrated with
HST data at lower redshifts [79]. We showcase this
discrepancy in the bottom panel of Fig. 3, where we
employ the same HST analysis in GALLUMI from before to
demonstrate that any enhancement of power allowed by
HST observations (at z = 6− 10) cannot account for the
excessive UV brightness observed in JWST at z > 10.
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FIG. 3: Top: Forecast for the stellar mass function
(SMF) at z = 7.5, defined as the number density of galax-
ies above a stellar mass cut-off Mobs

? . The black curve
is the ΛCDM prediction, and the blue dotted curve indi-
cates the enhancement allowed by HST UV LF data at
95% CL, all assuming a constant f? = 0.3 (which can be
rescaled to any f̃? by simply shifting the curves horizon-
tally by a factor f̃?/0.3). Horizontal lines represent the
fiducial volume of different surveys [1, 67, 68], whereas
the red star is the inferred density from the z = 7.5 galaxy
of Ref. [13], which is far in excess of the SMF allowed by
HST. Bottom: UV luminosity function at z = 12, ex-
trapolated from HST calibrations at z = 6 − 10, along
with JWST measurements at z = 12− 13 from [4, 5, 69–
71]. The 68% and 95% confidence levels are obtained af-
ter marginalizing over our astrophysical parameters and
the enhancement of power. We find that including a
power boost alone is not enough to explain the JWST
UV LFs.

This hints at an astrophysical, rather than cosmological,
explanation of the UV-bright galaxies beyond z = 10 [78].

Conclusion. — The emergence of JWST data has
opened a new avenue to understand the first galaxies
and their cosmological context. The first JWST obser-
vations have possibly revealed an excess of ultra-massive
galaxies, challenging our standard ΛCDM cosmological
model. In this work, we have shown that contemporane-
ous measurements of the UV galaxy luminosity function
by the Hubble Space Telescope rule out the required
departures from ΛCDM, disfavoring a cosmological
solution to the JWST abundance problem. Moving
forward, we argue that leveraging the well-established
knowledge from HST data will be key for interpreting
future observations of the first galaxies by JWST and
the upcoming Roman Space Telescope.
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SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL

Throughout this paper, we have followed the approach of Refs. [47, 48] to model the UV LFs from HST. In this
Supplementary Material, we will perform cross-checks of the key assumptions in the modeling, and study how they
affect our conclusions. In short, we find that changing the shape of power enhancenment (either by adding a broad-
band component, or altering the bump width), the halo mass function (HMF), or the dust calibration does not alter
our conclusions, as summarized in Fig. 4.

Broad-band Enhancement of Power

Thus far, we have assumed that any enhancement of power is limited to scales k ≥ 0.5 Mpc−1, as the matter power
spectrum has been accurately measured at lower values of k by other cosmic data sets. Nevertheless, it is possible
to construct a scenario where the redshift range that has been well-measured (z ∼ 0 and z ∼ 103) is consistent with
the ΛCDM model, while during the epoch of reionization the power is overall higher, even at large scales (low k).
This is generically the prediction of models that change the growth factor [18]. Although this may be inconsistent
with existing CMB-lensing measurements (as their kernel covers these z), here we will show that it is also disfavored
by the HST UV LFs. For this purpose, we will vary the amplitude σ8 of fluctuations in our analysis, along with the
bump A(k) from Eq. (3). We find that even with the extra degree of freedom, the UV LF data do not allow for a
substantial increase in the number of galaxies. This test guarantees that a broadband enhancement of power during
reionization (z = 6− 10) is insufficient to explain the JWST galaxies from Ref. [13], as shown in Fig. 4.

Halo Mass Function

Here we test how our results depend on the assumed halo mass function at high z. In all cases, we have used the
Sheth-Tormen fit, where the collapsed fraction is [49]:

fST(ν) = AST

√
2

π

[
1 + ν−2pST

]
ν exp(−ν2/2) , (4)

with ν =
√
aSTδcrit/σ. Here, δcrit = 1.686 is the threshold for collapse, σ2 is the variance of fluctuations, and the

(. . .)ST parameters are fitted to simulation results. In this work, we used the fit from Ref. [50], with aST = 0.85,
pST = 0.3, and AST = 0.3222. We will repeat our analysis with the Reed mass function fit [80], which is given by:

fRd(ν) =ARd

√
2

π

[
1 + ν−2pRd + 0.2 exp

(
−
(
lnσ−1 − 0.4

)2
2(0.6)2

)]
ν exp

(
−cRdν

2/2
)
, (5)

where ν =
√
aRdδcrit/σ, ARd = 0.3235, aRd = 0.707, pRd = 0.3, and cRd = 1.081. The Reed mass function tends to

predict a higher halo abundance at high redshifts than the Sheth-Tormen calibration, leading to a larger number of
galaxies (in both the UV and stellar mass functions), though still not sufficient to reach the reported abundance of
ultra-massive galaxies, as can be seen in Fig. 4.

Bump Shape

In our analysis, we made the assumption that the boost A(k) in the matter power spectrum has a fixed width
σ? = 0.1, but a variable amplitude A? and location k?. This was sufficient to capture variations of the HMF that
can reproduce the abundance of JWST galaxies (as demonstrated by the JWST results in Fig. 2). Here we relax
this assumption and allow the width σ? to vary in the analysis. As expected, this adjustment does not result in an
increase in the number of galaxies, see Fig. 4.

Dust Attenuation

Dust extinction is known to affect the UV LFs, on average attenuating the bright end. While this is a bigger issue
at lower z [26], here we will examine how much it can change our results at z = 6 − 10. We use the IRX-β relation
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FIG. 4: Probability distributions of the average number of galaxies, as in Fig. 2, assuming a constant f? = 0.3. We
show our baseline case as described in the main text (green solid), a case with a broad-band enhancement of power
through σ8 (yellow dotted), one where the width σ? of the boost is varied (purple dashed), a case with a different halo
mass function (blue dash-dotted), and, finally, one where a different dust calibration is used (red double dash-dotted).
None of these alterations reaches Ngal = 2 (black dotted), disfavoring a cosmological explanation to the abundance
of ultra-massive galaxies reported in Ref. [13].

from [81], where the attenuation is given by:

〈AUV〉 = C0 + 0.2 ln(10)σ2
βC

2
1 + C1〈β〉 , (6)

with the Ci free parameters that are fit to observations, and σβ = 0.34 [82]. The quantity 〈β〉 represents the average
power-law index of the UV spectrum and is modeled using observations from [83], see Ref. [48] for more details. In
the main text we adopted the Ci from [84], with C0 = 4.54 and C1 = 2.07, whereas for this test we will use a different
calibration from [85], with C0 = 3.36 and C1 = 2.04. The latter calibration results in a weaker dust attenuation,
bringing the observed UV LFs closer to the intrinsic ones, which in turn implies fewer bright galaxies. As such, we
would expect less freedom in enhancing the number of galaxies, as we confirm in our analysis in Fig. 4.
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Identifying the Milky Way’s very high energy hadronic cosmic-ray accelerators — the PeVatrons — is a crit-
ical problem. While gamma-ray observations reveal promising candidate sources, neutrino detection is needed
for certainty, and this has not yet been successful. Why not? There are several possibilities, as we delineated
in a recent paper [T. Sudoh and J. F. Beacom, Phys. Rev. D 107, 043002 (2023)]. Here we further explore the
possibility that the challenges arise because PeVatrons have a large angular extent, either due to cosmic-ray
propagation effects or due to clusters of sources. We show that while extended neutrino sources could be missed
in the commonly used muon-track channel, they could be discovered in the all-flavor shower channel, which
has a lower atmospheric-neutrino background flux per solid angle. Intrinsically, showers are quite directional
and would appear so in water-based detectors like the future KM3NeT, even though they are presently badly
smeared by light scattering in ice-based detectors like IceCube. Our results motivate new shower-based searches
as part of the comprehensive approach to identifying the Milky Way’s hadronic PeVatrons.

I. INTRODUCTION

The Milky Way has powerful but unidentified sources of
hadronic cosmic rays (CRs), but their sources are obscured
by CR deflections in interstellar magnetic fields [1–5]. Find-
ing and understanding these natural particle accelerators, es-
pecially those reaching PeV energies (“PeVatrons”), has been
a major problem [6–8]. Candidate hadronic sources have been
identified though the emission of TeV–PeV gamma rays, but
it is difficult to isolate these from leptonic sources, where the
gamma rays are produced by CR electrons [9–11]. Detect-
ing neutrinos from a source would conclusively identify it as
hadronic, but this has not yet been successful [12–15]. In a
recent paper [16], we use multi-messenger data to constrain
general PeVatron models for Milky Way sources.

Milky Way gamma-ray observations reveal a great diversity
of types of emission, from point sources to extended sources
to diffuse emission from the whole plane [17–25]. Imaging
air-Cherenkov telescopes (IACTs) are especially effective at
finding point sources, due to their excellent flux sensitivity
and angular resolution, which also makes them superior for
determining the morphology of some extended sources. Ob-
servatories based on the direct detection of shower particles —
such as water Cherenkov detectors (WCDs) — are especially
effective at finding extended sources (and diffuse emission),
due to their much larger fields of view and exposures.

In this paper, we show that a similar complementarity oc-
curs for neutrino source searches with tracks versus showers.
Figure 1 gives a schematic overview. Tracks, which arise from
the charged-current (CC) interactions of muon neutrinos, have
good angular resolution and thus have been a major focus in
source studies [26–38]. Showers, which result from the CC

∗ sudo.4@osu.edu
† beacom.7@osu.edu

interactions of electron and tau neutrinos, plus the neutral-
current (NC) interactions of all flavors, have been much less
considered [13, 26, 39] because they have poor angular reso-
lution in IceCube. However, this is not an intrinsic limitation
— it is caused by light scattering in ice [40] — and future
water-based detectors should do much better, as suggested by
the encouraging performance of ANTARES [41]. We show
that for a variety of realistic source and future detector sce-
narios, while the track channel is superior for point sources,
the shower channel can be superior for extended sources.
Shower-based source searches should become an important
part of the broader quest to identify hadronic PeVatrons.

In Sec. II, we review the astrophysical evidence for ex-
tended sources. In Sec. III, we describe our methods to cal-
culate neutrino event spectra. In Sec. IV, we show potential
of showers in the general case, while in Sec. V, we focus on
near-future specifics. In Sec. VI, we conclude.

Source Source + “Halo” Cluster of  
Sources

Galactic Plane

Advantages for: 
 in IACTs 

  via Tracks
γ

ν

Advantages for: 
 in WCDs 

 via Showers
γ

ν

Morphology

FIG. 1. Complementarity of approaches to probing different high-
energy gamma-ray and neutrino sources in the Milky Way. See text.
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II. PROSPECTIVE EXTENDED PEVATRON SOURCES

The nature of the Milky Way’s PeVatrons is unknown, de-
spite extensive work. As a key step forward, in Ref. [16] we
established a new multi-messenger framework, calculating the
allowed properties of PeVatrons in light of the observed global
CR power budget, TeV–PeV gamma-ray source observations,
and TeV–PeV neutrino source limits. In this section, we re-
view that general framework and also examples of types of
extended sources.

A. CR Sources as Neutrino Sources

In hadronic accelerators, CR primaries produce gamma-
ray and neutrino secondaries through interactions with mat-
ter [9–11]. As detailed in Ref. [16], there are other important
types of high-energy sources: CR electron accelerators that
produce only gamma rays (leptonic sources), sources that do
not reach PeV energies, sources that are hadronic but are not
very luminous, and possible exotic sources (e.g., due to dark
matter). Population studies will be needed to categorize how
much specific types of gamma-ray sources contribute to the
hadronic CR power budget. Below, we focus on hadronic Pe-
Vatrons that contribute appreciably to this budget, but note
that our considerations for shower versus track detection ap-
ply to any hadronic sources.

Newly produced CRs are temporarily confined near their
accelerators by magnetic fields, interacting with matter
nearby, thus producing gamma-ray and neutrino emission. In
Ref. [16], we therefore characterized potential PeVatrons by
the source gas density ngas

src and the local confinement time
τ esc
src . In the plane of these parameters, we showed the regions

allowed by data, plus rough indicators for different types of
models. We showed that while gamma-ray observations are
constraining, IceCube and other neutrino detectors have not
yet reached the required sensitivity to detect PeVatrons.

To generally characterize PeVatrons, we assume that
source protons are produced with a spectrum of the form
dNp/dEp ∝ E−γp exp[−(Ep/E

cut
p )]. Observations indi-

cate that sources inject protons into the interstellar medium
with an index around γp = 2.37. This is obtained from
the index of the observed flux, roughly E−2.70

p [42], by sub-
tracting the assumed energy-dependent index of the escape
time, E−0.33

p [43]. For the maximum energy, we assume
Ecut
p = 3 PeV, i.e., the “knee.” [42, 44–46] Individual sources

may have different spectral indices and cutoffs than assumed
here, and even the overall values may be different, but our
main results are not sensitive to moderate changes.

The normalization of the proton spectrum is inferred from
the CR power budget (for further details, see also Ref. [47]).
For a collection of sources, this is Lp ∼ 1.3 × 1038 erg s−1

near 1 PeV (i.e., the differential flux at 1 PeV; here and
throughout, when saying near we mean integrated over
∆ lnE ∼ 1) . At PeV energies, helium and other nuclei be-
come important components of the CR flux [48]; in Eq. (1) be-
low, we include the enhancement of neutrino emission due to
nuclei in the CRs and target medium, following Refs. [16, 49].

If CRs are injected impulsively with a source rate of ΓCR, the
CR energy per source isLCR/ΓCR. We use ΓCR = 0.03 yr−1,
i.e., the Galactic core-collapse supernova rate [50], which
yields a proton energy per source (integrated above 1 GeV)
of 6×1049 erg. Smaller source rates would proportionally in-
crease the luminosity of each source but decrease the number
of sources in the Milky Way [16].

Given the source proton spectrum, the neutrino spectrum
follows dNν/dEν ∝ E−γν exp[−(Eν/E

cut
ν )0.5] with γν =

γp−0.1 (the correction is due to the energy dependence in the
pp cross section) and Ecut

ν ∼ 0.05Ecut
p ; for greater precision

on the details, see Refs. [51–53]. (The corresponding gamma
rays are produced at Eγ ∼ 2Eν .) The neutrino luminosity per
source depends on the proton energy budget and the source
gas density, ngas

src . (The confinement time τ esc
src sets the source

number [16].) Using the above proton spectrum, we obtain
the neutrino luminosity near 50 TeV (per-flavor and adding
ν + ν̄):

E2
ν

d2Nν
dEνdt

= 6× 1032 erg s−1

(
ngas

src

10 cm−3

)
(

Eν
50 TeV

)−0.27

exp

(
−
√

Eν
150 TeV

)
,

(1)

where we use σpp = 60 mb for Ep = 1 PeV. For a refer-
ence, this would give a flux of 3×10−12 TeV cm−2 s−1 at
1 kpc. If such neutrino sources were point-like and located at
sin(δ) >∼ 0, they should have already been observed by the
10-year IceCube survey at distances up to ∼2 kpc [14].

B. Examples of Extended PeVatron Sources

Hadronic PeVatrons may have escaped detection in neutri-
nos because of extended sizes that make them hard to detect
via the muon track channel. From gamma-ray observations,
especially with WCDs, we know that there are sources with
angular size of a few to several degrees (throughout, all angu-
lar sizes are radii unless otherwise noted). These can be indi-
vidual sources where CR propagation is different from that in
the average interstellar medium or clusters of sources where
CR propagation or even acceleration effects may occur in a
region.

1. Individual Sources with Altered CR Propagation

Hadronic PeVatrons might appear as point-like gamma-ray
and neutrino sources. For example, if the emission is pro-
duced by shocks in supernova remnants (SNRs) at an early
stage, pulsar wind nebulae, or star clusters, the size might be
as small as ∼1–10 pc. For a source distance of ∼1 kpc, the
angular size is then ∼0.05–0.5◦, often below the angular res-
olution of gamma-ray and neutrino observatories.

However, the emission from such small regions should fade
quickly, because the accelerators cannot confine PeV parti-
cles for a long time. In SNR shocks, the confinement time
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for PeV particles is likely 1 kyr at most [54, 55] and could be
as small as 10 yr [56]. While we could look for emission at
lower energies, the large atmospheric backgrounds make this
difficult; we show below (in Sec. IV) that the most efficient
energy range is Eν >∼ 5 TeV, which is produced by protons
of Ep >∼ 100 TeV. This is high enough that a long confine-
ment time is unlikely. If this were the whole story, it could be
difficult to identify hadronic PeVatrons.

These difficulties might be overcome if we look instead
for extended diffuse emission in the vicinity of CR sources,
produced due to PeV hadronic CRs leaving the accelera-
tion site but not yet effectively escaping into the interstellar
medium. If a source produces ∼1050 erg of CRs that dif-
fuse over ∼100 pc, it would produce a CR overdensity of
∼0.7 eV cm−3. This is comparable to the typical all-energies
CR density in the interstellar medium, suggesting that such
an overdensity could be identified. In fact, because CR source
spectra are harder than the average CR spectrum, the overden-
sity would be significantly more prominent at high energies.
If PeV CRs isotropically diffuse at the rate observed for the
bulk of the Milky Way, the diffusion coefficient at PeV ener-
gies would be D ∼ 1030 cm2 s−1 [57], which implies that the
time for CRs to diffuse over 100 pc is ∼1 kyr. This exceeds
the timescale over which SNRs themselves can confine PeV
particles, making PeVatron searches more favorable than they
might seem at first. (For relevant models, see Refs. [58, 59])

Importantly, the confinement time around hadronic accel-
erators can be even longer, because the diffusion coefficient
in the vicinity of CR sources may be significantly smaller
(about 100 times) than the bulk of the Milky Way. This is ex-
emplified by gamma-ray observations of pulsars surrounded
by “TeV halos” — a new source class discovered by WCDs
and challenging to observe with IACTs [17, 60–67]. (For dif-
ferent interpretations, see Refs. [68, 69].) The spatial extent
of the slow-diffusion regions is unclear, but Fermi gamma-
ray observations of Geminga suggest that the size could be
over 100 pc [70]. This is possible if turbulent magnetic
fields have small coherent length and dominate over ordered
ones [71]. (Diffusion can also be suppressed by CR-excited
instabilites, although it seems unlikely to sustain these over
large scales [72].) Diffusing PeV CRs surrounding a source
could then be visible as long as 100 kyr or even longer, greatly
improving the prospects for detection. For a source distance
of 1 kpc, a size of 100 pc translates into an angular size of
6◦, which indicates that observations with even poor angular
resolution would suffice.

Gamma-ray observations have also revealed other extended
sources. An example is HESS J1825-137, which is be-
lieved to be powered by a pulsar and extends to ∼1.5◦ [73].
The total gamma-ray flux from this source is E2

γFγ ∼
10−12 TeV cm−2 s−1 near Eγ ∼ 100 TeV. While the emis-
sion is thought to be leptonic, this shows that a large energy
budget of non-thermal electrons can be transported as far as
∼100 pc in an energy-independent manner (assuming a dis-
tance of 4 kpc) within ∼20 kyr. This suggests that similar
extended hadronic sources could also exist. For even larger
sources, Ref. [74] proposed that very extended — ten degrees
and above — hadronic emission due to escaping PeV protons

over a ∼1 kpc scale might be detectable in the map of the dif-
fuse Galactic gamma-ray emission. The estimated flux level
reaches ∼10−12 TeV cm−2 s−1. The neutrino counterpart
would be an intriguing target for showers (see also Ref. [75]
for another extended-source model).

Last, it is possible that there are exotic sources of large ex-
tent. This could include the annihilation or decay emission
from dark-matter subhalos (see, e.g., Refs. [76–79], which
searched for such sources in Fermi gamma-ray data).

2. Clusters of Sources

Gamma-ray observations also reveal extended emission due
to collections of sources. Even where single-source detec-
tion is not possible, we may observe the total emission from
sources and nearby diffusing CRs. In some cases, this may
simply be a sum of sources; in others, there may be collective
effects that modify CR propagation or acceleration, e.g., in
superbubbles [80–82]. While it would be challenging to iso-
late the source components, such observations would still be
important to narrow down the nature of hadronic PeVatrons.

One important extended target is the Cygnus region, high-
lighted long ago in Refs. [29, 83–85]. This is an active star-
forming region, containing sources like SNRs, pulsar wind
nebulae, and star clusters. Diffuse gamma-ray emission from
this region is also observed [86]. Toward the Cygnus OB2
association, Fermi and HAWC have observed a “cocoon” of
gamma-ray emission, which extends to ∼2◦ and has a flux of
E2
γFγ ∼ 2 × 10−12 TeV cm−2 s−1 at 100 TeV [87]. In fact,

some emission might be present at larger radius, because the
CR energy density is still large at∼2◦. Coincident with this is
the observation of the Galactic Plane in sub-PeV gamma rays
by Tibet ASγ, which finds a hint of excess events from a ∼4◦

region toward the Cygnus Cocoon [22, 88, 89]. These results
suggest that the total source + diffuse neutrino emission on a
scale of∼2–4◦ may be detectable from the Cygnus region. (A
hint of such emission has been reported recently [90].)

Another important extended target is the Galactic Center
region, which is rich in CR accelerators and dense gas clouds,
making it an excellent target for neutrino searches. A re-
gion of dense gas (>100 cm−3) called the Central Molec-
ular Zone has a disk-like shape with an angular extent (not
the radius) of about 3◦ × 0.5◦ [91] (∼400 pc×∼70 pc for a
distance of ∼8 kpc). On larger scales, there is a region of
still higher gas density (∼30 cm−3) over the angular size of
about 7◦ × 1.7◦ (corresponding to a radius of ∼1 kpc and a
height of ∼250 pc) [92–94]. Hadronic CRs can reach (and
also may be produced in) such extended regions; assuming
D ∼ 1030 cm2 s−1 for PeV protons, particles injected 100 kyr
ago at the Galactic Center would diffuse out to ∼1 kpc.
While H.E.S.S., MAGIC, and VERITAS has observed diffuse
gamma-ray emission at the level of ∼10−12 TeV cm−2 s−1

near 10 TeV that extends over ∼3◦ in longitude and ∼0.5◦

in latitude [95–97], even greater total fluxes may be present
over larger angular scales. A hint of neutrino emission is also
suggested by recent ANTARES analysis [98], which uses a
region of |l| < 30◦ and |b| < 2◦.
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While not strictly a potential PeVatron, the emission from
the Galactic Plane stands as another extended source. While
observing it would provide important inputs toward under-
standing the production and propagation of hadronic CRs, it
cannot by itself reveal the locations of sources. This is because
this emission is produced by the interactions of diffusing CRs
with interstellar gas plus the contributions from unresolved
sources. We do not discuss this component in detail, but note
that showers should be of primary importance to study it.

III. NEUTRINO EVENT RATES AND SPECTRA

In this section, we outline our methods to predict the
detected event rates, following the “theorist’s approach” of
Refs. [26, 99, 100] (building on Ref. [3]), which is suitable
for discussing general physics points and gives results accu-
rate within ∼30%, which is adequate at present, as discussed
below. Importantly, we calculate rates as a function of de-
tectable energy, Edet, instead of neutrino energy, Eν , to more
realistically compare signals and backgrounds, as the differ-
ential cross sections and kinematics vary with the interaction
channel.

We seek to estimate the possible flux sensitivities that can
be achieved with shower detection under hypothetical but
plausible setups. On one hand, the event rates could be some-
what smaller than presented below due to cuts to remove
backgrounds that also reduce signal rates (especially below
Edet ∼ 1 TeV, though we show below that this energy range
is not very important). On the other hand, the experiments
may be able to use improved event-reconstruction techniques
to reach better angular resolution than we assume below. In
support of our approach, we show below that we are able to
reproduce key results from the KM3NeT collaboration. In the
long term, detailed simulations from the collaborations will be
needed to definitively assess sensitivities to extended sources.

A. General Formulae for Event Rates

Here, we discuss the neutrino event spectra from a given
source flux Fν , by which we always mean ν + ν̄ and inte-
grated over the source size. Backgrounds are characterized
by the intensity (flux per solid angle), Φν , which needs to be
integrated over the solid angle, as discussed in Sec. III C. Af-
ter reviewing general points, we introduce shower events first,
for which the spectrum calculation is conceptually simpler,
and then track events.

The detection of neutrinos is based on the deep inelas-
tic scattering of neutrinos with quarks, which produces ob-
servable signals in the detector. We take the neutrino cross
sections, σ from from Ref. [101] and inelasticity values, y,
from Ref. [102] (below, we attach a CC or NC subscript as
needed); Using instead a more recent paper [103] does not
change our results. In a CC interaction, a W -boson is ex-
changed and a neutrino νl is converted to a charged lepton l
with energy (1− yCC)Eν , accompanied by a hadronic shower

that carries the remaining energy. In a NC interaction, a Z-
boson is exchanged and a hadronic shower is produced with
energy yNCEν , while the energy in the outgoing neutrino is
undetected. The cross sections increase with the neutrino en-
ergy; below ∼5 TeV, these are nearly proportional to Eν ; at
higher energies, the dependence approaches E0.4

ν . In the en-
ergy range of interest, σNC is smaller than σCC by a factor of
∼0.4. The distribution of inelasticity, dσ/dy, peaks at y = 0
and has an average value of 〈y〉 ∼ 0.4 for both the CC and
NC cases in the energy range of interest. (The value of 〈y〉 is
larger for neutrinos than for antineutrinos, but we average the
values.)

Shower (or “cascade”) events are produced largely by the
CC interactions of electron and tau neutrinos. (Muon-neutrino
CC events are efficiently separated from showers due to the
long muon tracks.) In the electron-neutrino case, the full
neutrino energy is transferred to the combined hadronic and
electromagnetic shower, resulting in Edet ' Eν . In the tau-
neutrino case, this is nearly true at these energies because the
tau lepton decays promptly, though here are ∼30% losses due
to the decay energy carried by neutrinos (Chapter 58, Volume
1 in Ref. [104]), which affects our total CC shower event-
rate calculation at the ∼20% level. We also ignore the fact
that ∼17% of ντ CC events produce muon tracks through tau
decays because this affects our total calculation at less than
10%. We also ignore tau re-generation effects, which are
small, especially in this energy range, because Earth attenua-
tion is modest below about 40 TeV [105, 106]. The detectable
spectrum is then

dNsh

dEdet
= TV NAρdet

× σCC(Eν)Fνe+ντ (Eν)e−τ⊕(Eν)

∣∣∣∣
Eν=Edet

,
(2)

where V is the detector physical volume and ρdet is its density,
T is the observation time, NA is the Avogadro number (in
units of nucleons per gram), τ⊕ is the Earth optical depth in
a particular direction, and we sum over νe and ντ in the flux.
We use ρdet = 1 g cm−3 (and would use 0.9 g cm−3 for ice).

The NC interactions of all flavors also produce showers
through the energy deposited in hadronic showers of energy
Edet ' 〈yNC〉Eν . The spectrum is

dNsh

dEdet
=
TV NAρdet

〈yNC〉

× σNC(Eν)Fνe+νµ+ντ (Eν)e−τ⊕(Eν)

∣∣∣∣
Eν=

Edet
〈yNC〉

.
(3)

NC showers are suppressed in importance relative to CC
showers due to two factors. First, σNC is smaller than σCC,
though six flavors contribute instead of four. Second, the
energy deposition is smaller, which is important given the
steeply falling neutrino spectra. In combination, for a spec-
trum scaling as Fν ∝ E−γν and a cross-section scaling as
σ ∝ Eων , the total NC spectrum as a function of Edet

is suppressed compared to the total CC spectrum by factor
∼(6/4)(σNC/σCC)〈yNC〉γ−1−ω , which is ∼1/5 for assumed
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sources (γ ' 2.3) and ∼1/20 for the atmospheric background
(γ ' 3.7). Despite this, the background from NC νµ show-
ers is still important compared to CC νe showers, because the
atmospheric νµ flux is ∼20 times larger than the νe flux.

Tracks are created by two types of events. When CC inter-
actions of muon neutrinos with nucleons take place inside the
detector (a “contained-vertex” event), the spectrum is

dNµ
dEdet

=
TV NAρdet

1− 〈yCC〉(Eν)

× σCC(Eν)Fνµ(Eν)e−τ⊕(Eν)

∣∣∣∣
Eν=

Edet
1−〈yCC〉

,
(4)

where we choose to set the detectable energy as the energy of
the muon when it is created: Edet ' (1 − 〈yCC〉)Eν . If the
energy in hadronic showers can also be estimated, we can in-
stead set Edet ' Eν , close to what is done by IceCube [107].
While both choices are reasonable, ours gives a slightly (by
∼10%) better flux sensitivity from track events, because we
assume a hard source spectrum on top of the steeply falling
background. (If the source spectrum is soft, our choice might
give slightly worse flux sensitivity.)

Muon-neutrino interactions can also be detectable when
these take place outside the detector (a “through-going”
event). The muon spectrum is

dNµ
dEdet

=
TANA

αµ + βµEdet

×
∫ ∞

Edet
1−〈yCC〉

dEν σCC(Eν)Fνµ(Eν)e−τ⊕(Eν),
(5)

where Edet corresponds to the muon energy when it enters
the detector and A is the detector physical area. We have
verified with numerical calculations that integrating over the
full yCC distribution and considering the stochastic nature of
muon energy losses changes our results by less than ∼20%
(see Appendix A). The properties of the material outside
the detector where the muons are born and propagate is in-
cluded in the energy-loss parameters αµ and βµ. We use
αµ = 3 × 10−6 TeV cm2 g−1 and βµ = 3 × 10−6 cm2 g−1,
which are obtained for water [108]; choosing instead standard
rock would reduce the muon event rate by ∼30% (see Ap-
pendix A). As through-going muons would be produced par-
tially in water and partially in rock, the net effect is within our
precision goals.

B. Angular Resolution for Tracks and Showers

While shower events do not have good angular resolution in
IceCube (∼20◦ [13], mostly due to Cherenkov light scattering
in ice), that is the worst case. The resolution can be signifi-
cantly improved for water-based detectors; ANTARES shows
that they can reach ∼2–3◦ [41] at relevant energies, which
can be further improved in future telescopes like KM3NeT.
The angular resolution that could ideally be achieved is much
better. Electromagnetic showers are∼10 m long, with a trans-
verse spread of ∼0.1 m [109]; these numbers set a scale for

the angular resolution of σsh
ang ∼ 0.1/10 ∼ 0.6◦. Hadronic

showers, have a similar length but a wider transverse size of
∼1 m. In CC interactions, which dominate the event rate, the
electromagnetic shower is dominant, while in NC interactions,
the hadronic shower also induces an elecromagnetic shower;
in both cases, the electromagnetic shower can be used to best
determine the direction [41].

In the following, we use σsh
ang = 2◦ as a fiducial scale, and

also use smaller values down to 0.6◦ to show how improving
the shower angular resolution would help. This fiducial an-
gular scale is larger than that of typical gamma-ray sources
(∼0.3◦), so improving the resolution would significantly re-
duce atmospheric-neutrino backgrounds.

Muon track events have excellent angular resolution. At
high energies, Eν >∼ 10 TeV, this could be as good as ∼0.4◦

for IceCube [14] and ∼0.1◦ for KM3NeT [39] (the latter only
∼2 times worse than might be expected from a deflection of
∼1 m over 1 km). At lower energies, the muon angular reso-
lution is limited by the kinematic angle between neutrinos and
muons in CC interactions, σµ,kin

ang , which is irreducible unless
the muon track and the hadronic shower could be separately
reconstructed. At higher energies, the dominant component
is the reconstruction error of the muon direction, σµ,0ang, which
depends on the detector specifics. We thus take the muon an-
gular resolution to be

σµang =

√
(σµ,kin

ang )2 + (σµ,0ang)2. (6)

In the following, we use σµ,kin
ang = 0.5◦(Eν/TeV)−0.5 and

σµ,0ang = 0.1◦ (which could be appropriate for water-based
detectors) as a fiducial scale, and briefly discuss the case of
σµ,0ang = 0.4◦ .

C. Atmospheric Muon and Neutrino Backgrounds

The interactions of CRs with nuclei in the atmosphere result
in huge backgrounds of muons and neutrinos. We only con-
sider sources below the horizon, which removes atmospheric
muons due to the absorption by Earth. However, misrecon-
structed muons and the showers they induce can cause back-
grounds that mimic shower and track events with a variety of
apparent directions. Careful cuts are needed to remove these
without reducing the signal efficiency too much.

The major contribution to the atmospheric-neutrino flux is
from the decay of charged pions and kaons (the “conven-
tional” component), for which we use the neutrino fluxes
calculated by Honda et al. [110]. Specifically, we use their
fluxes calculated at solar minimum averaged over azimuth an-
gle and in zenith angle bin of ∆ cos θZ = 0.1; the approx-
imations corresponding to these choices are very small. In
addition, we use their results for a South Pole location, but
this choice barely affects our results. Above 10 TeV, where
the results of Ref. [110] are not available, we extrapolate as-
suming that the spectrum follows E−(γCR+1), where γCR is
the index of the parent CR spectrum and the steeper neutrino
spectrum is due to pion energy loss in the atmosphere [111].
We choose the conventional value of γCR = 2.7 and do not
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include the steepening at the knee. A minor contribution to the
atmospheric-neutrino flux is due to the decays of short-lived
charmed mesons (the “prompt” component), which produce
an near-isotropic spectrum that follows the cosmic-ray spec-
trum. For this, we use the model of Enberg et al. [112].

Importantly, the shower channel has a nearly an order-of-
magnitude lower atmospheric-neutrino background flux per
solid angle than the track channel. A major component of the
background in the shower channel comes from the CC inter-
actions of atmospheric νe, for which the flux is by more than
an order of magnitude less than for νµ [113]. Another major
component comes from the NC interactions of νµ, but this is
reduced compared to the CC component, as discussed above.

The diffuse astrophysical neutrino flux is an additional
background. We model this component by using the measure-
ments of Ref. [114], which obtained a best-fit power-law of
E2
νΦν = 1.7×10−11(Eν/100 TeV)−0.53 TeV cm−2 s−1 sr−1

(per flavor). This is primarily extragalactic in origin, with the
Milky Way contribution limited to less than∼10% [115, 116].
This power-law function is determined based on the shower
analyses that are best optimized for Eν >∼ 16 TeV. Because
the diffuse cosmological neutrino flux may have a low-energy
cutoff, extrapolating a single power law to low energies might
significantly overestimate the background below ∼10 TeV
(see, e.g., Ref. [117]). This would lead to an underestimate
of the statistical power of shower events, for which astrophys-
ical backgrounds are important, but not tracks, for which the
atmospheric-neutrino background dominates.

We obtain the background flux by multiplying the intensity
by a solid angle, Ωbkg, which is defined by the source size
and detector angular resolution. For the source size, we use
the radius containing 68% of the flux, θsrc. For the angular
resolution, care is needed because what is often quoted is the
standard deviation σang of two-dimensional Gaussian, an area
which contains only 39% of the total flux from a point source.
(Another typical convention is the median angle between sim-
ulated neutrinos and reconstructed direction.) We instead use
a larger radius, 1.5σang, corresponding to the 68% contain-
ment radius. Then, we set Ωbkg = π[(1.5σang)2 + (θsrc)2].
As this solid angle contains only 68% of the source emission,
we reduce the source flux accordingly.

Having calculated the signal (S) and background (B), we
calculate the test statistic (TS) as

TS = 2× [B −N +N log(N/B)], (7)

whereN = S+B (see Ref. [33]). The significance can be ap-
proximated by

√
TS, which in some limited cases approaches

to S/
√
B. We do not take uncertainties in the background

into account; this may be needed for more careful assessment
of the sensitivity, which is beyond the scope of this paper. We
consider targeted searches toward a specific PeVatron candi-
date and thus do not take trials factors into account.

IV. SHOWER VERSUS TRACK DETECTION

In this section, we calculate the flux sensitivity for extended
neutrino sources as observed with showers and tracks, focus-

ing on generic scenarios.
We assume a 1 km3 detector (A = 1 km2 and V = 1 km3).

For reference, we assume it to be located in the Mediter-
ranean Sea (latitude = 39.3◦). The main point of this speci-
ficity is just that neutrino observatories in different locations
see different parts of the Milky Way. For track-like events,
we add the contributions from contained-vertex and through-
going muons (using the corresponding definitions of Edet),
though they could be separated. For the energy range of in-
terest, through-going muons dominate. For shower events, we
add contributions from CC and NC interactions (again using
the corresponding definitions ofEdet), where the former dom-
inates, as explained above. The declination of a generic source
is set to −60◦, so that the source is always visible as upgoing
for a detector in the Mediterranean.

Figure 2 (upper) shows the expected event rates from
the signals and backgrounds, considering both the track and
shower channels. We show the event rate asEdetdN/dEdet =
dN/d lnEdet = (2.3)−1dN/d log10Edet as a function of
log10Edet. The source neutrino flux is normalized to
3×10−12 TeV cm−2 s−1 near 50 TeV; this corresponds to a
distance of 1 kpc for our reference source, as per Eq. (1). The
energy range below 1 TeV is shaded to indicate that the ef-
ficiency of realistic detectors drops significantly here. In any
case, we find that the threshold energyEdet,Th that maximizes
TS is greater than 1 TeV in all cases.

In the left panel, the source size is set to 0◦ to show that the
track channel is much more powerful than the shower channel
for observing point sources. In the right panel, the source size
is set to 3◦, as might be expected for extended sources. While
both the track and shower channels have comparable signals,
showers have smaller backgrounds because of the low inten-
sity of atmospheric νe and the suppression of the NC compo-
nent.

Figure 2 (lower) shows the square root of TS calculated in
small bins of detectable energy. The purpose of this plot is
to determine the energy range most important for source de-
tection based on the competition of signals and backgrounds
relative to the statistical uncertainties. For both tracks and
showers, the most important energies areEdet ∼ 5 TeV, which
provides a target to optimize searches. These results are cal-
culated for our reference source, following Eq. 1, and depend
somewhat on assumptions about the spectrum; a softer spec-
trum would make lower-energy events more important, closer
to where the detector efficiency plummets.

To determine if a source can be detected, we use the energy-
integrated TS above a threshold energy, Edet,Th. Specifically,
we calculate S(> Edet,Th) andB(> Edet,Th) and use Eq. (7)
to calculate the TS. The threshold Edet,Th is set such that
TS is maximal. With these choices, the three-year 5σ flux
sensitivities (in E2

νFν) for a point source with an E−2 spec-
trum are 2 × 10−12 TeV cm−2 s−1 for tracks and 8 × 10−12

TeV cm−2 s−1 for showers; these results are consistent with
an independent study for KM3NeT (Fig. 45 in Ref. [39]),
which shows that our methods are reasonable.

The hypothetical source in the right panel of Fig. 2 is de-
tectable in one year at 1.5σ with showers and 1.0σ with tracks;
5σ detection can be expected in ∼11 yr for showers and
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FIG. 2. Upper: Event rates from the source (solid) and background (dotted) for tracks (blue) and showers (orange). The 50-TeV flux is fixed
to 3×10−12 TeV cm−2 s−1 and the source neutrino spectrum shape follows (Eν)−2.27 exp(−

√
Eν/150 TeV), as per Eq. (1). We assume

a km3 detector with angular resolution values of σµ,0ang = 0.1◦ and σsh
ang = 2◦. Lower: The square root of TS (Eq. 7) calculated from S and

B within bins of detectable energy. The region Edet < 1 TeV is shaded in gray because the efficiency of realistic detectors most likely drops
significantly below this. The source angular radius is set to 0◦ (left) and 3◦ (right).

∼24 yr for tracks. For this extended source, showers perform
better than tracks.

Figure 3 illustrates our main focus; this shows the 5σ flux
sensitivity in 10 years of observations as a function of source
size, for showers in comparison with tracks. Other than the
source size, the assumptions follow Fig. 2. The y-axis is the
flux sensitivity near 50 TeV. The yellow area shows the unique
discovery space that showers can probe relative to tracks.
Even with a modest angular resolution of ∼2◦, showers can
have better sensitivities than tracks for sources larger than 1◦.
In fact, over of the most parameter space, the flux sensitivi-
ties for showers and tracks are comparable (within a factor of
∼2), which implies that the combination of these two chan-
nels would be important to enhance source detectability even
when the shower channel is not more powerful.

Figure 4 shows how the flux sensitivity depends on the
shower angular resolution. Improving shower directional re-
construction could have a large impact on finding neutrino
sources. For reference, in Appendix B, we show the case
where the track angular resolution is worse (σµ,0ang = 0.4◦).

Except for point sources, the effect of changing the muon an-
gular resolution is small, which implies that improving this is
not important for source detection, though it could be useful
for measuring source morphology.

While the advantages of shower detection for extended
sources is clear, the results in Fig. 3 may still look pessimistic;
extended emission even as bright as 10−12 TeV cm−2 s−1

may not be detected at 5σ with a 1 km3 detector. In the next
section, we argue that realistic prospects for future neutrino
telescopes are much more encouraging.

V. NEAR-FUTURE DISCOVERY PROSPECTS

In this section, we calculate the near-future prospects,
which are better than shown in the previous section because
future neutrino telescopes will be larger and there could be
a network of them. IceCube-Gen2 [118] (South Pole; V ∼
8 km3) will likely be the largest. However, it seems very dif-
ficult to substantially improve the shower angular resolution
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FIG. 3. Neutrino flux sensitivities for tracks (blue line) versus show-
ers (orange line). Sources in the cyan and yellow area are detected by
tracks and showers respectively; those in green are detected by both.
The flux is per flavor (summing ν+ ν̄, as throughout the paper), with
the spectrum shape as per Eq. (1). For extended sources, showers
can perform better than tracks.

for ice-based detectors, especially in the energy range of our
interest.

Here, we instead focus on water-based detectors, which
will have superior angular resolution. Near-future water ex-
periments include: KM3NeT [39] (under construction in the
Mediterranean Sea; V ∼ 1 km3), Baikal-GVD [119] (un-
der construction in the Lake Baikal in Russia; V ∼ 1 km3),
the Pacific Ocean Neutrino Experiment (P-ONE) [120] (un-
der planning and prototyping in the Pacific Ocean; V ∼
3 km3), and the Tropical Deep-sea Neutrino Telescope (TRI-
DENT) [121] (proposed in the South China Sea; V ∼ 8 km3).
Combining these detectors would effectively enhance the de-
tector volume. Counting only water-based detectors, the to-
tal volume could be more than 10 km3. For showers and
contained-vertex muon tracks, as both event rates from source
and background increase as ∝ V , the TS increases approxi-
mately as ∝

√
V (and similarly for the exposure time). For

through-going muon tracks, the scaling of the TS is ∝
√
A.

Figure 5 shows the flux sensitivities for a hypothetical com-
bined 10 km3 detector. For channels that depend on the de-
tector volume, combining detectors is linear. For channels
that depend on the detector area, like through-going muons,
one would have to be more careful, though we neglect this
because we assume that one potential water-based detector
(TRIDENT) dominates the collection. Thus, the detector area
is estimated as 102/3 km2. Other aspects of the calculation
setup follow those in the previous section. Note that we as-
sume a fixed detector latitude and a source visibility of 100%;
in fact, with multiple detectors located at different latitudes,
some may have poor visibility for given sources. This needs
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FIG. 4. Same as Fig. 3, but for various shower angular resolution
values. For clarity, the color shading is omitted. Improving shower
angular resolution has a big impact on source detectability.

to be compensated by a longer exposure time or larger detec-
tor volume.

For a few types of sources, we indicate representative sizes
and fluxes by stars:

• Point Sources. We show a point source that has a
gamma-ray flux as large as the Crab flux near 100 TeV.
For a point source, tracks would perform better; they
can detect this hypothetical source, while showers are
short of detection by a factor of ∼3. We note that the
point-source emission from Crab (among many other
gamma-ray point sources) is mostly due to leptonic
emission. If such sources also accelerate hadrons, their
neutrino emission is likely significantly more extended
than observed in gamma rays, because the cooling time
for hadrons are significantly longer than that of leptons.

• TeV Halos. As an example for the “vicinity of an accel-
erator” case, we show the Geminga TeV halo. (Again,
Geminga is most likely leptonic, but we use its flux to
set a scale.) We extrapolate the gamma-ray flux from
Eγ = 7 TeV to 100 TeV, assuming an E−2.23

γ power-
law, as observed by HAWC with a 2◦ template [18]. Us-
ing the extended source HESS J1825-137, which might
be in transition stage between a pulsar wind nebula to a
TeV halo, would yield a similar flux. Showers can de-
tect sources somewhat brighter than the Geminga halo.

• Star-Forming Regions. As discussed above, regions of
active star formation and dense gas may produce a neu-
trino flux of ∼10−12 TeV cm−2 s−1 over a few-degree
scale. Showers could detect such emission with a mod-
est angular resolution of ∼ 2◦.
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FIG. 5. Same as Fig. 4, but for a larger volume of V = 10 km3,
representing a network of future neutrino telescopes. Stars indicate
example sources. The gray line shows the flux of isotropic astrophys-
ical neutrinos. With the combination of track+shower detection and
multiple neutrino telescopes, there are promising future prospects for
discovering the Milky Way PeVatrons.

The above examples suggest that the shower channel is
promising for detecting realistic extended sources in the Milky
Way. Our results motivates new shower analysis that com-
bines multiple water-based detectors to effectively increase
the detector volume. While we have only compared fluxes
near 50 TeV, the detectability weakly depends on the source
spectrum. Our assumed spectrum, given in Eq. (1), lies be-
tween two commonly assumed cases, E−2

ν and E−3
ν .

When observing extended sources, the background can be
large. In particular, the diffuse astrophysical neutrinos (both
Galactic + extragalactic) may start to be important for high
energies. For reference, in Fig. 5 we show the astrophysical
background flux (integrated over the putative source angular
radius and taking angular resolution into account) at 50 TeV.
Over the source sizes we consider, this is not a significant
background.

Finally, we note that the dependence of sensitivity on
the detector volume is modest, ∝

√
V , while increasing

the shower angular resolution makes the sensitivity better
∝ 1/σsh

ang. This suggests that for detecting Milky Way Pe-
Vatrons, it may be better to make a detector more densely
instrumented than bigger. In this regard, TRIDENT appears
promising due its varying spacing of the optical modules plus
a proposed new type of module that enhances the angular res-
olution [122].

VI. CONCLUSIONS

In the Milky Way, there exist unidentified natural particle
accelerators that produce the observed bright diffuse flux of
TeV–PeV hadronic CRs. While TeV–PeV gamma-ray obser-
vations have significantly improved our understanding of the
possibilities for these sources, they remain mysterious. De-
cisively separating hadronic from leptonic sources requires
detecting neutrinos, which are only produced in hadronic
sources. This has not been yet achieved, despite more than
a decade of searches by IceCube and ANTARES.

In Ref. [16], we established a new multi-messenger frame-
work designed to provide a systematic approach to under-
standing the Milky Way’s hadronic PeVatrons. As part of this,
we delineated possibilities for why neutrino sources have not
yet been detected. In this paper, we detail one of those pos-
sibilities, that PeVatrons have escaped detection due to large
source angular sizes. Indeed, gamma-ray observations, espe-
cially with WCDs, have discovered a wide variety of extended
sources, ranging from halos around likely CR accelerators to
clusters of sources (see Fig. 1).

In this paper, we show that the neutrino-induced shower
channel has advantages for detecting extended sources com-
pared to the commonly used neutrino-induced track channel.
This is due to the much lower atmospheric background inten-
sity for the shower channel. While IceCube has poor angular
resolution for showers, this is due to light scattering in ice, and
water-based detectors are expected to have much better reso-
lution. More generally, we emphasize that the shower chan-
nel has much less intrinsic limitations than the track channel,
even if it has more technical limitations at present. In other
words, the shower channel has much more room to improve
with dedicated efforts.

Among our quantitative results, we calculate the unique po-
tential of showers to detect emission from hadronic PeVatrons.
We show that if good angular resolution can be achieved, then
showers are a more powerful technique than tracks for de-
tecting extended sources. However, building on our results
in Ref. [16], we find that detectors bigger than 1 km3 will
almost certainly be needed for detecting point or extended
sources. Individual detectors, or a collection thereof, reach-
ing the 10 km3 scale will likely be needed. As noted above,
improving detector angular resolution can be as important as
increasing detector mass.

Finding Milky Way’s hadronic PeVatrons is a dream in neu-
trino astrophysics, and a comprehensive approach is needed.
This dream is encouraged by the bright diffuse flux of
hadronic CRs and the many bright point and extended sources
seen in gamma rays. It may be that future detectors will soon
find the neutrino sources via the track channel. However, it
may instead be that PeV CRs escape the acceleration sites
with little hadronic interaction, so that they are not visible
with gamma rays and neutrinos. In such a pessimistic sce-
nario, showers can help to detect extended emission from dif-
fusing CRs. In any case, the importance of finding the sources
of the CRs motivates bold actions.
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Appendix A: through-going Muon Spectra

The CC interactions of muon neutrinos with nucleons pro-
duce muons, which leave track-like signatures in the detec-

tor. Due to the long distances they can travel, those produced
outside the detector can still reach the detector, observed as
through-going events. For a neutrino source with a flux of
Fνµ = d3Nνµ/(dtdAdEν), we approximate the observed
spectrum of through-going events as

dNµ
dEfin

µ

= TA

∫ ∞
Efin
µ

1−yCC

dEν

∫ 1

0

dyCC

∫ X⊕(θZ)

0

dX NAσCC(Eν)Fνµ(Eν)e−τ(Eν ,X) 1

σCC

dσCC

dyCC

(Eν , yCC)
dP

dEfin
µ

(Einit
µ , Efin

µ , X),

(A1)

where each component is as follows:

• T is the observation time.

• A is the detector physical area. Note that this is dif-
ferent from the effective area, Aeff , which accounts for
several factors in Eq. (A1) as well as detector efficiency
following search cuts.

• yCC is the inelasticity in CC interactions. The energy of
muons at production is related to the parent neutrino en-
ergy as Einit

µ = (1−yCC)Eν . The distribution of yCC at
muon production is accounted for with the normalized
differential cross section, (σCC)−1dσCC/dyCC.

• We define the distances (more precisely, column densi-
ties) as follows. For a neutrino coming from a particular
direction, the maximum possible distance through Earth
to the detector is X⊕, which depends on the source
zenith angle, θZ . Then, if the neutrino interacts at an
intermediate point, the distance traveled by the neutrino
is X⊕ − X and the residual distance traveled by the
muon is X . We calculate X⊕ as a function of θZ based
on the Earth model of Ref. [102].

• NA = 6.0 × 1023 is the Avogadro number in unit of
g−1, i.e., the number of nucleons per gram.

• The optical depth τ = NA(σNC + σCC)(X⊕ − X) ac-
counts for the neutrino absorption by Earth after propa-
gating over X⊕ − X , where σNC is the neutral-current
(NC) cross section. We regard neutrinos that experi-
enced NC interactions as absorbed and do not consider
their contribution, as substantial fraction of their en-
ergy is lost to hadrons at each interaction. We define
τ⊕(Eν) = τ(Eν , X = 0), which accounts for the ab-
sorption all the way down to the detector.

• dP/dEfin
µ (Einit

µ , Efin
µ , X) is the probability density that

a muon with an initial energy of Einit
µ reaches the de-

tector with an energy of Efin
µ after traveling a column

density X . This probability is zero for Efin
µ > Einit

µ ,
which sets the lower limit on the integral in Eν .

This is reduced to a simple form with two approximations,
treating the muon-energy loss and differential cross-section

distributions as delta functions. First, the muon energy losses
are approximated by their mean value,

dEµ
dX

= −αµ − βµEµ, (A2)

so that

dP

dEfin
µ

=
δD(X −X0)

αµ + βµEfin
µ

, (A3)

where δD is the Dirac delta function and

X0 =
1

βµ
ln
αµ + βµE

init
µ

αµ + βµEfin
µ

. (A4)

Second, the distribution of the yCC is approximated as:

1

σCC

dσCC

dyCC

= δD(yCC − 〈yCC〉), (A5)

Using Eqs (A3) and (A5), and X⊕ � X0, we obtain

dNµ
dEfin

µ

=
TANA

αµ + βµEfin
µ

×
∫ ∞

Efin
µ

1−〈yCC〉

dEν σCC(Eν)Fνµ(Eν)e−τ⊕(Eν).

(A6)

As we identify the observed muon energy as the detectable
energy for the detector, we set Edet = Efin

µ . Throughout
the main text, we use Eq. (A6). We have used the publicly
available code PROPOSAL [125] to verify that properly inte-
grating over the two distributions (as in Eq. A1) changes the
resulting event rate only by less than ∼20%.

Note that the mass density of the material in which the
muons are produced, ρm [g cm−3], does not appear in
Eq. (A6), which can be understood as follows. If a muon trav-
els a distance of Lµ [cm] in a material which has the number
density of nucleon of nn [cm−3], then the interaction prob-
ability is P ∼ LµnnσCC = (ρmLµ)(nn/ρm)σCC. By defi-
nition, X = ρmLµ and nn = NAρm (note that NA defined
as “nucleons per gram” is approximately the inverse of the
nucleon mass, which is independent of the type of target ma-
terial), and thus we reach P = XNAσCC, meaning that the
ρm factor is hidden. In other words, muons passing through
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a material with higher ρm travel less distance Lµ (due to in-
creased grammage in a given distance, and hence energy loss)
but have an increased chance of CC interaction in a given dis-
tance (due to a larger nn).

In the energy range of interest, muon radiative losses are
dominant over ionization losses. In the main text, we take
βµ = 3 × 10−6 cm2 g−1, which is calculated for water in
Ref. [108]. If we instead choose the results for standard rock,
the value for βµ is by a factor of 1.3 larger, resulting in a larger
muon energy loss (and hence reduced event rate). Note that
this only takes into account the chemical composition, and
the mass density difference between water and rock does not
appear, as discussed above.

Appendix B: Choice of Track Angular Resolution

Figure 6 shows the case where the track angular resolution
is worsened to 0.4◦ (blue dotted line), along with the fiducial
case of 0.1◦ (blue solid). The implications are discussed in the
main text.
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gular resolution is 0.4◦ (blue dotted line) and omit the color shading.
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Abstract.
We report on recent result according to which the fermion-fermion interaction mediated

by axions and axion–like particles can be revealed by means of neutron interferometry. We
assume that the initial neutron beam is split in two beams which are affected by differently
oriented magnetic fields, in order that the phase difference depends only by the axion–induced
interaction. In this way, the phase difference is directly related to the presence of axions.

Phenomena, ranging from neutrino mixing [1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7] to the dark matter and energy
[8, 9], to the muon g-2 anomaly [10, 11], together with the strong CP problem (i.e. the absence of
CP symmetry violation in strong interaction, solved by Peccei and Quinn [12, 13] by introducing
pseudo–scalar particles known as axions [12, 13, 14, 15, 16]) show the necessity of physics beyond
the standard model of particles [17]. Axions and axion–like particles (ALPs) [18, 19, 20, 21, 22],
with masses from the ultralight [23, 24] m ' 10−22eV to the heavy axions [25] m ' 1 TeV,
could represent a possible dark matter component [26]. Many experiments searched for ALPs
[27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, 33, 34, 35], however, up to now no evidence for ALPs has been found.
ALPs interact with the electromagnetic field, moreover, they are expected to play the role of a
mediating boson in the fermion–fermion interaction [36, 37]. Therefore, different experiments
were designed to probe such interactions [38, 40, 39, 41].

Another extremely thriving field of physics is the neutron interferometry [42]. It has allowed
to verify many theoretical effects, such as the Sagnac effect [43], the geometric phase [44, 45, 46]
and the wave–particle duality.

Here, we report on a new approach to detect ALPs, which suggests the use of a neutron
interferometer in which two sub–beams are subject to external magnetic fields of equal strength
but different direction, as a device to reveal fermion-fermion interaction mediated by axions.
[47]. Indeed, we show that a detectable neutron phase difference, depending only by the axion–
induced interaction between neutrons, can be achieved by setting the magnetic fields in the arms
of the interferometer, one in the direction of propagation of the relative sub-beam and the other
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one orthogonally to the propagation. We fix the experimental parameters in order that the
phase difference depends only on the axion–mediated interaction and the contributions given by
the other interactions are removed. Then we show how a neutron interferometer is sensible to
the presence of ALPs in a significant portion of parameter space.

The Lagrangian describing the neutron-neutron interaction due to axion exchange is given
by [36, 37]

LINT = −
∑
j=1,2

igajφψ̄jγ5ψj (1)

with φ the axion field, ψ1, ψ2 fermion fields and gaj the (dimensionless) effective axion–fermion
coupling constants, gaj = gaNN in the case of axion-neutron coupling. Such constant is
depending on the axion (or ALP) model and on the fermions interacting. We shall assume
that the neutron velocities are non-relativistic and analyze this interaction potential within
the context of ordinary quantum mechanics. In the non–relativistic limit LINT yields a two–
body potential for the neutrons [36, 37]. This axion–induced interaction is not the only one in
play. However, the gravitational interaction is easily seen to be irrelevant, due to the smallness
of the masses involved. In addition, we shall always assume a relative distance r > 10−12m
among the neutrons, so that the short–range nuclear interactions can also be ignored. With this
assumption the only other relevant interaction is the magnetic one between the neutron dipoles.
The neutron–neutron interaction Hamiltonian comprising the magnetic and the axion–mediated
interaction, generalized to an arbitrary number of neutrons can be written as [47]

Hij = − A
r3
ij

[(
3− Be−mrijK(a)(rij)

)
σ
rij
i σ

rij
j −

(
1− Be−mrijK(b)(rij)

)
σσσi · σσσj

]
. (2)

In eq. (2) the two contributions are signaled by the parameters A = g2α
16M2 , denoting the

strength of the magnetic interaction (g is the neutron g–factor, M is the neutron mass and

α is the fine-structure constant) and B =
g2aNN
παg2

, representing the relative weight of the axion

interaction, which vanishes in absence of the ALP (whose mass is denoted m). The dimensionless
(in natural units c = 1 = ~) functions K(r) are defined as K(a)(r) = m2r2 + 3mr + 3, and
K(b)(r) = mr + 1. The vector rijrijrij = ririri − rjrjrj denotes the relative position of the neutrons i
and j, rij = |rijrijrij | is their relative distance and the operators σ

rij
l = σσσl · r̂ijr̂ijr̂ij are defined by the

projection of the pauli operators σlσlσl of neutron l on rijrijrij . The notation σ
rij
i is used to remark

that while these operators act only upon the space of the i-th particle, their form depends
on the specific pair i, j considered. Eq.(2) can be recast in a more compact form by defining
the functions C(r) = A

r3

(
1− Be−mrK(b)(r)

)
, D(r) = A

r3

(
3− Be−mrK(a)(r)

)
and the symmetric

matrix Kuv(rrr) = C(r)δuv−D(r)Ru(rrr)Rv(rrr) for u, v = x, y, z. The symbol Ru(rrr) = r̂̂r̂r · û̂ûu denotes
the projection of the vector rrr on the u axis. Thus Hij =

∑
u,vK

uv(rrrij)σ
u
i σ

v
j . The two–neutron

interaction can easily be generalized to an arbitrary number of neutrons. The total interaction
Hamiltonian is simply the sum over all pairs i, j H = 1

2

∑
i,j Hij , where the factor 1

2 accounts
for double counting.

The study of the evolution of the n–neutron states interacting via H represents a complicated
many–body problem. However, we want to consider only the evolution of the single neutron
state and we are not interested to correlations and collective effects. Therefore, by using a
mean field approach, we describe the interaction of a neutron with all the other nucleons by
means of an effective one–particle potential. Let us consider a neutron at position rrri and
the Pauli operator σσσi, the instantaneous interaction hamiltonian due to the other neutrons is
Hi =

∑
u,v

∑
j 6=iK

uv(rrrij)σ
u
j σ

v
i , where the sum is relative to all the other neutrons j. Since we

are interested to an effective local potential for the single neutron, then we substitute the above
equation with its expectation value on the state of the other nucleons. Notice that the term of



a spin interacting with a magnetic field Hi = −µ (BiBiBi(ririri)) · σσσ , is obtained by setting

µBiBiBi(ririri) = −
∑
u

∑
j

Kuv(rijrijrij)〈σuj 〉 . (3)

The evolution of the single neutron state is analyzed by determining the effective magnetic
field for a particular spatial spin configuration, and then by inserting the one particle operator
into the Schroedinger equation.

For our purposes, we shall consider cold neutron beams with specific requirements. First of
all, we deal with collimated neutron beams and a small beam width of the order of 10 µm.
Experimentally, such kind of beams can be produced in different ways as shown in [48].
Neglecting the angular spread, we can assume that the beam is distributed with cylindrical
symmetry around the beam axis ŷ̂ŷy, and, considering it sufficiently thin, we can represent the
beam as a monodimensional system. We will also assume that, by using a monochromator, one
can select only neutrons around a given value of the kinetic energy K. The beam intensity is
expected to decay as the neutron beam propagates. However, as a first instance, we consider
the beam intensity constant and neglect the losses due to the propagation.

We now present, in Fig.(1), the scheme of the neutron interferometer eligible for the detection
of the axion–mediated interaction among fermions. In such a scheme, a source, as a reactor, SRC
generates cold or ultra–cold neutrons, which are directed to monochromator and a collimator
EXT, making the beam (approximately) linear and monochromatic. Then a beam splitter BS
separates the beam into two sub–beams I and II which enter in a device that selects two different
spin polarizations PPP I and PPP II . The sub–beams pass through regions permeated by magnetic
fields of the same strength but with distinct direction, i.e. B0

JB
0
JB
0
J = B0PJPJPJ .

Making as close as possible the fractional intensities of the sub-beams χJ with respect to the
initial beam I0: χJ = IJ/I0, J = I, II, χI ' χII , one has that the average distances between
successive neutrons in the two sub–beams are similar dI ' dII . Indeed, dJ = v̄J

IJ
, with v̄J average

neutron velocity of propagation in the J sub–beam. Moreover, considering constant IJ and v̄J ,
the distances dJ are constant, and the one particle Hamiltonian H is time–independent. We
assume that dJ > 10−12m in order that the effects of nuclear interactions are negligible.

The interference is detected in a plane IP where the polarized sub–beams hit, after crossing
two optical paths of the same length

We choose PPP I to be orthogonal to ŷ̂ŷyI and PPP II parallel to ŷ̂ŷyII . Starting from the
total interaction Hamiltonian, exploiting the assumption that all the distances between two
subsequent neutrons in sub–beam J are equal to dJ , with simple algebraic steps, one arrives at
the effective magnetic fields [47]. It is easy to show that, within these assumptions, each neutron
in sub–beam J is subject to the same effective magnetic field µBJBJBJ = µBJPJPJPJ given by

µBI = −2Aζ(3)

d3
I

+
2AB
d3
I

Li3(e−mdI)+
2ABm
d2
I

Li2(e−mdI)

µBII =
4Aζ(3)

d3
II

− 4AB
d3
II

Li3(e−mdII )− 4ABm
d2
II

Li2(e−mdII )

+
2ABm2

dII
log(1− e−mdII ) (4)

where ζ(s) stands for the Riemann zeta function while Lis(z) =
∑∞

n=1
zn

ns is the Polylogarythm
function [49]. The Schroedinger equation ruling the evolution of the single neutron state, in
both sub–beams, is

i∂tψJ =

(
− ∇

2

2M
+M

)
ψJ − σσσ ·

[
µ(BJBJBJ +B0

JB
0
JB
0
J)
]
ψJ (5)



Figure 1. (color online) Diagram of the interferometric apparatus. The beam from the
neutron source SRC is transmitted to a collimation device and a monochromator EXT. Then
the beam is conveyed to a beam splitter BS which splits the beam into two subbeams with
different average spin polarizations PPP I and PPP II . In the end, the two subbeams interfere at the
interference plane IP.

with ψJ the product of a spatial wave-function and a spin function. We express the spinor for
each sub–beam in the basis defined by the corresponding polarization, i.e. σσσ ·PJPJPJ | ↑J〉 = | ↑J〉 and
σσσ ·PJPJPJ | ↓J〉 = −| ↓J〉. Moreover, we assume that the neutron, after passing the beam splitter, is in
the up state for the corresponding sub–beam. We consider t = 0 at this instant. Denoting with
y the coordinate along the propagation axis, with y = 0 and t = 0 at the beginning of the optical
path, one has ψJ(t) = f(t)eiky| ↑J〉 with f(t) a function which can be assumed as f(t) = e−iωJ t.

Then, from Eq.(5) we have ωJ = k2

2M +M − µBJ − µB0 , and the total phase at time t is given

by φJ(t) = arg (〈ψJ(0)|ψJ(t)〉) = −
(
k2

2M +M − µ(BJ + µB0)
)
t. The phase difference between

the two beams at time t is ∆φ(t) = φII(t) − φI(t) = µ (BII −BI) t, where µBI and µBII are
given in Eq. (4). By setting dI = dII = d, ∆φ(t) can be written as ∆φ(t) = [Gm(d) +Ga(d)] t,
where Gm(d) = 6A

d3
ζ(3) is due to the dipole–dipole interaction and

Ga(d) = −6AB
d3

Li3(e−md)− 6ABm
d2

Li2(e−md) +
2ABm2

d
log(1− e−md) ,

is due to the axion–mediated interaction. Here the n→∞ limit is intended.
Neglecting a possible phase shift due to the beam splitter, the phase difference induced by the

dipole-dipole interactions can be removed by setting the beam path in such a way that Gm(d)
is an integer multiple of 2π. This is obtained for time intervals Tk, which for any integer k are

Tk = 2kπ
Gm(d) = kπd3

3Aζ(3) . The phase difference, evaluated at Tk, is then

∆φ(Tk) =

{
kπB
3ζ(3)

[
2m2d2 log(1− e−md)− 6mdLi2(e−md)− 6Li3(e−md)

]}
mod 2π

, (6)

and it is different from zero only in presence of ALPs. Indeed, ∆φ(Tk) = 0 for B = 0. Eq.(6)
shows that ∆φ(Tk) is proportional to the parameter B ∝ g2

p. For ALP masses m ∈ [10−6−1]eV,

and distances d ∈ [10−11−10−6]m, one has that ∆φ(Tk) depends only weakly on m and d, while
it depends strongly on the coupling. The phase difference, modulo 2π, is plotted in Fig.(2),
at the minimum recurrence time T1, for several values of the coupling constant gp in the mass
range [10−3, 1] eV. For axion masses m < 0.1eV, one has that ∆φ is almost independent on the
distance for d = 10−8m and d = 10−6m. The dependence on the distance is relevant only when
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Figure 2. (color online) Logarithmic scale plot of the phase difference |∆φ(T1)| modulo 2π
for several values of the coupling constant in the ALP mass range [10−3, 1] eV for an inter–
neutron distance d = 10−8m (d = 10−6m in the inset). In particular: the black dot–dashed
line is obtained by considering the threshold from effective Casimir pressure measurements [38],
gp = gCP , and using the following values gCP = 0.0327 for m = 10−3eV, gCP = 0.0348 for
m = 0.05eV, gCP = 0.0674 for m = 1eV. For the red solid line, we used gp = gCF , where
gCF is the threshold from measurements of the difference of Casimir forces [39] and the sample
values are gCF = 0.007 for m = 10−3eV, gCF = 0.012 for m = 0.05eV, gCF = 0.066 for
m = 1eV. In the blue dashed line we assume gp = gIE , where gIE is the threshold from
isoelectronic experiments [40], and sample values are gIE = 0.0036 for m = 10−3eV, gIE = 0.006
for m = 0.05eV, gIE = 0.07 for m = 1eV.
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Figure 3. (color online) Contour plots of |∆φ(T1)| in the mass–coupling plane for d = 10−9m
(left panel) and d = 10−6m (right panel). The range of axion masses and coupling constant
adopted is (m, gp) ∈ [10−6, 1]eV × [10−6, 10−1].

the product md is quite high. On the other hand, for md� 1, ∆φ essentially depends only on
the coupling gp.

The plots of Fig.(3) show the g2
p dependence of ∆φ(T1) and an extremely weak dependence

on the ALP mass in the ranges analyzed.
Notice that in order to detect the phase difference, one has to take into account the limitation

coming from the need for a recurrence time T required to isolate the axion contribution to ∆φ,
and the limitation due to the total neutron flux available, which is fundamental for a sufficient
small inter-neutron distance. The first limitation can be overcame by using ultra cold neutrons



with velocities as small as 5 m/s [50]. These neutrons allow to have minimal recurrence times
of order of the second (less than the neutron lifetime and the coherence time) and length of the
interferometer of order of meters. The second limitation can be passed by using neutron beams
of intensities of the order I ' (108 − 1010)n/s [51]. Indeed, for neutron velocity of the order of
v ' 1 m/s, a distance d ' 10−8m is obtained in correspondence with an intensity I ' 108n/s.

In conclusion, we have shown that, in the time evolution of neutrons, the axion mediated
fermion-fermion interaction generates a contribution to the total phase. Such a contribution
can be in principle detectable, by using ultra cold neutrons in an interferometer in which the
two beams are affected by differently oriented magnetic fields, in order that the phase difference
depends only by the axion–induced interaction. Significant phase difference is obtained for a
wide range of ALP parameters.
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Abstract: We present an extraction of unpolarized transverse momentum dependent parton

distributions functions and Collins-Soper kernel from the fit of Drell-Yan and weak-vector boson

production data. The analysis is done at the N4LL order of perturbative accuracy, using a flavor

dependent non-perturbative ansatz. The estimation of uncertainties is done with the replica method

and, for the first time, includes the propagation of uncertainties due to the collinear distributions.
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1 Introduction

The formulation of the transverse-momentum dependent (TMD) factorization theorems for Drell-

Yan (DY) and semi-inclusive deep inelastic scattering (SIDIS) about a decade ago [1–4] has driven

an increasing effort towards the understanding the TMD distribution of partons within the nucleon.

The cornerstone of this program is made up by the unpolarized transverse momentum-dependent

parton distribution functions (TMDPDFs) because they have an impact on the determination of all

the other TMD distributions. For this reason the precise knowledge of unpolarized TMDPDFs is of

utmost importance. In this work, we perform a global analysis of the vector boson production data

and determine the unpolarized TMDPDFs. We include an extended dataset and we incorporate

consistently the perturbative QCD information from the highest available orders.

The previous unpolarized TMDPDFs extractions [5–9] were based on the next-to-next-to-

leading logarithm (N2LL) resummation, and next-to-next-to-next-to-leading order (N3LO) of per-

turbative accuracy. The perturbative ingredients for this order were computed in refs. [10–15]. High

perturbative orders are obligatory to meet the precision of modern experiments, mainly ATLAS

and CMS at the LHC. The latest measurements of differential Z-boson-production cross-section at
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ATLAS [16] reach and extraordinary precision of ∼ 0.1%. The progress on the experimental side

has stimulated the calculation of even higher perturbative orders in Quantum Chromodynamics

(QCD), reaching the three-loop accuracy very recently for all terms of the factorized cross-section

and even higher for the anomalous dimensions [17–25]. All this has prompted the explicit calculation

of cross-sections, including next-to-leading logarithmic effects up to power four (N4LL).

The perturbative calculations, however, are just the tip of the iceberg. The TMD distributions,

the heart of the TMD factorization theorem, are essentially non-perturbative functions. As such,

they cannot be computed in perturbative QCD but must be determined from the data. In this task

we take advantage of a well-known relation of TMDPDFs to PDFs: expressing the TMDPDFs in

the transverse momentum conjugate variable b and going to the asymptotic small-b limit, one has

lim
b→0

f1,i←h(x, b;µ, ζ) '
∑
j

∫ 1

x

dy

y
Ci←j (y, b;µ, ζ) qj

(
x

y
, µ

)
, (1.1)

where qj(x, µ) and fi(x, b;µ, ζ) are the collinear PDFs and TMDPDFs respectively, and they depend

on the factorization scales µ and ζ in the way that is reported in the equation. C’s are the Wilson

coefficient functions, and the subscripts i and j label parton’s flavors. For simplicity, we have

omitted the power-suppressed corrections of this expression. Implementing eq. (1.1) in the fitting

ansatz ensures the correct behavior of TMDPDFs in the collinear limit. Simultaneously, its usage

propagates all the biases of collinear PDFs into the TMDPDFs and the extractions done using

different collinear PDFs (keeping fixed all the rest) might show significant deviations from one

another, up to the point of not overlapping the uncertainty bands. This bias is called PDF-bias [26],

and it represents one of the largest problems of modern TMD phenomenology. A way to mitigate

the PDF-bias is taking into account the theoretical uncertainty of the collinear PDFs along with

the flexible non-perturbative ansatz in the TMDPDF determination. The effects of PDF selection

were discussed in [8] and explicitly shown in [26] using four sets of collinear proton PDFs.

The main goal of this work is to update the unpolarized TMDPDFs determined within the

artemide-framework [5, 7, 8, 27]. For that reason, we name this extraction “ART23”. Compared

to the previous extraction [8] (SV19), ART23 is based on a larger dataset, which is greater by

almost 50%. It includes the recently released data [16, 28–31] on the Z-boson production and, for

the first time in the TMD phenomenology, the data on W-boson production [32, 33]. We increase

the perturbative accuracy to N4LL and include the flavor dependence into the non-perturbative

ansatz. The base collinear distribution that we use is the MSHT20 PDF set [34]. We provide a

critical and comprehensive treatment of uncertainties. For the first time, we consistently include the

PDF uncertainty in the analysis along with the data uncertainty obtaining a more trustful result.

This article is organised as follows. We devote section 2 to the theoretical framework used for

the computations. It includes the formulas for cross-sections, a brief description of the ζ-prescription

for the TMD evolution employed by artemide [35], and the ansätze for the non-perturbative parts

of the TMDPDFs and Collins-Soper (CS) kernel. In section 3 we discuss the experimental data

and the selection criteria employed, while section 4 contains the details pertaining to the fitting

procedure. The outcome of the fit can be found in section 5. Finally, we present our conclusions

in section 6. The plots comparing the experimental data and theoretical predictions are presented

in Appendix B. In Appendix A, we present the outcome of the same analysis using the NNPDF3.1

collinear PDFs [36] as the baseline.

2 Theory overview

There are several implementations of the TMD factorization framework. All of them are based

on the same evolution equations, but differ by the realization of the solution, which is not unique.
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Conceptually, all realisations produce the same final result [37, 38]. Practically, there are differences

due to the truncation of the perturbative series. Also, the correlations between non-perturbative

(NP) elements are different, which could affect the results of the extractions. In our fit we use the

ζ-prescription [5, 38], which eliminates (theoretically) the correlation between the CS kernel and

the TMD distributions.

In this section, we present the relevant expressions for TMD factorization used in the current

fit, and point the reader to the original works in refs. [1–4, 37–41] for details about their derivation.

2.1 Cross-section in the TMD factorization

The DY lepton pair production is defined by the process

h1(P1) + h2(P2)→ l(l) + l′(l′) +X, (2.1)

with h1, h2 the colliding hadrons, l, l′ the final state leptons, and the symbols in parentheses

denoting the momentum of each particle. In the following, we neglect both hadron and lepton

masses, i.e., P 2
1 ' P 2

2 ' l2 ' l′2 ' 0, since the corresponding corrections are negligible at the

typical energies of DY data.

The relevant kinematic variables in DY read

s = (P1 + P2)2, qµ = (l + l′)µ, q2 = Q2, y =
1

2
ln
q+

q−
, (2.2)

where q+ and q− are the components of qµ along Pµ1 and Pµ2 , correspondingly. The transverse

components of vectors are projected by a tensor gµνT , that is orthogonal to Pµ1 and Pµ2 ,

gµνT = gµν − 2

s
(Pµ1 P

ν
2 + Pµ2 P

ν
1 ) . (2.3)

The transverse momentum of the exchanged boson is q2
T = −q2

T = gµνT qµqν . In the center-of-mass

frame, the components of momenta are P+
1 = P−2 =

√
s/2, and the variables x1,2 are respectively

x1 =

√
Q2 + q2

T

s
e+y, x2 =

√
Q2 + q2

T

s
e−y. (2.4)

At leading power in the TMD factorization, the cross section of the DY process mediated by a

neutral boson reads

dσ

dQ2dydq2
T

=
2π

3Nc

α2
em

sQ2

(
1 +

q2
T

2Q2

)
P1

∑
f

W ff
f1f1

(Q, q2
T ) (2.5)

×
[
zγγl zγγf + zγZl zγZf

2Q2(Q2 −M2
Z)

(Q2 −M2
Z)2 + Γ2

ZM
2
Z

+ zZZl zZZf
Q4

(Q2 −M2
Z)2 + Γ2

ZM
2
Z

]
,

where MZ and ΓZ are the mass and decay width of the Z-boson, respectively. The summation

index f runs over all active quark and anti-quarks. The function W ff
f1f1

describes the hadronic part

of the process and is defined below in eq. (2.11). The function P1 accounts for modifications of the

lepton phase space (fiducial cuts) and is given in eq. (2.7). The factors zjki are the combinations of

Z and γ couplings for quarks and leptons :

zγγf = e2
f ; zγZf =

T3 − 2efs
2
W

2s2
W c

2
W

; zZZf =
(1− 2|ef |s2

W )2 + 4e2
fs

4
W

8s2
W c

2
W

, (2.6)

with sW and cW the sine and cosine of the Weinberg angle, respectively. Here the zγZf correspond

to the interference term in the product of amplitudes, and zγγf and zZZf correspond to the diagonal

terms.
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Some experiments do not correct the data for the detector acceptance in of the lepton phase

space. In these cases, the collaborations provide the description of the fiducial regions to be ac-

counted for in the theoretical predictions. On the theory side, the fiducial cuts are the part of

leptonic interactions described by a leptonic tensor, and do not impact the hadronic tensor. Due to

this, the corrections for fiducial cuts can be incorporated exactly, as a part of the integration over

the phase-space volume of the lepton pair. In the fits that we present here, these corrections are

collected in a factor P1 defined as

P1 =

∫
d3l

2E

d3l′

2E′
δ(4)(l + l′ − q)((ll′)− (ll′)T )θ(cuts)

/[π
6
Q2

(
1 +

q2
T

2Q2

)]
, (2.7)

where E and E′ are the energy components of the leptonic momenta l and l′, and θ(cuts) is the

Heaviside step function defining the volume of integration. Typically, the cuts on the lepton pair

are reported as

ηmin < η, η′ < ηmax, l2T > p2
1, l′

2
T > p2

2, (2.8)

where η and η′ are the pseudo-rapidity of the leptons. The derivation of eq. (2.7) can be found in

refs. [5, 8]. The factor P1 is normalized such that it is equal to one in the absence of cuts. The

integral on the right side of eq. (2.7) is computed numerically.

In the case of W-boson production the formula (2.5) changes to

dσ

dQ2dydq2
T

=
2π

3Nc

α2
em

s

Q2

(Q2 −M2
W )2 + Γ2

WM
2
W

(
1 +

q2
T

2Q2

)
P1

∑
ff ′

zWW
ll′ zWW

ff ′ W
ff ′

f1f1
(Q, q2

T ),

(2.9)

where MW and ΓW are the mass and the decay width of the W-boson, and

zWW
ff ′ =

|Vff ′ |2

4s2
W

, (2.10)

with Vff ′ either an element of the Cabibbo-Kobayashi-Maskawa (CKM) matrix (for quarks) or

unity (for leptons). Notice that for the data considered in this work it is not necessary to pass from

the variable Q2 to the square of the transverse mass m2
T ; it is sufficient to know that Q2

min > m2
T

and one can integrate on Q2 > Q2
min (see also [42]).

The hadronic function W ff ′

f1f1
is given by

W ff ′

f1f1
(Q, qT , x1, x2) = |CV (−Q2, µ2)|2

∫ ∞
0

db bJ0(bqT )f1,f←h1(x1, b;µ, ζ1)f1,f̄ ′←h2
(x2, b;µ, ζ2),

(2.11)

where f1 is the unpolarized TMD distribution, CV is the hard coefficient function (that coincides

with the vector form factor of the quark), and J0 is the Bessel function of the first kind. The variable

b is the Fourier conjugate of the transverse momentum qT , µ is the UV renormalization scale.

Finally, the argument ζ is the rapidity evolution scale, which is typical in TMD factorization [1–

4, 37–41] that prescribes ζ1ζ2 = (2q+q−)2.

The expressions (2.5) and (2.9) are only the leading power terms of the TMD factorization

theorem. The power corrections scale as q2
T /Q

2 and Λ2
QCD/Q

2. Currently the theory of these

corrections is in a developing stage, see e.g. refs.[41, 44]. Thus, in what follows, we consider only

the data for which the power corrections are (presumably) negligible.

The values of the electroweak parameters and heavy-quark masses used in this work are reported

in table 1. For the electroweak parameters we have taken the central values published in the

Particle Data Group [43]. We do not include their uncertainties, since they are smaller than other

uncertainties involved. The strong coupling constant and the quark masses are taken from the PDF

set that we use, that is MSHT20 [34] for the main fit.
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MZ ΓZ MW ΓW sin2 θW mc mb

91.1876 GeV 2.4942 GeV 80.379 GeV 2.089 GeV 0.2312 1.40GeV 4.75GeV

Table 1. The masses and electroweak parameters used in the present work. The CKM matrix elements

are taken from the Particle Data Group (ed. 2022) [43]. The quark masses are taken as in the MSHT20

collinear PDF extraction [34].

2.2 TMD evolution and optimal TMD distributions

The scale evolution of TMDPDFs is essential to include high and low energy data in an unique

theoretical frame. The TMD evolution equations are

µ2 d

dµ2
f1,q←h(x, b;µ, ζ) =

γF (µ, ζ)

2
f1,q←h(x, b;µ, ζ), (2.12)

ζ
d

dζ
f1,q←h(x, b;µ, ζ) = −D(b, µ)f1,q←h(x, b;µ, ζ). (2.13)

Note that these equations do not depend on the quark’s flavor. This system of equations consist of a

standard renormalization group equation, eq. (2.12), coming from the renormalization of ultraviolet

(UV) divergences, and a rapidity evolution equation, eq. (2.13), specific of TMD factorization that

comes from the factorization of rapidity divergences. The function D(µ, b) is called the Collins-

Soper kernel and it is a NP function. The integrability condition (also known as Collins-Soper

equation [45])

−ζ dγF (µ, ζ)

dζ
= µ

dD(b, µ)

dµ
= Γcusp(µ), (2.14)

holds, where Γcusp(µ) is the cusp anomalous dimension. The equation (2.14) guarantees a formal

path-independent evolution in the (µ, ζ)-plane. The TMD anomalous dimension is

γF (µ, ζ) = Γcusp(µ) ln

(
µ2

ζ

)
− γV (µ). (2.15)

The perturbative expansion for γF is

Γcusp(µ) =

∞∑
n=0

an+1
s (µ)Γn, γV (µ) =

∞∑
n=1

ans (µ)γn, with as(µ) =
g2(µ)

(4π)2
. (2.16)

In the present work we use the five-loop Γcusp [46] and four-loop γV [47].

The selection of the initial evolution scale (i.e. the scale where the NP functions are extracted)

is a key point. In our work, we use the initial scale associated with the ζ-prescription [8, 38]. Within

it, the boundary conditions for the system in eqs. (2.12) and (2.13) are given by the optimal TMD

distribution [38]. This optimal TMDPDF is defined at the scale (µ, ζµ(b)), which belongs to the

special equi-potential line of the evolution potential defined by the equation

Γcusp(µ) ln

(
µ2

ζµ(b)

)
− γV (µ) = 2D(b, µ)

d ln ζµ(b)

d lnµ2
. (2.17)

with boundary conditions

D(µ0, b) = 0, γF (µ0, ζ0) = 0. (2.18)

For that reason, the optimal TMDPDF is exactly scale-independent (for any µ and b) and it is

denoted without scales,

f1,q←h(x, b) ≡ f1,q←h(x, b, µ, ζµ(b)). (2.19)
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Eq. (2.18) define the (unique) saddle point (µ0, ζ0) of the evolution potential. Due to it, the value

of ζµ is finite for any µ (bigger than ΛQCD) and b. A TMDPDF at any other scale can be obtained

evolving the optimal TMDPDF along the path µ = const.,

F (x, b;µ,Q2) =

(
Q2

ζµ(b)

)−D(b,µ)

F (x, b). (2.20)

Substituting eq. (2.20) into the definition of the structure functions W f
f1f1

we obtain,

W f
f1f1

(Q, qT ;x1, x2) = |CV (−Q2, µ2)|2 (2.21)

×
∫ ∞

0

db bJ0(bqT )f1,f←h(x1, b)f1,f̄←h(x2, b)

(
Q2

ζµ(b)

)−2D(b,µ)

.

These are the final expressions used to extract the NP functions.

The most important feature of the ζ-prescription is that it exactly de-correlates the CS kernel

and TMDPDF. The optimal TMDPDF does not depend on the CS kernel because it is determined

exactly at the saddle point D = 0. Therefore, the CS kernel is treated as an independent NP

function. Thus, the solution of eq. (2.17) with boundary conditions eq. (2.18) must be found for

a generic D since it will change during the fitting procedure. This problem is solved in ref. [27].

The corresponding solution for ζµ(b) as a functional of D is denoted as ζexact
µ [D]. The expression is

rather lengthy, and can be found in ref. [8] at N3LO, and directly in the code of artemide [35] at

N4LO. In contrast to SV19, in this work we use ζexact
µ without any modification at small values of

b.

2.3 Small-b asymptotic of TMD distributions

As mentioned in sec. 1, in the regime of small-b the TMDPDF can be expressed via the collinear

PDFs with the help of the operator product expansion (OPE). The relation between TMDPDF and

PDFs reads

lim
b→0

f1,f←h(x, b) =
∑
f ′

∫ 1

x

dy

y

∞∑
n=0

ans (µOPE)C
[n]
f←f ′

(
x

y
,LµOPE

)
qf ′←h(y, µOPE), (2.22)

where q(x, µ) is the unpolarized PDF, the label f ′ runs over all active quarks, anti-quarks and

gluon, and

Lµ = ln

(
b2µ2e2γE

4

)
, (2.23)

with γE being the Euler constant. At LO the coefficient function reads C
[0]
f←f ′ = δ(1− x)δff ′ and

the higher order terms are known up to NNLO [11, 13] and N3LO [21, 48]. In the ζ-prescription,

the expressions of the coefficient functions are different from those presented in refs. [11, 13, 21, 48],

e.g. all double-logarithm contributions disappear. Up to N3LO the expressions are

C
[1]
f←f ′(x,Lµ) = −LµP

(1)
f←f ′ + C

(1,0)
f←f ′ (2.24)

C
[2]
f←f ′(x,Lµ) =

L2
µ

2

(
P

(1)
f←k ⊗ P

(1)
k←f ′ − β0P

(1)
f←f ′

)
(2.25)

−Lµ

(
P

(2)
f←f ′ + C

(1,0)
f←k ⊗ P

(1)
k←f ′ − β0C

(1,0)
f←k

)
+ C

(2,0)
f←f ′ +

d(2,0)γ1

Γ0

C
[3]
f←f ′(x,Lµ) =

L3
µ

6

(
−P (1)

f←k ⊗ P
(1)
k←k′ ⊗ P

(1)
k′←f ′ + 3P

(1)
f←k ⊗ P

(1)
k←f ′β0 − 2P

(1)
f←f ′β

2
0

)
(2.26)
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+
L2
µ

2

(
P

(1)
f←k ⊗ P

(2)
k←f ′ + P

(2)
f←k ⊗ P

(1)
k←f ′ + C

(1,0)
f←k ⊗ P

(1)
k←k′ ⊗ P

(1)
k′←f ′

−3C
(1,0)
f←k ⊗ P

(1)
k←f ′β0 − 2P

(2)
f←f ′β0 + 2C

(1,0)
f←kβ

2
0 − P

(1)
f←kβ1

)
−Lµ

(
P

(3)
f←f ′ + C

(1,0)
f←k ⊗ P

(2)
k←f ′ + C

(2,0)
f←k ⊗ P

(1)
k←f ′ − 2C

(2,0)
f←f ′β0 − C(1,0)

f←f ′β1

+
d(2,0)γ1

Γ0
P

(1)
f←f ′ − 2

d(2,0)γ1

Γ0
β0

)
+ C

(3,0)
f←f ′ + C

(1,0)
f←f ′

d(2,0)γ1

Γ0

+
(d(2,0))2 + d(3,0)γ1 + d(2,0)γ2

Γ0
− d(2,0)γ1Γ1

Γ2
0

.

where the symbol ⊗ denotes the Mellin convolution, a summation over the intermediate flavour

index k is to be understood, and we have omitted the argument x of the Cf←f ′ on the r.h.s. for

brevity. The functions P (n)(x) are the coefficients of the DGLAP kernel, P (x) =
∑
n a

n
sP

(n)(x)

and, up to three-loops, they can be found in ref. [49]. The functions C
(n,0)
f←f ′(x) are the finite parts

of the coefficient functions given in [11, 13, 21, 48]. In particular, the NLO terms are

C(1,0)
q←q (x) = CF

(
2x̄− δ(x̄)

π2

6

)
, C(1,0)

q←g (x) = 2xx̄, (2.27)

with x̄ = 1− x.

The OPE has an internal renormalization scale, µOPE, which is not connected to the scales of

the TMD evolution, as it happens f.i. in the case of b∗-prescription [2, 9]. Therefore, the expansion

in eq. (2.22) is independent of µOPE, and its value can be conveniently chosen such that it minimizes

the logarithmic contributions at b → 0 and, at the same time, avoids the Landau pole at large-b.

We have decided to use the same value for µOPE as in the SV19 extraction, i.e,

µOPE =
2e−γE

b
+ 2GeV. (2.28)

The choice of the large-b offset of µOPE as 2 GeV is motivated by a typical reference scale for

PDFs (and lattice calculations). We remark that the factorization of the cross-section with TMD

distributions is superior to a particular realization of the TMD distributions in terms of PDFs.

Therefore, the actual choice of µOPE is a part of a TMDPDF modeling which (in the present case)

includes the asymptotic collinear limit. Any modifications of µOPE would be absorbed by the NP

parameters.

The CS kernel is an independent NP function, defined by the vacuum matrix element of a

certain Wilson loop [50]. Analogously to TMDPDFs, the CS kernel can be computed at small

values of b using the OPE. The leading power expression has the form

lim
b→0
D(b, µ) =

∞∑
n=0

ans (µ)

n∑
k=0

Lkµd
(n,k), (2.29)

where the explicit expressions for d(n,k) are given in [14, 15, 40] at N3LO, and in [24, 25] at N4LO.

The power corrections to eq. (2.29) have been computed in ref. [50] and they are proportional to

the gluon condensate.

The coefficients of OPE and the values of the anomalous dimensions depend on the number of

active quark flavors Nf . To treat this number we use the (naive) variable flavor number scheme,

which sets Nf = 3 for µ < mc, Nf = 4 for mc < µ < mb, and Nf = 5 for µ > mb. In this scheme,

the evolution integrals are smooth, whereas the coefficient functions have discontinuities (steps) at

some b values, those corresponding to the thresholds of µOPE(b). These discontinuities produce

tiny oscillations in Wf1f1 after the Fourier transform. As input PDF distribution we choose the
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MSHT20 extraction [34], which uses a similar scheme. We noticed that it is important to set our

threshold parameters identical to those used in MSHT20. It reduces the oscillations down to a

negligible ∼ 0.01%. The values of the threshold masses are reported in tab. 1.

2.4 Models for TMD distributions and CS kernel

We use the following phenomenological ansatz for our optimal unpolarized TMDPDFs:

f1,f←h(x, b) =

∫ 1

x

dy

y

∑
f ′

Cf←f ′ (y,LµOPE
, as(µOPE)) qf ′←h

(
x

y
, µOPE

)
ffNP(x, b), (2.30)

where the functions ffNP accumulate the effect of power corrections to the small-b matching. To

satisfy the general structure of OPE [51], ffNP must be a function of b2 and behave as ffNP(x, b) ∼
1 + O(b2) at small b. Additionally, ffNP must decay at large b to ensure the convergence of the

Hankel transformation. Note that, in the ansatz (2.30), the logarithm of b in the coefficient function

grows unrestricted at large-b (the so-called “global ln(b)”-setup).

There is a large freedom in the definition of the functions ffNP. The main criterion for their

construction is to have the maximum flexibility with the smallest number of free parameters. From

our experience in previous extractions we deduce that the optimal b-profile is the one with an

exponential decay at b→∞ and Gaussian behavior at intermediate b [5, 7, 8]. The x-profile should

distinguish large and small-x contributions [6–9]. After several tries we decided for the following

functional form

ffNP (x, b) =
1

cosh
((
λf1 (1− x) + λf2x

)
b
) , (2.31)

where λf1,2 are free parameters. In the present fit, we distinguish {u, d, ū, d̄, sea} flavors, where

sea stands for {s, s̄, c, c̄, b, b̄}-quarks. This decomposition is suggested by the data as they do not

allow the flavor separation of sea quarks yet. In total we have 10 free parameters, {λu1 , λu2 , λd1, λd2,
λū1 , λ

ū
2 , λ

d̄
1, λ

d̄
2, λ

sea
1 , λsea2 }.

The novel feature of the present ansatz is the flavor dependence. In previous determinations of

unpolarized TMD distributions fNP was chosen to be flavor-independent, which led to a number of

undesirable effects, see ref. [26]. First of all, the extraction of the TMD distribution appeared to be

strongly dependent on the choice of the collinear PDF, and often an ansatz of fNP valid for one PDF

set was not successful for another (we call this effect “PDF bias”). Secondly, the uncertainties of

fNP were essentially underestimated. The inclusion of flavor dependence significantly reduces these

problems. Additionally, the functional form used for each flavor f in eq. (2.31) is much simpler in

comparison to SV19 [8] or MAP22 [9].

The ansatz for the CS kernel reads

D(b, µ) = Dsmall-b(b∗, µ∗) +

∫ µ

µ∗

dµ′

µ′
Γcusp(µ′) +DNP(b), (2.32)

where Dsmall-b is given in eq. (2.29), and DNP provides the rest of the NP terms. The term with

the integral in eq. (2.32) performs the evolution of the CS kernel1 from the scale µ∗ to the scale µ.

Therefore, generally, eq. (2.32) does not depend on µ∗, apart from the truncation of the perturbative

series. The functions b∗ and µ∗ are

b∗(b) =
b√

1 + b2

B2
NP

, µ∗(b) =
2e−γE

b∗(b)
, (2.33)

1In SV19 the evolutional part was taken into account by using the resummed version of Dsmall-b [52]. Formally,

the resummed expression is the solution of the evolution equation (2.14). However, for b = b∗, the resummed solution

deviates from the exact solution at large b. For that reason, we prefer to use the explicit integral in the present fit.

Also, the current implementation allows us to introduce the control scale µ∗, often discussed by other groups.
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with a free parameter BNP. This definition implies that Lµ∗(b
∗) = 0.

Analogously to fNP, the NP part of the CS kernel must be a function of b2 to support the

structure of the OPE. At large b the CS kernel must be positive (to guarantee the convergence

of the Hankel transform in eq. (2.21)), and not grow faster than (b2)1/2−δ with δ > 0 [50]. The

expression for DNP generalizes the one used in SV19 including logarithmic corrections,

DNP(b) = bb∗
[
c0 + c1 ln

(
b∗

BNP

)]
, (2.34)

where c0,1 > 0. One can easily identify three free parameters in our ansatz for the CS kernel,

namely, {BNP, c0, c1}. At large-b, the logarithmic term vanishes and the expression for the CS

kernel becomes linear in b: DNP ∼ c0BNPb. The term proportional to c1 simulates the logarithmic

dependence of the power corrections, and gives an extra flexibility to the ansatz at b ∼ BNP. In

preliminary studies, we have found that such a correction provides a better agreement with the

data in comparison to other models. This fact conveys the important message that both theory

and experiment have achieved a degree of precision at which these effects become measurable.

2.5 Definition of perturbative order and scale variation uncertainties

In the factorized cross section defined above, we encounter three perturbative inputs and associated

scales:

• The perturbative hard coefficient function CV , and associated hard factorization scale µ, that

separates CV and the TMD distributions in eq. (2.21).

• The coefficient function of the small-b operator product expansion for TMDPDF C
[n]
f←f ′ and

the associated scale µOPE in eq. (2.22).

• The small-b expansion for the CS kernel Dsmall-b and the associated scale µ∗ in eq. (2.32).

Thanks to the ζ-prescription, each perturbative series can be truncated irrespectively of the per-

turbative orders included in the others.

In this work, we use the highest known orders for all perturbative ingredients: the N4LO (four-

loop, ∼ a4
s) hard coefficient function CV [47], the N4LO (four-loop, ∼ a4

s) light-like-quark anomalous

dimension γV [47], the N4LO (four-loop, ∼ a4
s) expression for the CS kernel Dsmall-b [24, 25], and

the N3LO (three-loop, ∼ a3
s) expression for the matching coefficient functions Cf→f ′ [21, 48]. The

QCD β-function and the cusp anomalous dimension are taken at order (∼ a6
s) and (∼ a5

s) [46, 53]

respectively.

The input collinear PDFs, MSHT20 [34] (and NNPDF3.1 [36] discussed in appendix A), were

obtained at NNLO, which implies the usage of the NNLO evolution kernel P (3). As a result, the

logarithms included in the N3LO small-b coefficient functions are entirely compensated by the PDF

evolution. The orders of the anomalous dimensions and coefficients functions are adjusted to each

other, such that the scale-dependence is canceled at a given perturbative order. In the resummation

nomenclature this combination of orders is referred as N4LL [6, 54] (or N4LL− in [9]). The summary

of the perturbative orders is also given in tab. 2.

To define the scale-variation band we equip each scale by an independent factor si (i = 2, 3, 4),

by the rule {
µ→ s2µ, µ

∗ → s3µ
∗, µOPE → s4

2e−γE

b
+ 2GeV

}
. (2.35)

The labels of parameters si follow the enumeration used in ref. [55]. The rule for µOPE is designed

such that the variation of scale does not impact the NP large-b part of the TMD distribution. As
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Figure 1. Ratio of scale variation band over theoretical cross section at different perturbative orders for

Z/γ-boson production at ATLAS at
√
s = 13 TeV (left), and for the DY process at PHENIX (right). The

NP parameters and the PDF set are kept fixed. The definition of the variation band is given in eq. (2.36).

0 5 10 15 20 25

0.95

1.00

1.05

1.10

1.15

0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0
0.8

1.0

1.2

1.4

1.6

1.8

Figure 2. Ratio of cross sections at different orders over the one at N4LL with the corresponding scale-

variation band for the kinematics of Z/γ-boson production at ATLAS at
√
s = 13 TeV, and for DY process

at PHENIX.

customary, each si is allowed to vary by a factor 2, i.e. can take values {0.5, 1, 2}. In total, there

are 27 combinations of {s2, s3, s4}. For each one of them we compute the cross-section dσi. The

size of the variation band is defined as the maximum (symmetric) deviation from the central value,

i.e.

∆dσ = max (|dσi − dσ|i=1...27) . (2.36)

In fig. 1 we compare the sizes of variation bands for representatives of high and low energy

experiments for four consecutive orders, while using the same values of the NP parameter and the

same PDFs. In fig. 2 the same comparison is done for the absolute values of the cross-sections. As

Γcusp γV β Dsmall-b Cf←f ′ CV PDF

a5
s (Γ4) a4

s (γ4) a6
s (β4) a4

s (d(4,0)) a3
s (C

[3]
f←f ′) a4

s NNLO

Table 2. Summary of the perturbative orders used for each part of the factorized cross section. The

evolution of αs is provided by the LHAPDF library and comes together with the PDF set (uniformly

NNLO). In parentheses we write the last included term of the corresponding perturbative expansion (eqs.

(2.16), (2.22) and (2.29)).
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expected, we observe that the size of the bands reduces increasing the perturbative order. Each

next-order curve is inside the variation band of the previous one. We also notice that for qT > 5

GeV the curves are close to each other. It indicates that convergence of the perturbative series is

better than what one could estimate from the variation bands and that the rule in eq. (2.36) is too

conservative.

For small values of transverse momentum (qT < 5 GeV), the dominant contribution to the

variation band arises from the factor s4. However, it is worth noticing that in this regime the

scale variation band is still not significant, as the effects of non-perturbative parameters override

those of the perturbation theory. For qT > 5 GeV, the variation band is largely determined by

the variation of s3, and in this range, it remains nearly constant. For the ATLAS experiment at√
s = 13 TeV, the mean value of the variation band for 5 GeV < qT < 25 GeV is 1.3%. At low

energies, the variation band remains large (around 10%) even at the N4LL level, but this is not a

problem because in this range the theory prediction is largely non-perturbative.

We also note that the oscillations happen in the variation band at qT > 10 GeV. Studying

this effect in detail, we have concluded that it is connected to our implementation of the flavor

variable number mass scheme in a complex way. Basically, the discontinuities in the shapes of the

distributions (due to the quark mass thresholds) change positions during varying parameters si.

These discontinuities generate tiny oscillations in the cross-section. For a natural selection of scales

(that minimizes logarithms), the discontinuities (and hence the oscillations) are negligible, but some

combinations of si’s are especially oscillatory since they generate many discontinuities. Therefore,

the final shapes in fig. 1 are generated by the overlapping of the 27 curves with small oscillations

in each one. We will address this problem in future works.

2.6 Summary on theory input

The cross-section of the vector boson production is computed with eqs. (2.5) and (2.9), for neutral

and charged EW boson, respectively. The structure function Wf1f1 is evaluated in the TMD

factorization framework and given in eq. (2.21). The evolution of TMDPDFs is computed using

the ζ-prescription, and the phenomenological ansätze for the optimal unpolarized TMDPDFs and

CS kernel are defined in eqs. (2.30) and (2.34). At small-b the TMDPDFs are matched to the

unpolarized PDFs, for which we use the MSHT20 extraction at NNLO [34]. In tab. 2 we list

the perturbative orders used in each factor of the N4LL cross section. In total, there are 13 free

parameters to be determined by the fitting procedure: 3 of these describe the CS kernel, while the

remaining 10 are for the unpolarized TMDPDFs.

3 Overview of data

The factorization formulas, eqs. (2.5) and (2.9), are valid at small values of q2
T /Q

2. This restriction

has been studied from the phenomenological point of view in refs. [5, 6, 8]. The common conclusion

is that, for qT /Q < 0.25, the power corrections remain at the level of 1%, and therefore the data can

be safely included in phenomenological extractions. Above this threshold, the deviation between

the theory and the measurements grows. However, such a simplistic rule does not work for data

with precision of the order (or better than) 1%. In this case, the power corrections significantly

affect the quality of the description, despite being numerically small.

In this work, we use the same general strategy for selecting the data as in refs. [7, 8]. Namely,

we only include in our fit a data point if it fulfils the conditions

〈qT 〉
〈Q〉

≡ δ < 0.25 and
(
δ2 < 2σ or 〈qT 〉 < 10 GeV

)
, (3.1)
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Figure 3. Distribution of data in the (x,Q) plane. Each data point can span large regions. The color

gradient darkens with an increasing number of data points contributing to a particular (x,Q) point.

where 〈qT 〉 and 〈Q〉 are the average values of qT and Q for the bin, and σ is the relative uncorrelated

uncertainty. The second condition is actually needed only for the high-energy data, as it is satisfied

by all the data from the lower energy experiments with Q < 40 GeV. The selection rules of eq. (3.1)

allow us to keep control of the predictive power of the theory, and still incorporate a large amount

of data into the fit procedure. They are slightly softer than the rules used in refs. [7, 8], because

we plainly include all data with 〈qT 〉 < 10 GeV.

The bulk of the data considered here has already been used in previous extractions, such

as [5–9]. This includes the fixed-target E288, E605, E772 experiments from FermiLab (263 data

points) [56–58], the Z-boson production data from the CDF and D0 experiments at Tevatron (107

data points) [59–63], and the LHC run-1 and run-2 measurements of Z-boson production by the

ATLAS, CMS, and LHCb collaborations (75 data points) [64–68]. Since these datasets are well-

known and have been well-studied in the past, we refer the reader to [5, 6, 8, 9] for a detailed

discussion on their properties. In addition to these, we have included the latest measurements done

at RHIC [28, 69] and the LHC [16, 29–31], and the W-boson production data from Tevatron [32, 33].

As we consider these data in the framework of TMD factorization for the first time, we find it

worthwhile to highlight the particularities of each set in the following lines.

The PHENIX data [69] were taken at
√
s = 200 GeV, which restricts the Q range (〈Q〉 = 7

GeV). It is the only modern DY measurement at low energy presently available, and has already

been studied within TMD factorization in refs. [6, 8, 9]. The Z/γ-boson production measurement

at STAR [28] was made at moderately high energy (
√
s = 510 GeV) during the 2018-2020 runs and

the final results are currently in preparation for publication. Here we used the preliminary data.

In the present fit we include the recent y-differential measurements of Z-boson production at

CMS [29] and LHCb [31], at
√
s = 13 TeV. These replace the corresponding integrated measure-

ments used in [8]. We also include the most precise (∼ 0.1% uncertainty) measurement of the

Z-boson differential cross-section by ATLAS [16]. Finally, we include the high-Q neutral-boson pro-

duction measurements by the CMS collaboration [30]. This dataset is unique, since it spans up to
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Q = 1 TeV (in several bins). For the interpretation of these data one should take into account that

the bin-migration effects due to final state radiation are not incorporated in the published tables 2.

Accounting for these effects is critical to confirm the agreement between theory and measurement.

Moreover, we were not able to describe the lowest lying bin 50 GeV< Q < 76 GeV, for which we

encountered a large difference in the normalization, and therefore, we exclude this bin. We have

also excluded the 76 GeV< Q < 106 GeV bin, using instead the y−differential measurement from

the same run [29].

For the first time in a TMD phenomenology, we include W-boson production data [32, 33].

Generally, the description of this observable is problematic within the TMD factorization framework

because, ordinarily, the data are integrated over a wide kinematic range, including regions where

the TMD factorization conditions are not fulfilled. For a detailed discussion of this issue, see [42].

While the measurements [32, 33] are fully integrated in Q, an explicit restriction on the transverse

energy of the electron and neutrino (the missed transverse energy) was also imposed. This permits

to find the lowest limit for Q. We have restricted the upper limit of integration to 300 GeV, since

the contribution of higher Q provides a negligible correction. To estimate the cut rules of eq. (3.1)

for these data we used 〈Q〉 = MW .

In total, the present analysis includes 627 data points, summarized in tab. 3. The kinematical

coverage of the datasets in the (x,Q)-plane is shown in fig. 3. All the new data (w.r.t. [6–8]) are at

high energy. In fact, the new dataset totally supersedes the previous ones in both number of points

(e.g. present fit includes 227 points from LHC, vs. 80 in [8]) and precision. Therefore, the present

selection allows for a more precise determination of the CS kernel (due to increased span in Q) and

provides a finer flavor separation due to the W-boson measurements.

4 Fit procedure

Comparing the theory prediction with the data, we are able to restrict the free parameters of our

ansatz for the TMD distributions, and in this way determine its NP component. This procedure

is standard, and the present implementation is generally the same as the ones used in refs. [5–9].

However, in the present fit we treat the uncertainties more accurately and (for the first time) the

PDF uncertainties are taken into account. The details of the procedure are reviewed in this section.

4.1 Treatment of the experimental data

In the measurement of the cross-sections in an experiment there are several features that should be

treated accurately in order to achieve a better consistency. We point them out one-by-one below.

Bin integration. The expression for the cross-section in eq. (2.9) is given for a single point in

the (Q2, y, qT )-space. On the experimental side, the measurement is provided for a volume-element

of phase space, which can be obtained by averaging the theoretical expression

dσ

dQ2dydq2
T

∣∣∣
exp

= (Q2
max −Q2

min)−1(ymax − ymin)−1(q2
Tmax − q2

Tmin)−1 (4.1)

×
∫ Qmin

Qmax

2QdQ

∫ ymin

ymax

dy

∫ qTmin

qTmax

2qT dqT
dσ

dQ2dydq2
T

∣∣∣
th.
.

Here, the Qmax/min, ymax/min, and qTmax/min are the boundaries of the phase-space volume (bin).

These integrations could not be simplified analytically, since the expression for the cross-section

is too involved (especially in the presence of fiducial cuts). Accounting for the effect of finite bin

size is of crucial importance, since for most of the experiments dσ|th. changes significantly and

2We thank Louis Moureaux and Buğra Bilin for their help with the interpretation of these data, and especially

for sharing with us their code for the computation of the bin-migration effect.
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Experiment ref.
√
s [GeV] Q [GeV] y/xF

fiducial

region

Npt

after cuts

E288 (200) [56] 19.4
4 - 9 in

1 GeV bins∗
0.1 < xF < 0.7 - 43

E288 (300) [56] 23.8
4 - 12 in

1 GeV bins∗
−0.09 < xF < 0.51 - 53

E288 (400) [56] 27.4
5 - 14 in

1 GeV bins∗
−0.27 < xF < 0.33 - 79

E605 [57] 38.8
7 - 18 in

5 bins∗
−0.1 < xF < 0.2 - 53

E772 [58] 38.8
5 - 15 in

8 bins∗
0.1 < xF < 0.3 - 35

PHENIX [69] 200 4.8 - 8.2 1.2 < y < 2.2 - 3

STAR [28] 510 73 - 114 |y| < 1
pT > 25 GeV

|η| < 1
11

CDF (run1) [59] 1800 66 - 116 - - 33

CDF (run2) [60] 1960 66 - 116 - - 45

CDF (W-boson) [32] 1960 Q>40 - pT,e, pT,ν > 20GeV 6

D0 (run1) [61] 1800 75 - 105 - - 16

D0 (run2) [62] 1960 70 - 110 - - 9

D0 (run2)µ [63] 1960 65 - 115 |y| < 1.7
pT > 15 GeV

|η| < 1.7
4

D0 (W-boson) [33] 1800 Q>50 - pT,e, pT,ν > 25GeV 7

ATLAS (8TeV) [64] 8000 66 - 116
|y| < 2.4

in 6 bins

pT > 20 GeV

|η| < 2.4
30

ATLAS (8TeV) [64] 8000 46 - 66 |y| < 2.4
pT > 20 GeV

|η| < 2.4
5

ATLAS (8TeV) [64] 8000 116 - 150 |y| < 2.4
pT > 20 GeV

|η| < 2.4
9

ATLAS (13TeV) [16] 13000 66 - 116 |y| < 2.5
pT > 27 GeV

|η| < 2.5
5

CMS (7TeV) [65] 7000 60 - 120 |y| < 2.1
pT > 20 GeV

|η| < 2.1
8

CMS (8TeV) [66] 8000 60 - 120 |y| < 2.1
pT > 20 GeV

|η| < 2.1
8

CMS (13TeV) [29] 13000 76 - 106
|y| < 2.4

in 5 bins

pT > 25 GeV

|η| < 2.4
64

CMS (13TeV) [30] 13000

106 - 170

170 - 350

350 - 1000

|y| < 2.4

p1T > 25 GeV

p2T > 20 GeV

|η| < 2.4

34

LHCb (7TeV) [67] 7000 60 - 120 2 < y < 4.5
pT > 20 GeV

2 < η < 4.5
8

LHCb (8TeV) [68] 8000 60 - 120 2 < y < 4.5
pT > 20 GeV

2 < η < 4.5
7

LHCb (13TeV) [31] 13000 60 - 120
2 < y < 4.5

in 5 bins

pT > 20 GeV

2 < η < 4.5
49

Total 627

*Bins with 9 . Q . 11 are omitted due to the Υ resonance.

Table 3. Summary table of the data included in the fit. For each dataset we report: the reference, the

centre-of-mass energy, the coverage in Q and y/xF , the cuts on the fiducial region (if any), and the number

of data points that survive the cut of eq. (3.1).
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non-linearly within the bin. It should also be taken into account that some experiments provide

integrated (rather than averaged) data. For example, the LHCb measurements in refs. [67, 68] are

given for ∆σ, that is, the bin integrated cross-section without any weighting factors.

Normalization. In a few cases the measurement is normalized to the total cross-section, i.e.

1

σ

dσ

dQ2dydq2
T

=

(∫ ∞
0

dσ

dQ2dydq2
T

dq2
T

)−1
dσ

dQ2dydq2
T

. (4.2)

This practice helps to reduce the normalization uncertainty of the measurement. Our formalism

does not allow the computation of the weighting factor, since it includes the values of qT beyond

the factorization range. In these cases we adopt the following procedure [5, 7, 8]. We compute

1

σ

dσ

dQ2dydq2
T

' N dσ

dQ2dydq2
T

, N =

∑
included

bins
σ−1 dσ

dQ2dydq2
T

∣∣∣
exp.∑

included
bins

dσ
dQ2dydq2

T

∣∣∣
th.

, (4.3)

i.e. we normalize to the area of included data points. Note, that the normalization is done af-

ter the bin-integration. This procedure reduces the amount of information which can be gained

from the data; therefore, we use the absolute-value data whenever possible. Only the following

datasets require a normalization factor: D0 (run2) [62, 63], ATLAS (13 TeV) [16], and W-boson

measurements [32, 33].

Nuclear effects. The fixed target experiments are done on nuclear targets (Cu for E288 and

E605 [56, 57], and 2H for E772 [58]). To simulate the nuclear environment we perform the iso-spin

rotation of the TMD distribution. Namely, we set

f1,u←A(x, b) =
Z

A
f1,u←p(x, b) +

A− Z
A

f1,d←p(x, b), (4.4)

f1,d←A(x, b) =
Z

A
f1,d←p(x, b) +

A− Z
A

f1,u←p(x, b),

where A is the atomic number and Z is the charge of a nuclear target. The effects of heavier mass in

the TMD distribution can be ignored since they are compensated by the scaling of the momentum

fraction, as it has been shown in ref. [51]. We do not include any finer modifications, since the fixed

target data are not precise enough to distinguish them.

Artemide. The computation of the theory prediction, as well as all integrals and factors required

for comparison with the data, are done in artemide, a multi-purpose code for the phenomenology

of TMD factorization. It is based on the ζ-prescription, which allows for many simplifications

of the code and improves the speed of the computation. In particular, the computation of the

theory prediction for the full dataset (627 points) with all integrations required for comparison

with experiment consumes 20-30 seconds on the average desktop (12 cores processor) depending on

the NP input. The code of artemide is written in FORTRAN95. It is open-source and available

at [35]. The values of αs and the collinear PDFs are obtained from the LHAPDF interface [70].

The legacy of artemide is established in many previous global fits, including fits of various

unpolarized [5, 7, 8, 26, 27, 42, 71], and polarized [72–74] observables. For the present work we have

updated it with the expressions for N3LO coefficient functions and N3LO anomalous dimensions,

without further modifications of the internal structure of the code.

4.2 Definition of the χ2-test function and related quantities

The agreement of the theory prediction and the data is quantified by the χ2-test function. We use

the standard definition adopted from the fits of collinear PDFs in refs. [75, 76], to which we refer

the reader for a detailed discussion. The χ2-test function is defined as

χ2 =
∑

i,j∈data

(mi − ti)V −1
ij (mj − tj), (4.5)
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where i and j run over all data points included into the fit, mi and ti are the experimental value

and theoretical prediction for point i, respectively, and V −1
ij is the inverse of the covariance matrix.

The covariance matrix is defined as

Vij = δij∆
2
i,uncorr. +

∑
l

∆
(l)
i,corr.∆

(l)
j,corr., (4.6)

where ∆i,uncorr. is the uncorrelated uncertainty of the measurement (if there are more than one,

they are summed in squares), and ∆
(l)
i,corr. is the l-th correlated uncertainty. The normalization

uncertainty (due to the luminosity) is included in the χ2 as one of the correlated uncertainties.

This definition of the covariance matrix and the χ2-test function takes into account the nature of

the experimental uncertainties and also provides a faithful estimate of the agreement between data

and theoretical predictions.

Additionally, this definition of χ2 allows for an one-to-one separation of correlated and uncor-

related parts [76] for each correlated dataset. Therefore,

χ2 = χ2
D + χ2

λ, (4.7)

where χ2
D incorporates the contribution due to the uncorrelated uncertainties of the measurement,

while χ2
λ is the rest. The definitions of χ2

D and χ2
λ are

χ2
D =

∑
i

(mi − t̄i)2

∆2
i,uncorr.

, χ2
λ =

∑
l

λ2
l , (4.8)

with λ and t̄ defined below. Loosely speaking, χ2
D (χ2

λ) shows the agreement in the shape (normal-

ization) between the theory prediction and the experimental measurement.

To perform this decomposition, one should compute the “nuisance parameters” λl (l enumerates

the number of correlated uncertainties for the given dataset) [7, 76] for a given theory prediction.

Then the theory prediction is decomposed as

ti = t̄i − di, di =
∑
l

λl∆
(l)
corr. . (4.9)

The terms di are interpreted as correlated shifts in the predictions which generate the χ2
λ contribu-

tion. The terms t̄i represent the part of the theory curve that contributes solely to χ2
D, and thus

has a “perfect” normalization.

This decomposition is often useful for analysis and visualization because the correlated (normal-

ization) uncertainty is generally much larger than the uncorrelated one. Hence, in plots comparing

with data, we show the t̄i part of the prediction. This allows us to visually confirm the “good”

values of χ2. The average value of correlated shifts relative to the cross-section 〈di/σ〉 is presented

in tab. 4. It exhibits the general disagreement in the normalization between the predictions of TMD

factorization and the measurements.

The computation of the χ2 value and further manipulations are performed with the DataProcessor

library, which is written in PYTHON and interfaced to artemide via the standard f2py library.

The code of DataProcessor, together with the collection of the experimental data points, and all

programs used for the present work, can be found in [77].

4.3 Minimisation procedure and uncertainty estimation

The ansatz for the TMD distributions contains in total 13 parameters, which we denote as
−→
λ

−→
λ = {BNP, c0, c1, λ

u
1 , λ

u
2 , λ

d
1, λ

d
2, λ

ū
1 , λ

ū
2 , λ

d̄
1, λ

d̄
2, λ

sea
1 , λsea2 }. (4.10)
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To find the optimal values of
−→
λ we minimize the χ2 using the library iMinuit [78]. The resulting

value
−→
λ center is called central value fit. The central value fit is used only as an initial assumption

for all further minimization procedures described below.

The propagation of initial uncertainties to extracted values of the TMD distributions is both

the central component and the most time-consuming step in the computation. We employ the

resampling method to perform this task, generating samples of setups distributed according to the

initial uncertainties. We distinguish two sources of uncertainties:

• Experimental uncertainties. These are uncertainties due to the imperfectness of the exper-

imental measurements (statistical, systematic, etc.). To propagate these uncertainties we

generate replicas of pseudo-data. A replica consisting of pseudo-data is obtained by adding

Gaussian noise to the values of the data points. The parameters of the noise are dictated by

the correlated and uncorrelated experimental uncertainties. Here, one should account for the

nature of the correlated uncertainty in order to avoid the so-called D’Agostini bias [79]. The

detailed algorithm for the generation of pseudo-data is given in ref. [75].

• Uncertainty in collinear PDFs. To propagate these uncertainties we use the Monte-Carlo

sampling of the PDF distributions. The MSHT PDF set is given with (asymmetric) Hessian

uncertainties, and the Monte-Carlo sample is generated according to the prescription given in

ref. [80].

Other sources of uncertainties (such as uncertainties in MZ or αs, uncertainties due to missed higher

perturbative orders, etc) are considered negligible.

The initial uncertainties included in the analysis originate from different sources, and it is

not always clear how they should be combined. This is because the propagation mechanism for

each uncertainty differs. The experimental uncertainties modify the expression of χ2 (by changing

V and m), while the PDF uncertainty changes the theory expression (by changing the boundary

value of the TMD distribution). In this work, we consider them on the same foot and generate

samples by varying data and PDF simultaneously. Here, the PDF replica is randomly selected from

the pre-generated sample 3, and thus could be present in the final ensemble several times. Other

possibilities are discussed in ref. [26].

For each setup sample, we minimize the χ2-function and find a set of parameters
−→
λ , which de-

fines the minimum. This procedure is repeated 1000 times, giving us an ensemble {Λi = (
−→
λ i, ni)},

where i = 1, ..., 1000 and ni is the serial number of PDF replica used in the sample setup. The PDF

replica’s serial numbers must be preserved since the values of
−→
λ are essentially correlated with it.

The ensemble of Λ’s entirely describes the TMD distributions and the CS kernel. This ensemble

is used in all further manipulations. The list of values of Λi can be found in the artemide reposi-

tory [35], in the (human-readable) format suitable for automatic processing by the DataProcessor.

Using the ensemble Λ, we can find the mean values of the parameters
−→
λ 0 = 〈

−→
λ i〉 associated

with the central PDF replica (since the averaging of PDF replicas produces the central one by

definition). The distribution is not entirely Gaussian, and this uncertainty band is associated

with the 68%-confidence interval (68%CI). The boundaries of the 68%CI are computed using the

resampling method by computing the 16% and 84% quantiles.

The central values and uncertainty bands for secondary values, such as TMD distributions,

cross-sections, χ2, etc., are computed starting from the ensemble Λ. For example, to obtain the

TMD distribution we compute the ensemble Fi = F [Λi]. The central value is then the mean 〈Fi〉
and the uncertainty band is 68%CI of Fi. Note, that 〈F [Λi]〉 6= F [〈Λi〉], due to the correlations

3We use a distribution with 1000 replicas. The preservation of this ensemble is important for the future use of

extracted TMD distributions. We will provide the sample used in this work in the LHAPDF format upon request.
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Figure 4. The histogram of the χ2 values for the full dataset. The black line marks the position of the

mean prediction, and the blue band shows the 68%CI of the χ2 distribution.

in-between members of Λi. The procedure described above allows to propagate all correlations

correctly.

This work presents a comprehensive analysis of error propagation in TMD phenomenology,

which is the first of its kind. The proposed procedure is expected to reduce the dependence on

PDFs as input parameters. However, the approach comes at the cost of increased computational

complexity. In the present work, we use the MSHT20 PDF set [34], which we present as the main

result. To cross check we also made an independent run (with 300 replicas) with the NNPDF3.1

PDF set [36]. The results of this run are given in the appendix A.

5 Results

In this section we present the results of the fitting procedure, starting with the quality of the data

description, and finishing with the presentation of the extracted TMD distributions and CS kernel.

5.1 Quality of data description

We found that current setup perfectly describes the data. The central value fit results in χ2/Npt =

0.93. For the mean prediction (i.e. 〈dσ[Λi]〉), χ2/Npt = 0.957, with the 68%CI (0.950, 1.048). The

histogram of χ2/Npt is given in fig. 4. The complete list of the χ2-values for all datasets is presented

in tab. 4.

In comparison to the SV19 fit [8] we observe an overall improvement in the χ2, which is especially

significant for the description of the LHC data (χ2
LHC/Npt = 1.26+0.76

−0.15 with Npt = 230), and the

low-energy DY data (χ2
low/Npt = 0.50+0.09

−0.03 with Npt = 266). Similarly to SV19, we observe that

the low-energy DY data suffer of deficits in the normalization. This is a known feature of TMD

factorization (see e.g. the extended discussions in refs.[8, 27]). Given that the data have very large

normalization uncertainties, these deficits do not significantly impact the value of χ2; therefore

it is not clear at the moment, if the problem arises from a shortcoming of the theory or of the

measurements. Let us also mention that the PHENIX measurement (〈Q〉 = 7 GeV) does not show

any problem with the normalization.

In fig. 5 we present the comparison of theory vs ATLAS 13 TeV measurement, which is the most

precise measurement at our disposal (with uncorrelated uncertainties < 0.5%). In this plot one can

see that TMD factorization works up to qT ' 0.2 Q (even if in this particular case only data up to

qT = 10 GeV were included into the fit). At larger qT , the theory prediction is systematically lower

than the measurement: this is a signal of the necessity for power corrections. The full collection of

data plots is given in the appendix B.
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dataset Npt χ2
D/Npt χ2

λ/Npt χ2/Npt 〈d/σ〉
CDF (run1) 33 0.51 0.16 0.67+0.05

−0.03 9.1%

CDF (run2) 45 1.58 0.11 1.59+0.26
−0.14 4.0%

CDF (W-boson) 6 0.33 0.00 0.33+0.01
−0.01 –

D0 (run1) 16 0.69 0.00 0.69+0.08
−0.03 7.1%

D0 (run2) 13 2.16 0.16 2.32+0.40
−0.32 –

D0 (W-boson) 7 2.39 0.00 2.39+0.20
−0.18 –

ATLAS (8TeV, Q ∼MZ) 30 1.60 0.49 2.09+1.09
−0.35 4.1%

ATLAS (8TeV) 14 1.11 0.11 1.22+0.47
−0.21 2.3%

ATLAS (13 TeV) 5 1.94 1.75 3.70+16.5
−2.24 –

CMS (7TeV) 8 1.30 0.00 1.30+0.03
−0.01 –

CMS (8TeV) 8 0.79 0.00 0.78+0.02
−0.01 –

CMS (13 TeV, Q ∼MZ) 64 0.63 0.24 0.86+0.23
−0.11 4.3%

CMS (13 TeV, Q > MZ) 33 0.73 0.12 0.92+0.40
−0.15 1.0%

LHCb (7 TeV) 10 1.21 0.56 1.77+0.53
−0.31 5.0%

LHCb (8 TeV) 9 0.77 0.78 1.55+0.94
−0.50 4.3%

LHCb (13 TeV) 49 1.07 0.10 1.18+0.25
−0.01 4.5%

PHENIX 3 0.29 0.12 0.42+0.15
−0.10 10.%

STAR 11 1.91 0.28 2.19+0.51
−0.31 15.%

E288 (200) 43 0.31 0.07 0.38+0.12
−0.05 44.%

E288 (300) 53 0.36 0.07 0.43+0.08
−0.04 48.%

E288 (400) 79 0.37 0.05 0.48+0.11
−0.03 48.%

E772 35 0.87 0.21 1.08+0.08
−0.05 27.%

E605 53 0.18 0.21 0.39+0.03
−0.00 49.%

Total 627 0.79 0.17 0.96+0.09
−0.01

Table 4. The values of χ2 for the individual datasets. The last column shows the average relative shifts

computed by eqn.(4.9), which indicate the size of normalization discrepancy.

We emphasize that the uncertainty band obtained in this fit is larger than in our previous

analysis. This is due to the inclusion of the PDF uncertainty. Also, since we cannot control the

PDF uncertainty, the band is often larger than the uncertainty of the measurement. It indicates that

a simultaneous extraction of PDF and TMD distributions will reduce the uncertainties of both. We

also have observed that most part of our uncertainty band is correlated. To determine the size of the

correlation we computed the covariance matrix for the full set of replicas, cov(dσ(Λi), dσ(Λj)) and

fitted it with the form of eq. (4.6), and determined ∆th.uncorr and ∆th.corr for the theory prediction.

We found that the portions of correlated and uncorrelated parts depend on x. Generally, the

higher the value of x the larger the uncorrelated part of the band. For example, for the Z-boson

production at
√
s = 13 TeV 〈∆th.uncorr〉 ' 8.5% at |y| < 0.4, 〈∆th.uncorr〉 ' 15% at 2.0 < y < 2.4,

and 〈∆th.uncorr〉 ' 48% at 4 < |y| < 4.5.
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Figure 5. Comparison of data (here, the Z-Boson production at ATLAS
√
s = 13 TeV measurement [16])

with the theoretical prediction. The blue band is the 68%CI. The filled points were included into the fit

and the displayed χ2 corresponds to those only.

5.2 Collins-Soper kernel

The plot of the CS kernel is presented in fig. 6. The values of parameters that we obtain are

BNP = 1.56+0.13
−0.09GeV, c0 = 3.69+0.65

−0.61 · 10−2, c1 = 5.82+0.64
−0.88 · 10−2. (5.1)

The parameters BNP and c0 are compatible with the ones extracted in SV19. In particular, for the

MMHT14 PDF (predecessor of MSHT20) SV19 found BNP = 1.55±0.29 and c0 = (4.7±1.47)·10−2.

Nonetheless, the shape of the distributions changes significantly due to the new logarithmic term

∼ c1 in the ansatz of eq. (2.34). This term modifies the shape of the distribution at b ∼ 1− 3 GeV,

leaving the large-b asymptotic behaviour untouched. The general shape and value of the CS kernel

are in good agreement with the MAP22 determination, as can be seen in fig. 6.

Of greater significance, in the current fit, the size of the uncertainty band for the CS kernel

is reduced, in contrast to that of the TMD distribution itself. This is correct, since in the ζ-

prescription the CS kernel is exactly decorrelated from the TMDPDF (on the theory side), and the

quality of the data has increased. We also notice that the parameter c1 is clearly non-zero, which

indicates the presence of a non-negligible logarithmic behaviour in the next-to-leading power term

of the small-b expansion of the CS kernel.

5.3 Unpolarized TMD distribution

The values of the TMDPDF parameters extracted in the fit are

λu1 = 0.87+0.10
−0.10, λu2 = 0.91+0.33

−0.29, (5.2)

λd1 = 0.99+0.09
−0.12, λd2 = 6.06+1.36

−1.34,

λū1 = 0.35+0.23
−0.22, λū2 = 46.6+7.9

−8.1,

λd̄1 = 0.12+0.13
−0.11, λd̄2 = 1.53+0.54

−0.17,

λsea1 = 1.32+0.23
−0.24, λsea2 = 0.46+0.13

−0.45,

Most of these parameters have reasonable sizes, and they agree (within uncertainty) with similar

ones found in ref. [26]. However, the parameters λd̄1 and λsea2 show some problematic behaviour.
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Figure 6. Plot of the Collins-Soper kernel at µ = 2 GeV. Different lines correspond to the independent

extractions CASCADE [81], SV19 [8], MAP22 [9], and ART23 (this work).

Figure 7. Shape of TMDs in the (x,b)-space. The color indicates the uncertainty.

Namely, they almost vanish at their lower boundary. For negligible values of λ’s the b−profile

of the corresponding TMDPDF flattens. This is a clearly non-physical behavior, which results in

disturbed shapes of the uncertainty bands for d̄ and sea flavors at large-b. Simultaneously, it does

not produce any problem in the prediction for the cross-section, since the TMDPDFs contributes

in products with the evolution factors. It merely indicates that the present observables/data are

not restrictive enough for these flavor combinations.

The shapes of the TMDPDFs are shown in fig. 7 for u and d quarks (other flavors show similar

behaviour). The sizes of the uncertainty bands are shown in fig. 8 in comparison to the SV19 bands.

Generally, the uncertainty bands are increased by an order of magnitude, and grow faster with the

increase of b. This is the result of incorporating the PDF uncertainties, which helps to avoid the

PDF-bias and allows for a more realistic uncertainty estimation. The x-shape of the uncertainties

has become more involved. Their minimum is at x ∼ 10−2, where the most precise data are

located. The sizes of quark- and anti-quark uncertainties are compatible, because most part of the

data depend on the product f1qf1q̄ that does not distinguish between quarks and anti-quarks.
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Figure 8. Sizes of the uncertainty bands in ART23 (green) in comparison to the those of the SV19

extraction (grey). The upper panel shows the b-dependence at x = 0.01. The lower panel shows the

x−dependence at b = 0.5 GeV−1.

6 Conclusions

The present extraction of unpolarized TMDPDF from the global fit of Drell-Yan data (refereed

as ART23) represents a significant step forward in comparison to previous analyses. The main

improvements are a higher order perturbative input (which reach N4LL), a consistent treatment of

PDF uncertainties in the error analysis, and the inclusion of additional data. We also use the flavor

dependent form of the fitting ansatz for TMDPDF. The introduction of flavor dependence reduces

the sensitivity to the choice of PDF sets, as observed in [26]. Furthermore, the newly incorporated

non-perturbative logarithmic dependence of the Collins-Soper evolution kernel, eq. (2.34), plays a

crucial role in achieving a successful fit.

We also find it particularly interesting that several groups find a reasonable agreement on

the Collins-Soper kernel (see fig. 6) despite somewhat different functional forms and uncertainty-

estimation procedure. Also the agreement with new Z-boson data at LHC and W-boson mediated

data at Tevatron is particularly comforting.

It is important to stress that the PDF uncertainties dominate the TMDPDF extraction, see

fig. 8. For that reason, the uncertianties on TMDPDFs that we find are larger by almost an order
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of magnitude in comparison to other global extractions [6–9], even though the present dataset is

about 30-40% larger and more precise than those considered earlier. We argue that this increased

uncertainty is more realistic, and previous studies were biased in several aspects. The χ2 value that

we obtain is very stable, see fig. 4, and it shows a very good agreement between the theory and

the data. This observation is noteworthy and suggests that future improvements to the TMDPDFs

determination could be achieved by a joint fit of PDFs and TMDPDFs. These possibilities will be

explored in due time along with the inclusion of new data.

The values of ART23 unpolarized TMDPDFs, as well as, the artemide code release used

for their extraction is published in the artemide-repository [35]. The accompanying code (for

minimisation, generation of plots, etc) is presented in ref. [77]. We also release ART23 TMDPFs in

the unified format of TMDlib2 [82].

Our current understanding of the TMDPDFs is summarized in fig. 7, which illustrates the

shape and the uncertainty of the unpolarized TMD distributions in the (x, b) plane for up and

down quarks. An important point for future consideration is the impact of power corrections, for

which preliminary theoretical results have been obtained but are not yet directly applicable to our

present analysis [51, 83, 84].
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A Fit using NNPDF3.1

In the present approach the TMDPDF suffers the PDF-bias [26], i.e. is strongly dependent on

the collinear PDF. To explore this dependence, we have performed an additional fit using the

NNPDF3.1 collinear PDF [36] with identically the same technique as presented in the main text.

In this appendix we discuss the outcomes for the fit.

The fit procedure is described in sec. 4.3. In this fit we utilize the 1000-replica distribution of

NNPDF3.1, and computed 300 replicas in total. The quality of the fit with NNPDF3.1 is worse,

we obtain χ2/Npt = 1.18+0.11
−0.05. The resulting values of parameters for the CS kernel are:

BNP = 1.82+0.37
−0.29 GeV, c0 = 5.03+1.02

−0.81 · 10−2, c1 = 1.04+0.09
−0.15 · 10−1. (A.1)

These parameters are quite different from the MSHT values (5.1). The comparison of the resulting

CS kernels is given in fig. 9. In particular, we observe that the value of BNP has very large

uncertanties, in contrast to the MSHT case.

The parameters of the TMD distribution’s ansatz are

λu1 = 1.11+0.15
−0.17, λu2 = 2.69+1.79

−2.53, (A.2)

λd1 = 0.99+0.14
−0.17, λd2 = 3.60+4.36

−3.57,
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Figure 9. Comparison of the CS kernels extracted with the MSHT20 (solid grey curve) and NNPDF3.1

(dashed orange curve) collinear PDFs.

λū1 = 0.37+0.16
−0.15, λū2 = 75.0+14.8

−13.2,

λd̄1 = 0.37+0.30
−0.32, λd̄2 = 17.7+6.91

−14.2,

λsea1 = 1.88+0.34
−0.29, λsea2 = 2.71+2.44

−2.69.

Generally, we observe that the NNPDF3.1-fit yields a different spread in the parameters with a

larger uncertainty. Most of the parameters are in a relative agreement, however, the parameters λu2 ,

λū2 , λd̄2 and λsea2 disagree, and do not overlap within uncertainty bands. All these parameters are

responsible for the behaviour of the TMDPDF at large-x, i.e. exactly in the region where collinear

distributions differ. However, for the middle-x range (x ∼ 10−2 − 10−3) the TMDPDFs are in

general agreement, except for the sea-quark (see fig. 10).

The comparison of resulting theory predictions are given in fig. 11, for several bins of ATLAS

at
√
s = 8 TeV, and LHCb at

√
s = 13 TeV. Other experiments demonstrate a similar picture.

Comparing these two experiments one can see that both PDFs produce very similar results for

ATLAS (which has x ∼ 10−2 − 10−3, while for LHCb (which has x ∼ 10−1) the curves are very

different. It confirms our previous conclusion that the extractions of TMDPDFs are very sensitive

to the large-x range.

Let us stress that without the inclusion of the flavor-dependence the extractions with MSHT20

and NNPDF3.1 diagree drastically [26]. The inclusion of the flavor-dependence reduces the problem

of the PDF-bias, but does not resolve it completely.
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Figure 10. Comparison of uncertainty bands for unpolarized TMDPDFs extracted with MSHT20 (green)

and NNPDF3.1 (gray) collinear distributions. The plots are normalized to the MSHT20 case.
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PDFs. The rapidity range is indicated above the plot. All data and uncertainties are normalized to the

blue line (MSHT20 result).
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B Comparison with data

In this appendix, we present all the data used for the fit, along with the resulting theory prediction

of our main fit (with MSHT20 PDF input). The depicted theory prediction is the distributions (of

replicas) average. The 68%CI of the theory prediction (see description in sec. 4.3) is shown as a

blue band. For a better visual comparison of data and theory predictions, the theory curves are

shifted by a factor d (eq. (4.9)) computed for the central line of the prediction. In all plots, we

demonstrate more data than those described by the TMD factorization theorem. The data points

used in the fit are shown by filled points, while the rest are shown by empty points.
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Figure 12. Differential cross-section for the Z/γ∗ boson production measured by CMS, at different values

of
√
s and Q, according to the legends in the plots.
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Figure 13. Differential cross-section for the Z/γ∗ boson production measured by ATLAS, at different
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seen in the plots. The plot for comparison with ATLAS at
√
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– 28 –



1

2

3

4

5

6

d
/d

q T
  [

pb
/G

eV
]

LHCb√
s   = 7 TeV

LHCb√
s   = 8 TeV

7 14 21 28
qT [GeV]

1.03

1.00

0.97da
ta

 / 
th

eo
ry

7 14 21 28
qT [GeV]

2

4

6

8

d
/d

q T
  [

pb
/G

eV
]

LHCb√
s   = 13 TeV

2.0 < |y| < 2.5

                                 
                                 
                                 
                                 × 3 LHCb√

s   = 13 TeV
2.5 < |y| < 3.0

LHCb√
s   = 13 TeV

3.0 < |y| < 3.5

7 14 21 28
qT [GeV]

1.04
1.00
0.96

da
ta

 / 
th

eo
ry

7 14 21 28
qT [GeV]

7 14 21 28
qT [GeV]

1

2

3

4

d
/d

q T
  [

pb
/G

eV
]

LHCb √
s   = 13 TeV

3.5 < |y| < 4.0

LHCb √
s   = 13 TeV

4.0 < |y| < 4.5

                                 
                                 
                                 
                                 
× 5

7 14 21 28
qT [GeV]

1.06

1.00

0.94da
ta

 / 
th

eo
ry

7 14 21 28
qT [GeV]
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√
s and y, according to the legends in the plots.
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[4] M.G. Echevarŕıa, A. Idilbi and I. Scimemi, Soft and Collinear Factorization and Transverse

Momentum Dependent Parton Distribution Functions, Phys. Lett. B 726 (2013) 795 [1211.1947].

[5] I. Scimemi and A. Vladimirov, Analysis of vector boson production within TMD factorization, Eur.

Phys. J. C 78 (2018) 89 [1706.01473].

[6] A. Bacchetta, V. Bertone, C. Bissolotti, G. Bozzi, F. Delcarro, F. Piacenza et al.,

Transverse-momentum-dependent parton distributions up to N3LL from Drell-Yan data, JHEP 07

(2020) 117 [1912.07550].

[7] V. Bertone, I. Scimemi and A. Vladimirov, Extraction of unpolarized quark transverse momentum

dependent parton distributions from Drell-Yan/Z-boson production, JHEP 06 (2019) 028

[1902.08474].

[8] I. Scimemi and A. Vladimirov, Non-perturbative structure of semi-inclusive deep-inelastic and

Drell-Yan scattering at small transverse momentum, JHEP 06 (2020) 137 [1912.06532].

[9] A. Bacchetta, V. Bertone, C. Bissolotti, G. Bozzi, M. Cerutti, F. Piacenza et al., Unpolarized

Transverse Momentum Distributions from a global fit of Drell-Yan and Semi-Inclusive Deep-Inelastic

Scattering data, 2206.07598.

[10] T. Gehrmann, T. Lubbert and L.L. Yang, Transverse parton distribution functions at

next-to-next-to-leading order: the quark-to-quark case, Phys. Rev. Lett. 109 (2012) 242003

[1209.0682].

[11] T. Gehrmann, T. Luebbert and L.L. Yang, Calculation of the transverse parton distribution functions

at next-to-next-to-leading order, JHEP 06 (2014) 155 [1403.6451].

[12] M.G. Echevarria, I. Scimemi and A. Vladimirov, Universal transverse momentum dependent soft

function at NNLO, Phys. Rev. D 93 (2016) 054004 [1511.05590].

[13] M.G. Echevarria, I. Scimemi and A. Vladimirov, Unpolarized Transverse Momentum Dependent

Parton Distribution and Fragmentation Functions at next-to-next-to-leading order, JHEP 09 (2016)

004 [1604.07869].

[14] A.A. Vladimirov, Correspondence between Soft and Rapidity Anomalous Dimensions, Phys. Rev.

Lett. 118 (2017) 062001 [1610.05791].

[15] Y. Li and H.X. Zhu, Bootstrapping Rapidity Anomalous Dimensions for Transverse-Momentum

Resummation, Phys. Rev. Lett. 118 (2017) 022004 [1604.01404].

[16] ATLAS collaboration, Measurement of the transverse momentum distribution of Drell–Yan lepton

pairs in proton–proton collisions at
√
s = 13 TeV with the ATLAS detector, Eur. Phys. J. C 80

(2020) 616 [1912.02844].

[17] G. Das, S.-O. Moch and A. Vogt, Soft corrections to inclusive deep-inelastic scattering at four loops

and beyond, JHEP 03 (2020) 116 [1912.12920].

[18] M.-x. Luo, T.-Z. Yang, H.X. Zhu and Y.J. Zhu, Quark Transverse Parton Distribution at the

Next-to-Next-to-Next-to-Leading Order, Phys. Rev. Lett. 124 (2020) 092001 [1912.05778].

[19] A. von Manteuffel, E. Panzer and R.M. Schabinger, Cusp and collinear anomalous dimensions in

four-loop QCD from form factors, Phys. Rev. Lett. 124 (2020) 162001 [2002.04617].

– 33 –

https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-011-1665-7
https://arxiv.org/abs/1007.4005
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP07(2012)002
https://arxiv.org/abs/1111.4996
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2013.09.003
https://arxiv.org/abs/1211.1947
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-018-5557-y
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-018-5557-y
https://arxiv.org/abs/1706.01473
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP07(2020)117
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP07(2020)117
https://arxiv.org/abs/1912.07550
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP06(2019)028
https://arxiv.org/abs/1902.08474
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP06(2020)137
https://arxiv.org/abs/1912.06532
https://arxiv.org/abs/2206.07598
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.109.242003
https://arxiv.org/abs/1209.0682
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP06(2014)155
https://arxiv.org/abs/1403.6451
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.93.054004
https://arxiv.org/abs/1511.05590
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP09(2016)004
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP09(2016)004
https://arxiv.org/abs/1604.07869
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.118.062001
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.118.062001
https://arxiv.org/abs/1610.05791
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.118.022004
https://arxiv.org/abs/1604.01404
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-020-8001-z
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-020-8001-z
https://arxiv.org/abs/1912.02844
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP03(2020)116
https://arxiv.org/abs/1912.12920
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.124.092001
https://arxiv.org/abs/1912.05778
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.124.162001
https://arxiv.org/abs/2002.04617


[20] C. Duhr, F. Dulat and B. Mistlberger, Drell-Yan Cross Section to Third Order in the Strong

Coupling Constant, Phys. Rev. Lett. 125 (2020) 172001 [2001.07717].

[21] M.A. Ebert, B. Mistlberger and G. Vita, Transverse momentum dependent PDFs at N3LO, JHEP

09 (2020) 146 [2006.05329].

[22] S. Moch, B. Ruijl, T. Ueda, J.A.M. Vermaseren and A. Vogt, Low moments of the four-loop splitting

functions in QCD, Phys. Lett. B 825 (2022) 136853 [2111.15561].

[23] L. Chen, M. Czakon and M. Niggetiedt, The complete singlet contribution to the massless quark form

factor at three loops in QCD, JHEP 12 (2021) 095 [2109.01917].

[24] C. Duhr, B. Mistlberger and G. Vita, Four-Loop Rapidity Anomalous Dimension and Event Shapes

to Fourth Logarithmic Order, Phys. Rev. Lett. 129 (2022) 162001 [2205.02242].

[25] I. Moult, H.X. Zhu and Y.J. Zhu, The four loop QCD rapidity anomalous dimension, JHEP 08

(2022) 280 [2205.02249].

[26] M. Bury, F. Hautmann, S. Leal-Gomez, I. Scimemi, A. Vladimirov and P. Zurita, PDF bias and

flavor dependence in TMD distributions, JHEP 10 (2022) 118 [2201.07114].

[27] A. Vladimirov, Pion-induced Drell-Yan processes within TMD factorization, JHEP 10 (2019) 090

[1907.10356].

[28] S. Fazio and X. Chu. private communication.

[29] CMS collaboration, Measurements of differential Z boson production cross sections in proton-proton

collisions at
√
s = 13 TeV, JHEP 12 (2019) 061 [1909.04133].

[30] CMS collaboration, Measurement of mass dependence of the transverse momentum of Drell Yan

lepton pairs in proton-proton collisions at
√
s = 13 TeV, .

[31] LHCb collaboration, Precision measurement of forward Z boson production in proton-proton

collisions at
√
s = 13 TeV, JHEP 07 (2022) 026 [2112.07458].

[32] CDF collaboration, Measurement of the W P(T) distribution in p̄p collisions at
√
s = 1.8 TeV, Phys.

Rev. Lett. 66 (1991) 2951.

[33] D0 collaboration, Measurement of the shape of the transverse momentum distribution of W bosons

produced in pp̄ collisions at
√
s = 1.8 TeV, Phys. Rev. Lett. 80 (1998) 5498 [hep-ex/9803003].

[34] S. Bailey, T. Cridge, L.A. Harland-Lang, A.D. Martin and R.S. Thorne, Parton distributions from

LHC, HERA, Tevatron and fixed target data: MSHT20 PDFs, Eur. Phys. J. C 81 (2021) 341

[2012.04684].

[35] “artemide.” stable version: https://github.com/VladimirovAlexey/artemide-public

in-production version: https://github.com/VladimirovAlexey/artemide-development.

[36] NNPDF collaboration, Parton distributions from high-precision collider data, Eur. Phys. J. C 77

(2017) 663 [1706.00428].

[37] J.-Y. Chiu, A. Jain, D. Neill and I.Z. Rothstein, A Formalism for the Systematic Treatment of

Rapidity Logarithms in Quantum Field Theory, JHEP 05 (2012) 084 [1202.0814].

[38] I. Scimemi and A. Vladimirov, Systematic analysis of double-scale evolution, JHEP 08 (2018) 003

[1803.11089].

[39] J.C. Collins, D.E. Soper and G.F. Sterman, Factorization of Hard Processes in QCD, Adv. Ser.

Direct. High Energy Phys. 5 (1989) 1 [hep-ph/0409313].

[40] A. Vladimirov, Structure of rapidity divergences in multi-parton scattering soft factors, JHEP 04

(2018) 045 [1707.07606].

[41] A. Vladimirov, V. Moos and I. Scimemi, Transverse momentum dependent operator expansion at

next-to-leading power, 2109.09771.

– 34 –

https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.125.172001
https://arxiv.org/abs/2001.07717
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP09(2020)146
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP09(2020)146
https://arxiv.org/abs/2006.05329
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2021.136853
https://arxiv.org/abs/2111.15561
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP12(2021)095
https://arxiv.org/abs/2109.01917
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.129.162001
https://arxiv.org/abs/2205.02242
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP08(2022)280
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP08(2022)280
https://arxiv.org/abs/2205.02249
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP10(2022)118
https://arxiv.org/abs/2201.07114
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP10(2019)090
https://arxiv.org/abs/1907.10356
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP12(2019)061
https://arxiv.org/abs/1909.04133
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP07(2022)026
https://arxiv.org/abs/2112.07458
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.66.2951
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.66.2951
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.80.5498
https://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ex/9803003
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-021-09057-0
https://arxiv.org/abs/2012.04684
https://github.com/VladimirovAlexey/artemide-public
https://github.com/VladimirovAlexey/artemide-development
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-017-5199-5
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-017-5199-5
https://arxiv.org/abs/1706.00428
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP05(2012)084
https://arxiv.org/abs/1202.0814
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP08(2018)003
https://arxiv.org/abs/1803.11089
https://doi.org/10.1142/9789814503266_0001
https://doi.org/10.1142/9789814503266_0001
https://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0409313
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP04(2018)045
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP04(2018)045
https://arxiv.org/abs/1707.07606
https://arxiv.org/abs/2109.09771


[42] D. Gutierrez-Reyes, S. Leal-Gomez and I. Scimemi, W-boson production in TMD factorization, Eur.

Phys. J. C 81 (2021) 418 [2011.05351].

[43] Particle Data Group collaboration, Review of Particle Physics, PTEP 2022 (2022) 083C01.

[44] I. Balitsky and A. Tarasov, Power corrections to TMD factorization for Z-boson production, JHEP

05 (2018) 150 [1712.09389].

[45] J.C. Collins and D.E. Soper, Back-To-Back Jets: Fourier Transform from B to K-Transverse, Nucl.

Phys. B 197 (1982) 446.

[46] F. Herzog, S. Moch, B. Ruijl, T. Ueda, J.A.M. Vermaseren and A. Vogt, Five-loop contributions to

low-N non-singlet anomalous dimensions in QCD, Phys. Lett. B 790 (2019) 436 [1812.11818].

[47] R.N. Lee, A. von Manteuffel, R.M. Schabinger, A.V. Smirnov, V.A. Smirnov and M. Steinhauser,

Quark and Gluon Form Factors in Four-Loop QCD, Phys. Rev. Lett. 128 (2022) 212002

[2202.04660].

[48] M.-x. Luo, T.-Z. Yang, H.X. Zhu and Y.J. Zhu, Unpolarized quark and gluon TMD PDFs and FFs at

N3LO, JHEP 06 (2021) 115 [2012.03256].

[49] S. Moch, J.A.M. Vermaseren and A. Vogt, The Three loop splitting functions in QCD: The

Nonsinglet case, Nucl. Phys. B 688 (2004) 101 [hep-ph/0403192].

[50] A.A. Vladimirov, Self-contained definition of the Collins-Soper kernel, Phys. Rev. Lett. 125 (2020)

192002 [2003.02288].

[51] V. Moos and A. Vladimirov, Calculation of transverse momentum dependent distributions beyond the

leading power, JHEP 12 (2020) 145 [2008.01744].
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Correlations and fluctuations between produced particles in an ultra-relativistic nuclear colli-
sion remain one of the successor to understand the basics of the particle production mechanism.
More differential tools like Forward-Backward (FB) correlations between particles from two different
phase-space further strengthened our cognizance. We have studied the strength of FB correlations
in terms of charged particle multiplicity and summed transverse momentum for proton-proton (pp)
and proton-lead (pPb) collisions at the centre-of-mass energies

√
s = 13 TeV and

√
sNN = 5.02

TeV respectively for the EPOS3 simulated events with hydrodynamical evolution of produced par-
ticles. Furthermore, the correlation strengths are separately obtained for the particles coming from
the core and the corona. FB correlation strengths are examined as a function of psedorapidity
gap (ηgap), psedorapidity window-width (δη), centre-of-mass energy (

√
s), minimum transverse mo-

mentum (pTmin) and different multiplicity classes following standard kinematical cuts used by the
ALICE and the ATLAS experiments at the LHC for all three EPOS3 event samples. EPOS3 model
shows a similar trend of FB multiplicity and momentum correlation strengths for both pp & pPb
systems, though the correlation strengths are found to be larger for pPb system than pp system.
Moreover, δη-weighted average of FB correlation strengths as a function of different center-of-mass
energies for pp collisions delineates a tendency of saturation at very high energies.

I. INTRODUCTION

The formation of a hot dense medium of quasi-free
quarks and gluons, known as the Quark-Gluon Plasma, in
relativistic heavy-ion collisions at the Relativistic Heavy
Ion Collider (RHIC) and at the Large Hadron Collider
(LHC) unlatch the path to understand the early Uni-
verse as well as to testify the theory of the strong inter-
actions between quarks mediated by gluons [1–3]. The
relativistic viscous hydrodynamic calculations [4, 5] have
been found to be most successful in explaining the prop-
erties of the produced hot and dense matter in heavy-
ion collisions and demonstrate the space-time evolution
of the medium through observables such as harmonic
flow (vn) [6–8] which represent the translation of initial
state spatial inhomogeneities to the final state momen-
tum anisotropies.

In heavy-ion collisions, the initial energy density fluc-
tuates strongly event to event which leads to the fluctua-
tions of the space-time evolution of the produced medium
in the final state. Owing to the viscous hydrodynamics,
such density fluctuations are manifested as anisotropic
harmonic flow. The large initial state fluctuations ef-
fectuate the observed long-range correlations (LRC) be-
tween final state particles which are observed as corre-
lation between multiplicity densities in different pseudo-

∗ joyati254@gmail.com
† somnathkar11@gmail.com
‡ mitalimon@gmail.com

rapidity (η)-windows [9]. Another aspect of longitudi-
nal multiplicity correlations is the short-range correla-
tions (SRC), localized over a smaller range of η, mani-
fested in the single-jet, mini-jets, resonance decays etc.
Forward-Backward (FB) correlations between charged
particle multiplicities or transverse momenta in two sym-
metrically separated η-windows about the collision ver-
tex promote us to differentiate between LRC and SRC
components [10] and to study the dynamics of particle
production mechanism in high-energy hadron or nuclear
collisions.

Positive FB multiplicity correlation strength was first
observed in pp̄ collisions at

√
s = 540 GeV at CERN SPS

collider [12] and it has been then rigorously inspected in
pp̄ collisions at ISR energies from

√
s = 200 GeV to 900

GeV [13, 14]. Later, FB correlations were also examined
in pp and pp̄ collisions over wider range of collision en-
ergies [15–17]. No significant FB multiplicity correlation
has been reported in e+e− collisions [18] whereas a very
weak correlation strength was observed in e+e− annihi-
lation [19, 20]. CLAN structure had been used for better
understanding of observed stronger positive FB correla-
tion in pp and pp̄ collisions compared to weak correlation
in e+e− annihilation [21]. There are also significant pos-
itive FB correlation values reported in different collision
systems e.g. pp, pA and AA collisions [9, 22–25]. The
ATLAS [24] and the ALICE [25] collaborations at the
LHC reported strong FB correlations in pp collisions at√
s = 0.9, 2.76 and 7 TeV which contradicts STAR col-

laboration findings of weak correlation [23].

To explain experimental results, numerous theoret-
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ical models have been put forth. In Dual Parton
Model (DPM) [11] a Pomeron exchange between collid-
ing hadrons was initially thought of as an inelastic scat-
tering, later, the idea of many Pomeron exchanges was
implemented. DPM projected that particles created in
two well selected rapidity intervals would have a signifi-
cant long-range correlation [26]. The Quark Gluon String
Model (QGSM) [27, 28] is similar to DPM with some
essential differences. In this model new objects, quark-
gluon strings are formed which fragment into hadrons
and resonances. The QGSM model successfully described
ALICE data and concluded that the multistring pro-
cesses due to multi-Pomeron exchanges were the main
contributor to the FB correlations. The String Fusion
Model (SFM) [29, 30] incorporates the string fusion phe-
nomenon and is based on the Parton model of strong
interactions. The SFM framework is used to investigate
the characteristics of the strongly intensive variable that
characterizes correlations between the number of parti-
cles in two separated rapidity intervals in pp interactions
at LHC energy [31]. Using various dynamics of the string
interaction assumptions, correlations between multiplici-
ties and average transverse momentum are accomplished
in the percolating colour strings picture [32, 33]. A string
percolation process in pp collisions was used to study the
FB correlations [32] and observed an approximately con-
stant FB correlation over a substantial range of rapidity
window.

The correlations between mean transverse momentum
and multiplicity of charged particles in pp and pp̄ colli-
sions at

√
s from 17 GeV to 7 TeV are studied using a

modified multi-pomeron exchange model in which string
collectivity has been included in an effective way [34]. In
pp, pPb, and PbPb collisions at LHC energies it is ex-
plored using a dipole based Monte Carlo String Fusion
Model [35]. According to the Color Glass Condensate
model [36–38] long-range rapidity correlations continue
throughout the development of the quark–gluon plasma
that result from the collision. Using a model that regards
strings as independent identical emitters, the forward-
backward (FB) charged particle multiplicity correlations
between windows spaced apart in rapidity and azimuth
are investigated in Ref. [39]. Theoretical background of
long-range correlations in heavy-ion collisions has been
studied using a Monte-Carlo method in Ref. [40].

The high multiplicity data of pp and pPb collisions
at the LHC and dAu collisions at the RHIC show some
collective-like features resembling the heavy-ion colli-
sion [41–48]. The two-particle correlation studies in
high multiplicity pp/pPb collisions showed the heavy-
ion signature; “the ridge” which triggered many theo-
retical discussion/interpretations on the origin of it. Re-
cent studies [49, 50] show that the hydrodynamical mod-
elling which remains successful in explaining many fea-
tures of heavy-ion collisions, is also found to be appli-
cable in small collision systems. We discussed in our
previous article [51] on how EPOS3 model [52] with hy-
drodynamical evolution of produced particles (referred

as “with hydro” in rest of the texts) successfully repro-
duced many features of small collision systems at the
LHC energies [53]. Furthermore, we investigated the FB
multiplicity and momentum correlations using EPOS3
model by switching ON/OFF hydrodynamical evolution
of produced particles which does not affect much the final
outcomes. Studies using different models show that the
FB correlation strength is found to be decreasing with
increasing nuclear size upon the selected η-windows and
with increasing collision energy for a fixed collision sys-
tem [54, 55]. It has also been proposed that instead of
the contribution coming from particle production in ini-
tial stages of collisions, subsequent stage could modify
the behaviour of FB correlations and hadron nucleus col-
lision is expected to give more information on the whole
scenario. Keeping this in mind, a comparative analysis
of pp and pPb systems has been performed to improve
our current understanding of FB phenomena. We have
inspected FB multiplicity and momentum correlation in
pp and pPb collisions at the centre-of-mass energy

√
s =

13 TeV and
√
sNN = 5.02 TeV respectively using EPOS3

simulated with hydro events. In order to clarify the func-
tions of each component of the model that contribute to
the outcomes, we further divided the model into core and
corona approaches. The energy density of the strings in
the core is sufficient to activate the hydrodynamically
evolving QGP description. In the corona, hadron cre-
ation from nucleon-nucleon collisions is viewed as an in-
dependent phenomenon [52].

The rest of the paper is organized as follows: the defini-
tion of FB multiplicity and momentum correlation coef-
ficients are introduced in Section II. Section III describes
briefly the basic principles of EPOS3 model and sam-
ple size of generated events. Choice of EPOS3 simulated
events and FB windows are illustrated in Section IV. In
Section V, the dependence of FB correlation strength by
varying ηgap, δη, pTmin and different multiplicity classes
have been discussed in details. More importantly, the
behaviour of δη-weighted average of FB multiplicity and
momentum correlation strengths as a function of centre-
of-mass energy using EPOS3 simulated pp events have
been studied for the first time. Finally, conclusions are
drawn in Section VI.

II. FORWARD-BACKWARD CHARGED
PARTICLE MULTIPLICITY AND MOMENTUM

CORRELATION COEFFICIENT

Forward-backward correlations are measured between
different observables in separated η-intervals, namely n–n
(the correlation between charged-particle multiplicities),
pT –pT (the correlation between mean or summed trans-
verse momenta of charged particles) and pT –n (the cor-
relation between mean or summed transverse momenta
in one pseudorapidity interval and the multiplicity of
charged particles in another pseudorapidity interval) [56].
Two η-intervals, one from the forward and another from
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the backward window, are symmetrically chosen around
the collision centre. The detailed window construction
has already been shown and discussed in Ref. [51].

A linear relationship between average charged parti-
cle multiplicity in backward window (〈Nb〉Nf

) and the
charged particle multiplicity in the forward window (Nf )
has been reported and discussed in Ref. [13, 14]:

〈Nb〉Nf
= a+ bcorr(mult)Nf (1)

Here, FB multiplicity correlation strength is character-
ized by bcorr(mult). Considering the linear relation be-
tween (〈Nb〉Nf

) and Nf , bcorr(mult) can be determined
using the following Pearson Correlation Coefficient:

bcorr(mult) =
〈NfNb〉 − 〈Nf 〉〈Nb〉
〈N2

f 〉 − 〈Nf 〉2
(2)

The measurement of FB multiplicity correlation coeffi-
cient bcorr(mult) is defiled by the so-called “volume fluc-
tuations”, which arises due to the event-by-event fluctua-
tions of the number of the participating nucleons [57, 58].
Hence, we have considered an intensive observable like
the sum of the absolute transverse momentum of charged-
particles within the selected η windows to reduce the con-
tribution of volume fluctuations. Similar to the multiplic-
ity correlation we have estimated FB momentum corre-
lation coefficient, bcorr(ΣpT ) using the following formula:

bcorr(ΣpT ) =
〈ΣpTf ΣpTb〉 − 〈ΣpTf 〉〈ΣpTb〉
〈(ΣpTf )2〉 − 〈ΣpTf 〉2

(3)

Here, ΣpTf
(ΣpTb

) denotes the event averaged transverse
momenta of charged-particles in forward (backward) win-
dow.

An intuitive observable, δη-weighted average of FB
multiplicity and momentum correlation strength has
been introduced for the first time and is defined as fol-
lows:

< bcorr(mult/ΣpT ) >δη=
Σibcorr(mult/ΣpT )iδηi

Σiδηi
(4)

The behaviour of such observable has been studied as a
function of the centre-of-mass energy in pp collisions tak-
ing into account of our earlier measurements in smaller
collision system [51].

III. EPOS3 MODEL

The EPOS3 model [52] is based on Gribov-Regge mul-
tiple scattering theory. In this approach an individual
scattering is labeled as a ‘Pomeron’. A pomeron creates
a parton ladder which may be considered as longitudinal
flux tube carrying the transverse momentum from the
initial hard scatterings [59]. In a collision, many elemen-
tary parton-parton hard scatterings form a large num-
ber of flux tubes that expand and are fragmented into
string segments. Higher string density forms the so-called

FIG. 1. Charged-particle invariant yields as a function of pT
in pp collisions at

√
s = 13 TeV (top) and in pPb collisions at√

sNN = 5.02 TeV (bottom) compared to ALICE data [61, 62].

“core” which undergoes a three-dimensional (3D)+1 vis-
cous hydrodynamical evolution expecting no jet parton
escape and hadronizes via usual Cooper-Frye formalism
at a “hadronization temperature”, TH. Another part of
lower string density forms the so-called “corona” where
we can expect the escape of jet partons. Such string seg-
ments having high transverse momentum that are close
to the surface leave the bulk matter and hadronize (in-
cluding jet hadrons) via the Schwinger mechanism. The
phase transition from parton to hadron follows a real-
istic equation of state which is compatible with the lat-
tice gauge results with subsequent hadronic cascade using
UrQMD model [60].

Using EPOS3 model, we have generated 3 million
minimum-bias pp events at

√
s = 13 TeV and pPb events

at
√
sNN = 5.02 TeV. On top of the minimum bias anal-

ysis, a more differential approach has been introduced
by taking particles coming from either core or corona
and we have varied certain model parameter in order
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FIG. 2. (Average) Pseudorapidity density of charged particles
in (pp collisions at

√
s = 13 TeV (top)) pPb collisions at

√
sNN

= 5.02 TeV (bottom) compared to ALICE data [61, 63].

to achieve it. We have measured FB multiplicity and
momentum correlations for the EPOS3 generated events
with all charged particles and particles from core and
corona.

To validate the generated event samples of different
centre-of-mass energies, we have compared minimum
bias EPOS3 simulated events with ALICE data [61–63].
Fig. 1 shows that the invariant yields of charged-particles
as a function of pT as measured by ALICE experiment in
pp collisions at

√
s= 13 TeV (top) and in pPb collisions at√

sNN = 5.02 TeV (bottom) have been successfully repro-
duced by the EPOS3 simulated events at the chosen ener-
gies. Average pseudorapidity density and pseudorapidity
density of charged-particles has been plotted in Fig. 2 for
EPOS3 simulated pp events at

√
s = 13 TeV (top) and

pPb events at
√
sNN = 5.02 TeV (bottom) respectively.

FIG. 3. Variation of 〈Nb〉Nf with Nf for FB window width δη

= 0.6 and ηgap = 0.4 for EPOS3 generated pp events at
√
s =

13 TeV (left panel) and pPb events (right panel) at
√
sNN =

5.02 TeV. A linear fit has been performed (red line) for both
the systems.

Compared results reflect that EPOS3 simulated events
agreed well with the experimental measurements in the
chosen kinematic intervals [61, 63].

IV. EVENTS & FB WINDOW SELECTION

Events are selected with a minimum of two charged
particles in the chosen kinematic interval. The whole
analyses for the pp and pPb events have been carried out
following ALICE [25] and ATLAS [24] kinematics. By the
word ALICE kinematics we mean the cuts on the kine-
matic variables pT and η as 0.3 < pT <1.5 GeV/c and
|η| < 0.8 respectively. Similarly for the ATLAS kinemat-
ics we use pT > 0.1 GeV/c and |η| < 2.5. Only caveat
is those cuts were used for lower centre-of-mass energies
for pp collisions by the ALICE and the ATLAS Collabo-
rations.

V. RESULTS & DISCUSSIONS

We have calculated and plotted in Fig. 3 the average
backward multiplicity (〈Nb〉Nf

) for each fixed value of
forward multiplicity Nf for window width δη = 0.6 and
ηgap = 0.4 for EPOS3 simulated pp events at

√
s = 13

TeV (left panel) and pPb events at
√
sNN = 5.02 TeV

(right panel). From the scatter plots we can see a linear
relationship between 〈Nb〉Nf

and Nf . A linear fit has
been displayed by the red lines in both panels. Slope
of these lines actually quantify the correlation strength
between multiplicities in F & B windows. We have, there-
fore, applied Pearson Correlation Coefficient formula de-
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scribed in Eq. 2 to compute FB multiplicity correlation
strengths. To eliminate the incorporated volume fluctu-
ations in FB multiplicity correlation, we have evaluated
FB momentum correlation coefficient, bcorr(ΣpT) using
Eq. 3 for the EPOS3 simulated pp events at

√
s = 13

TeV and pPb events at
√
sNN = 5.02 TeV.

A. Dependence on the gap between
FB windows (ηgap)

The variation of FB multiplicity and momentum cor-
relation coefficients with ηgap for four different window
widths (δη = 0.2, 0.4, 0.6 & 0.8) have been shown in
Fig. 4 and Fig. 5 respectively for EPOS3 simulated all
charged particles, only-core and only-corona particles in
pp collisions at

√
s = 13 TeV (top panel) and pPb col-

lisions at
√
sNN = 5.02 TeV (bottom panel). We have

FIG. 4. FB multiplicity correlation strength, bcorr(mult) as a
function of ηgap for δη = 0.2, 0.4, 0.6 and 0.8 for EPOS3 gen-
erated all charged particles and particles from core & corona
in pp collisions at

√
s = 13 TeV (top panel) and pPb collisions

(bottom panel) at
√
sNN = 5.02 TeV.

compared all three cases for window widths δη = 0.2 &
0.4 (left panel) and δη = 0.6 & 0.8 (right panel) for both
pp and pPb events. We observed that for a fixed window
width, the FB correlation strengths decrease slowly with
the increasing ηgap and increase with increasing δη at a
fixed ηgap which resemble the trend at lower centre-of-
mass energies in pp collisions as described in our earlier
study [51].

Quantitatively we found that the correlation strengths
are larger for pPb collisions than pp collisions for all the
chosen ηgap and δη combinations. The asymmetric na-
ture of pPb collisions where the proton collides with a
nucleus having a larger number of sources compared to
pp collisions, results in a larger initial-state parton den-

FIG. 5. Forward-backward summed-pT correlation as a func-
tion of ηgap for four window widths δη = 0.2, 0.4, 0.6 and 0.8
for EPOS3 generated all charged particles and particles from
core & corona in pp and pPb collisions at

√
s = 13 TeV (top

panel) and
√
sNN = 5.02 TeV (bottom panel) respectively.

sity in the lead nucleus compared to the proton. Such
asymmetric collisions could have larger fluctuations in
the final state which may contribute to stronger forward-
backward correlation strength in pPb collisions w.r.t pp
collisions.

Interestingly, we have noticed that for pPb events the
correlation strengths decrease faster with increasing ηgap
as compared to pp events. The SRC component depends
strongly on collision system and it is asymmetric between
forward and backward windows in pPb collisions while
the LRC component is nearly symmetric in all collision
systems [9]. Thus, the faster dilution of SRC compo-
nent at large ηgap between forward and backward regions
could be the reason behind the faster decrease of corre-
lation strength in asymmetric pPb collisions w.r.t sym-
metric pp collisions.

The dominance of correlation strength due to only-
core particles is clearly visible over only-corona particles.
Since the particles from corona are mostly dominated by
jets or minijet partons, the paucity of LRC component
results in smaller correlation strength for particles from
corona over core at large ηgap for both the collision sys-
tems.

B. Dependence on the width of FB windows (δη)

The δη-dependence of FB multiplicity and momen-
tum correlation coefficients for contiguous (ηgap = 0),
symmetrical windows with respect to collision centre are
shown in Fig. 6 and Fig. 7 for

√
s= 13 TeV in pp collisions

and
√
sNN = 5.02 TeV in pPb collisions using EPOS3 sim-

ulated with hydro events. We have studied and presented
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FIG. 6. FB multiplicity correlation strength, bcorr(mult) as a
function of δη for ηgap = 0 using EPOS3 generated pp and pPb
events at

√
s = 13 TeV and

√
sNN = 5.02 TeV respectively

for all charged particles and particles from core & corona.

the multiplicity and momentum correlation coefficients
for the EPOS3 generated event samples with all charged
particles and particles from core & corona. We observed
that the only-core and only-corona cases underestimate
both the correlation strengths for minimum-bias event
sample. The correlation coefficients increase non-linearly
with δη for both pp and pPb events though the values are
higher in case of pPb events which may be due to fact as
described in V A. The results are found to be similar to
our earlier measurements qualitatively [51], featuring the
dominance of SRC component for the non-linear growth
of the FB correlation strengths. As discussed and ex-
plained in V A, here also we have found that the corre-
lation strengths w.r.t δη are larger for only-core particles
than only-corona particles.

FIG. 7. Contributions of bcorr(ΣpT ) on δη for ηgap = 0 for
EPOS3 generated pp and pPb events.

C. Dependence on collision energy (
√
s)

We have examined the behaviour of δη-weighted av-
erage of FB multiplicity and momentum correlation
strengths as a function of centre-of-mass energy using
EPOS3 simulated pp event samples. Such an unconven-
tional measurement is still not available experimentally.
Hence, to compare our findings in a systematic way we
have evaluated δη-weighted average for the available ex-
perimental bcorr(mult) and bcorr(ΣpT) values for the AL-
ICE [25] and the ATLAS [24] data. Fig. 8 and Fig. 9 show
the δη-weighted average of FB multiplicity and momen-
tum correlation as a function of centre-of-mass energy
following ALICE and ATLAS kinematics.

In the left panel of Fig. 8 and Fig. 9, we observed
that initially 〈bcorr(mult)〉δη and 〈bcorr(ΣpT)〉δη values
increase rapidly with increasing

√
s upto 2.76 TeV, then

grows moderately upto
√
s = 7 TeV for both EPOS3 sim-

ulated events and experimental data. For comparison, we
have incorporated the results from other available theo-
retical models which also show a similar trend for the
δη-weighted average of FB correlations [28, 39].

It is also very interesting to find that for EPOS3 sim-
ulated events, the δη-weighted average of FB correlation
strengths as a function of

√
s lean towards saturation

approximately beyond
√
s = 7 TeV, where there is no

available experimental data for such a measurement. The
results from QGSM model although do not show such a
strong saturation effect at higher energy.

To gain a more nuanced understanding of the fascinat-
ing behavior observed in the δη-weighted average of FB
correlation strengths, we computed this metric separately
for the particles coming either from core or corona. We
have found that the observed saturation at higher centre-
of-mass energy predominantly due to the saturation for
the only-core particles whereas the only-corona particles
show increasing trend. In EPOS3 model, the corona is

FIG. 8. Comparison of δη-weighted average FB multiplic-
ity correlations, (〈bcorr(mult)〉δη) as a function of

√
s for the

EPOS3 simulated pp events (all charged particles, core and
corona) with derived ALICE (left), ATLAS (right) data and
theoretical models (left).
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dominated by the high-pT particles whereas the core con-
tains particles which undergo 3+1D hydro mimicking the
formation of QGP-like medium [64].

The exchange of multiple pomerons between colliding
particles [65] in a collision remains the primary sources
of fluctuations producing multiple particles in a corre-
lated way. The multiplicity of produced particle and their
transverse momentum are thus very much influenced by
the initial conditions of a collision and in particluar are
much more apparent in small collision systems like pp or
pA where final state effects are less. In the CGC frame-
work [66, 67] it has been argued that at small x ∼ pT /

√
s,

gluon density first grows and then gets saturated with
increase in energy which results in moderate increase in
charge particle multiplicity density in pp or pA collisions
as the beam energy increases [68]. Since the observable
like bcorr (mult or ΣpT) is an extensive quantity, it might
show such saturation effect mainly because fluctuations
associated with the number of sources get saturated [65].
Henceforth, the EPOS3 model based FB correlation anal-
ysis at higher center-of-mass energy encourages further
experimental study.

FIG. 9. Comparison of δη-weighted average FB summed-pT
correlations, (〈bcorr(ΣpT)〉δη) as a function of

√
s for EPOS3

simulated pp events (all charged particles, core and corona)
following ALICE kinematics (left) and with derived ATLAS
(right) data.

D. Dependence on the minimum transverse
momentum (pTmin)

The variation of FB multiplicity and momentum corre-
lations with minimum transverse momentum of charged
particles (pTmin

) have been shown in Fig. 10 and Fig. 11
for both EPOS3 generated with hydro pp events at

√
s

= 13 TeV and pPb events at
√
sNN = 5.02 TeV following

ATLAS kinematics [24]. We calculated the values of bcorr
at seven different levels of minimum transverse momen-
tum (pTmin

), specifically at pTmin
= 0.1, 0.2, 0.3, 0.5, 1.0,

1.5, and 2.0 GeV. These calculations were performed for
symmetric forward-backward (FB) windows without any

FIG. 10. Forward-backward multiplicity correlations as a
function of pTmin for window width δη = 0.5 for EPOS3 sim-
ulated pp and pPb events.

separation. The multiplicity and momentum correlations
strengths decrease rapidly with the increase of pTmin val-
ues for both pp and pPb events confirming similar trend
at lower center-of-mass energies [51]. With the increase
of pTmin , domination of LRC component decreases re-
sulting weaker FB multiplicity correlation strength sug-
gesting the transition from soft process to hard processes
with increasing transverse momentum of the produced
particles. As discussed in V A, here also the correlation
strengths are found to be greater for pPb collisions than
pp collisions.

FIG. 11. Forward-backward summed-pT correlation as a func-
tion of pTmin for window width δη = 0.5 for EPOS3 generated
pp and pPb events.
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E. Multiplicity dependent bcorr(ΣpT)

FIG. 12. Forward-backward summed-pT correlations as a
function of ηgap for window width δη = 0.5 in different mul-
tiplicity ranges for EPOS3 simulated pp events at

√
s = 13

TeV.

FIG. 13. Forward-backward summed-pT correlations as a
function of ηgap for window width δη = 0.5 in different mul-
tiplicity ranges for EPOS3 simulated pPb events at

√
sNN =

5.02 TeV.

In addition to the study using minimum-bias EPOS3
events, we have exploited a multiplicity-dependent
summed-pT FB correlations study as well. Fig. 12 and
Fig. 13 show FB momentum correlation as a function of
ηgap for δη = 0.5 in three multiplicity ranges estimated
following ATLAS kinematics [24] using EPOS3 simulated
pp events at

√
s = 13 TeV and pPb events at

√
sNN =

5.02 TeV. Red, blue and green points correspond to non-
overlapping multiplicity regions; Low- (2 < Nch < 30),
Mid- (30 < Nch < 60) and High-multiplicity (60 < Nch <
90) regions respectively. We have kept the multiplicity

ranges same for both pp and pPb events for better un-
derstanding. We can see the similar decrease of corre-
lation strength with increasing ηgap and for a fixed ηgap
value, bcorr(ΣpT) also decreases with increasing multi-
plicity which may be due to the fact that fusion of strings
into core in high multiplicity EPOS3 events lowers the FB
correlation strength [51].

VI. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

We have performed a rigorous study on FB multiplic-
ity and momentum correlation in pp and pPb collisions
at the centre-of-mass energies,

√
s = 13 TeV and

√
sNN

= 5.02 TeV respectively at the LHC using EPOS3 simu-
lated events with all charged particles and particles from
core & corona. We have investigated the behaviour of
FB correlation strengths on gap between two pseudo-
rapidity windows (ηgap), window width (δη), minimum
transverse momentum (pTmin) and different multiplicity
classes. Many LHC findings confirm a strong analogy
between the small collision systems, pp and pPb par-
ticularly in terms of particles correlations and fluctua-
tions [42, 43, 69]. We have also noticed here that general
trends of both FB correlation strengths are similar in case
of both EPOS3 simulated with hydro pp and pPb colli-
sions irrespective of energy difference. We have found
following results:

• The linear relationship between 〈Nb〉Nf
and Nf

is verified for EPOS3 generated both pp and pPb
events and is more steeper for the pPb events than
pp events.

• Our model based study fairly describes two general
features of both FB correlation coefficients in two
different collision systems (pp and pPb) that it de-
creases slowly with the increase of gap between two
selected η-windows irrespective of window widths
and increases non-linearly with window width for a
fixed separation between η-windows.

• Rapid decrease in the values of both bcorr(mult)
and bcorr(

∑
pT ) with the small increase of min-

imum transverse momentum pTmin has been ob-
served for both pp and pPb events.

• Multiplicity dependent summed-pT correlation
study also reveals that with the increase of multi-
plicity the value of bcorr(

∑
pT ) decreases at a fixed

ηgap for both pp and pPb events.

All these facts resemble our previous assessment of FB
correlations in pp collisions at three comparatively lower
centre-of-mass energies,

√
s = 0.9, 2.76 & 7 TeV [51].

The observed larger FB multiplicity and momentum
correlation strength in pPb collisions w.r.t pp collisions
could be due to the fact that the initial asymmetry of
the pPb collisions and the large system size w.r.t the pp
collisions may enhance the event-by-event fluctuations
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which in turn may increase the FB correlation.

The most interesting result from our present study is
the behaviour of δη-weighted average of FB multiplic-
ity and momentum correlation strengths as a function
of centre-of-mass energy (

√
s = 0.9, 2.76, 7 & 13 TeV)

using EPOS3 simulated pp events. The increase of both
the correlation strengths (bcorr(mult) & bcorr(ΣpT)) with√
s is clearly visible and interestingly we observed that

it tends to saturate at very high energy. We have incor-
porated different theoretical model studies to compare
our results and the correlation strengths are found to
be following the similar trend as of EPOS3 simulated
events. To investigate the possible reason behind such
an interesting observation, we have calculated the corre-
lation strengths for the EPOS3 generated events with all
charged particles and particles from core & corona. We
found that for the particles from corona, the δη-weighted
average of FB correlations do not show any saturation
trend whereas for particles form core are perfectly ex-
hibited the trend. We may infer that it may be due to
the dominance of gluon-saturation effect at such higher
centre-of-mass energies.

Our analyses uncover the fact that the FB multiplic-
ity and momentum correlation as a function of ηgap, δη,
pTmin and different multiplicity classes in EPOS3 simu-

lated pPb events qualitatively resemble the outcome of
EPOS3 simulated pp events though the values of correla-
tion coefficients are higher for pPb events than those for
pp events. Overall, we may conclude that the systematic
study on FB correlations in different dimensions using
the hybrid Monte-Carlo model EPOS3 [52] adds more
valuable information to understand the existing experi-
mental results as well as encourages more experimental
measurements at higher centre-of-mass energies and in
different collision systems.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

The authors are thankful to Dr. Klaus Warner for
providing us with the EPOS3 model. The authors are
thankful to the members of the grid computing team of
VECC and cluster computing team of dept. of Physics,
Jadavpur University for providing uninterrupted facility
for event generation and analyses. We also gratefully
acknowledge the financial help from the DST-GOI un-
der the scheme “Mega facilities in basic science research”
[Sanction Order No. SR/MF/PS-02/2021-Jadavpur (E-
37128) dated 31.12.2021]. One of the authors (JM) ac-
knowledges DST-INDIA for providing fellowship under
INSPIRE Scheme.

[1] E. Shuryak, Rev. Mod. Phys. 89, 035001 (2017)
[2] P. Braun-Munzinger, V. Koch, T. Schaefer et al., Phys.

Rep. 621, 76 (2016)
[3] K. Fukushima and T. Hatsuda, Rep. Prog. Phys. 74,

014001 (2011)
[4] C. Gale, S. Jeon, and B. Schenke, Int. J. Mod. Phys. A28,

1340011 (2013)
[5] U. Heinz and R. Snellings, Annu. Rev. Nucl. Part. Sci.

63, 123 (2013)
[6] B. Schenke, S. Jeon, and C. Gale, Phys. Rev. Lett. 106,

042301(2011)
[7] B. Schenke, S. Jeon, and C. Gale, Phys. Rev. C85,

024901(2012)
[8] G. Aad et al. (ATLAS Collaboration), Phys. Rev. C86,

014907 (2012)
[9] M. Aaboud et al. (ATLAS Collaboration), Phys. Rev.

C95, 064914 (2017)
[10] A. Capella and A. Krzywicki, Phys. Rev. D18, 4120

(1978)
[11] A. Capella, U. Sukhatme, C.-I. Tan, and J. T. T. Van,

Phys. Rep. 236, 225 (1994)
[12] K. Alpgard et al. (UA5 Collaboration), Phys. Lett. B123,

361 (1983)
[13] G. J. Alner et al. (UA5 Collaboration), Phys. Rep. 154,

247 (1987)
[14] R. E. Ansorge et al. (UA5 Collaboration), Z. Phys. C37,

191 (1988)
[15] L. V. Bravina et al., Sov. J. Nucl. Phys. 50, 245 (1989)
[16] V. V. Aivazyan et al. (NA22 Collaboration), Z. Phys.

C42, 533 (1989)

[17] T. Alexopoulos et al. (E735 Collaboration), Phys. Lett.
B353, 155 (1995)

[18] M. Derrick et al. (HRS Collaboration), Phys. Rev. D34,
3304 (1986)

[19] W. Braunschweig et al. (TASSO Collaboration), Z. Phys.
C45, 193 (1989)

[20] R. Akers et al. (OPAL Collaboration), Phys. Lett. B320,
417 (1994)

[21] A. Giovannini and R. Ugoccioni, Phys. Rev. D66, 034001
(2002)

[22] B. B. Back et al. (PHOBOS Collaboration), Phys. Rev.
C74, 011901 (2006)

[23] B. I. Abelev et al. (STAR Collaboration), Phys. Rev.
Lett. 103, 172301 (2009)

[24] G. Aad et al. (ATLAS Collaboration), J. High Energy
Phys. 07 019 (2012)

[25] J. Adam et al. (ALICE Collaboration), J. High Energy
Phys. 05 097 (2015)

[26] A. Capella and J. T. T. Van, Z. Phys. C18, 85 (1983)
[27] A. B. Kaidalov, Phys. Lett. 116B, 459 (1982); Phys. At.

Nucl. 66, 1994 (2003)
[28] L. V. Bravina, J. Bleibel, and E. E. Zabrodin, Phys. Lett.

B787, 146 (2018)
[29] N. S. Amelin , M. A. Braun, C. Pajares, Physics Letters

B306 (1993) 312; Z. Phys. C63 (1994) 507; N. S. Amelin,
N. Armesto, M. A. Braun, E. G. Ferreiro, and C. Pajares,
Phys. Rev. Lett. 73, 2813 (1994)

[30] M. A. Braun, C. Pajares, Nucl. Phys. B390, 542 (1993)
[31] V. V. Vechernin and S. N. Belokurova 2020 J. Phys.:

Conf. Ser. 1690 012088; E. Andronov & V. V. Vechernin,
Euro. Phys. J. A55, 14 (2019)



10

[32] P. Brogueira, J. Dias de Deus, C. Pajares, Phys. Lett.
B675, 308 (2009)

[33] M. A. Braun, R. S. Kolevatov, C. Pajares, and V. V.
Vechernin, Eur. Phys. J. C32, 535 (2004)

[34] E. O. Bodnya, V. N. Kovalenko, A. M. Puchkov and G.
A. Feofilov AIP Conference Proceedings 1606, 273 (2014)

[35] V. N. Kovalenko, Physics of Particles and Nuclei volume
48, 945 (2017)

[36] L. McLerran, Nuclear Physics A699, 73-81 (2002)
[37] N. Armesto, L. McLerran, C. Pajares, Nucl. Phys. A781

(2007) 201
[38] T. Lappi, L. McLerran, Nucle. Phys. A832, 330 (2010)
[39] V. Vechernin, Nuclear Physics A939, 21 (2015); Proceed-

ings of Science, QFTHEP, 055 (2013)
[40] V. V. Vechernin, R. S. Kolevatov, Phys. Atom. Nucl. 70,

1797 (2007) ; Phys. Atom. Nucl. 70, 1809 (2007)
[41] V. Khachatryan et al. (CMS Collaboration), Phys. Rev.

Lett. 116, 172302 (2016)
[42] V. Khachatryan et al. (CMS Collaboration), Phys. Lett.

B765, 193 (2017)
[43] B. Abelev et al. (ALICE Collaboration), Phys. Lett.

B719, 29 (2013)
[44] S. Chatrchyan et al. (CMS Collaboration), Phys. Lett.

B718, 795 (2013)
[45] G. Aad et al. (ATLAS Collaboration), Phys. Rev. Lett.

110, 182302 (2013)
[46] A. Adare et al. (PHENIX Collaboration), Phys. Rev.

Lett. 114, 192301 (2015)
[47] V. Khachatryan et al. (CMS Collaboration), J. of High

Energy Phys. 09, 091 (2010)
[48] G. Aad et al. (ATLAS Collaboration) Phys. Rev. Lett.

116, 172301 (2016)
[49] K. Werner, I. .Karpenko and T. Pierog, Phys. Rev. Lett.

106, 122004 (2011)

[50] P. Bozek, Phys. Rev. C85, 014911 (2012)
[51] M. Mondal et al., Phys. Rev. D102, 014033 (2020)
[52] K. Werner, B. Guiot, Iu. Karpenko, and T. Pierog, Phys.

Rev. C89, 064903 (2014)
[53] S. Kar et al., J. Phys. G: Nucl. Part. Phys. 45, 125103

(2018)
[54] Yi-An Li et al., Phys. Rev. C104, 044906 (2021)
[55] N. Armesto, M. A. Braun, C. Pajares, Phys. Rev. C75

054902 (2007)
[56] B. Alessandro et al. (ALICE Collaboration), J. Phys. G

32, 1295 (2006)
[57] Konchakovski, V.P. Hauer, M. Torrieri et al., Phys. Rev.

C79, 034910 (2009)
[58] A. Bzdak, Phys. Rev. C80, 024906 (2009)
[59] H. J. Drescher, M. Hladik, S. Ostapchenko, T. Pierog,

and K. Werner, Phys. Rep. 350, 93 (2001)
[60] M. Bleicher et al., J. Phys. G25, 1859 (1999); H. Petersen,

J. Steinheimer et al., Phys. Rev. C78, 044901 (2008)
[61] J. Adam et al. (ALICE Collaboration), Phys. Lett. B753,

319-329 (2016)
[62] B. Abelev et al. (ALICE Collaboration), Eur. Phys. J.

C74, 3054, (2014)
[63] B. Abelev et al. (ALICE Collaboration) Phys. Rev. Lett.

110, 032301 (2013)
[64] J. Aichelin, K. Werner, J. Phys. G: Nucl. Part. Phys. 37,

094006 (2010)
[65] Kovalenko, V., Feofilov, G., Puchkov, A., Valiev, F., Uni-

verse 8, 246 (2022)
[66] Larry McLerran, arXiv:0804.1736v1 [hep-ph]
[67] F. Gelis, J. Phys. G34, S421 (2007)
[68] J. Adam et al. (ALICE Collaboration) Phys. Rev. Lett.

116, 222302 (2016)
[69] V. Khachatryan et al. (CMS Collaboration), Phys. Lett.

B742, 200-224 (2015)

http://arxiv.org/abs/0804.1736


Quark matter under strong electric fields in the Linear Sigma Model coupled with quarks
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In this work we study the influence of external electric field and temperature on the chiral phase transition
of Quantum Chromodynamics. We use the two-flavor Linear Sigma Model coupled with quarks (LSMq) in a
thermal and electrized medium to evaluate the effective quark mass and the Schwinger pair production. To this
end, we apply one-loop correction to the fermionic sector of the model and the simple tree-level approximation
in the mesonic contributions. The electric fields strengthen the partial restoration of the chiral symmetry when
applied with finite temperature in a crossover transition. The expected decrease of the pseudocritical temperature
as a function of the electric field is observed until electric fields reach 𝑒𝐸 ≈ 13.5𝑚2𝜋 . For stronger electric fields,
the effect is the opposite, which is in a very good agreement with previous results obtained with four-point
non-renormalizable models, showing that this effect is independent of renormalizability issues. We also show
the thermal and electric effects on the behavior of the Schwinger pair production.

I. INTRODUCTION

Experimental efforts over the last few decades can give us
very strong evidence of the formation of quark-gluon plasma
in the relativistic heavy-ion collisions (HIC) [1–3]. If one as-
sumes basic ideas from classical electromagnetism, one can
obtain that strong magnetic fields perpendicular to the reac-
tion plane can be present in peripheral heavy-ion collisions
with 𝑒𝐵 ∼ 1019 G[4]. This is a preliminary sketch of more
sophisticated computational techniques that predict magnetic
fields of the same order of magnitude depending on the impact
parameter, electrical conductivity and the collision time [5–7].
Besides that, recent numerical simulations predict that strong
magnetic and electric fields should be present in peripheral
HIC, which is the case observed in asymmetrical collisions
[8–11]. In such situations, e.g., Cu+Au collisions, strong elec-
tric fields are expected due to the difference of electric charges
in the region where the nuclei overlap. It is also feasible to
anticipate the emergence of strong electric fields by predic-
tions of event-by-event fluctuations of proton position within
the colliding nuclei of Au+Au and Pb+Pb [12–15] at the usual
collision energy scale

√
𝑠 = 2.76 TeV and

√
𝑠 = 200 GeV from

ALICE and RHIC respectively. Additionally, the presence
of electric fields can be very interesting to better understand
anomalous transport properties as the chiral separation effect
[4, 16–18], the chiral magnetic effect [19] and several other
quantities in the phase diagram of quantum chromodynamics
(QCD).
Despite the numerical evidence about strong electric fields

in HIC, there is still little effort to increment QCD phase
diagram analysis in such an environment. In lattice QCD
(LQCD), the main reason concerns technical issues similar
to the sign problem [20, 21] which makes very difficult such
applications, regardless of a few recent works with some im-
provements [21–24]. In this way, the current literature about

∗ wr.tavares@yahoo.com
† sidney.avancini@ufsc.br
‡ ricardo.farias@ufsm.br

electric fields in QCD is restricted basically to low energy
effective models and some applications in quantum field the-
ories (QFTs), such as the case of Nambu–Jona-Lasinio (NJL)
model and its extensions [25–31], Chiral Perturbation Theory
[32, 33], Dyson-Schwinger equations [34] and_𝜙4 theory [35–
37]. Most of these models are in good agreement with regard
to the partial restoration of the chiral symmetry guided by elec-
tric fields, namely inverse electric catalysis (IEC). In the case
of the NJL model, some different regularization techniques
have also been used to evaluate not just the behavior of the ef-
fective quarkmass but also the Schwinger pair production [27],
even in more complex environments including electric fields
[28, 29]. If simultaneously to the electric fields we include
the temperature, the two-flavor NJL [25, 26] results indicate
that both quantities will strengthen the partial chiral symmetry
restoration, with the decreasing of the pseudocritical temper-
ature as a function of the electric fields until 𝑒𝐸 ∼ 13.5𝑚2𝜋 ,
where an opposite behavior is predicted, which until now is
due inconclusive reasons [26]. The same qualitative result has
been obtained in the context of the _𝜙4 self-interacting scalar
field theory [35].
In the present work we explore for the first time, the two-

flavor Linear Sigma model (LSM𝑞) coupled with quarks with
a constant electric field and finite temperatures. We apply the
one-loop correction in the fermionic sector of the model and
the usual tree-level approximation for the mesonic sector. In-
spired by the regularized expressions of the pure electric field
part in the thermodynamic potential, developed in the context
of NJL model [25, 26], we apply these set of equations in the
renormalizable version of LSM𝑞. Our aim is to reanalyze all
the basic physics of the model, i.e., effective quark masses,
Schwinger pair production, and observe how the pseudocrit-
ical temperature for chiral symmetry restoration behaves as
a function of the electric fields. These quantities must be
enough to know how the renormalizability affects the results
in comparison with previous results obtained in NJL model.
The work is organized in the following structure: In section

II we present the formalism details of LSM𝑞 including effects
of an electric field and finite temperature. In section III we
show the equations of the one-loop correction for the fermionic
contribution including thermo-electric effects. The numerical
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results are present in section IV and the conclusions in section
V. The appendix A is devoted to the explicit computation of
the minimum of the effective potential.

II. LAGRANGIAN OF THE SU(2) LSM𝑞 WITH ELECTRIC
FIELDS

The Lagrangian of the SU(2) LSM𝑞 in an external electro-
magnetic field is given in Euclidean space by the following
expression [38]

L = 𝜓
[
𝑖 /𝐷 + 𝑔(𝜎 + 𝑖𝛾5 ®𝜏 · ®𝜋)

]
𝜓 + 1
2

[
(𝜕`𝜎)2 + (𝜕` ®𝜋)2

]
+𝑈 (𝜎, ®𝜋) − 1

4
𝐹`a𝐹`a, (1)

where 𝐴` and 𝐹`a = 𝜕`𝐴a − 𝜕a𝐴` are respectively the elec-
tromagnetic gauge and tensor fields, 𝑔 is the Yukawa cou-
pling constant, ®𝜏 are isospin Pauli matrices, 𝑄 is the di-
agonal quark charge 1 matrix, 𝑄=diag(𝑞𝑢= 2/3, 𝑞𝑑=-1/3),
𝐷` = (𝜕` + 𝑖𝑒𝑄𝐴`) is the covariant derivative and we adopt
𝐴` = −𝛿`4𝑥3𝐸 in order to include in the 𝑧−direction a constant
electric field. In this model, we have the following quantum
fields: 𝜓 = (𝜓𝑢 𝜓𝑑)𝑇 which are the quark fermion fields and
the mesonic degrees of freedom as given by the 𝜎 and ®𝜋 fields.
The purely mesonic potential,𝑈 (𝜎, ®𝜋), in eq.(1), is given by

𝑈 (𝜎, ®𝜋) = 1
2
𝑚2

(
𝜎2 + ®𝜋2

)
+ _

24

(
𝜎2 + ®𝜋2

)2
− ℎ𝜎 (2)

where _, 𝑚2 and ℎ are constants fixed by experimental parame-
ters as the 𝜎 and 𝜋 meson masses and the pion decay constant,
𝑓𝜋 . The value of ℎ = 𝑓𝜋𝑚

2
𝜋 ensure the explicit breaking of the

chiral symmetry, i.e., 𝑆𝑈 (2)𝑣 group. We adopt, for simplicity
the mean field values of 〈𝜎〉 ≡ 𝜙 and 〈 ®𝜋〉 ≡ ®𝜋 = 0.
The tree-level effective potential in a constant electric field

for the LSM𝑞 is given by

𝐹0 = 𝑈 (𝜙, ®𝜋) − 1
4
𝐸2, (3)

this representation is useful formaking clear some of our renor-
malization procedures to the one-loop fermionic correction to
the effective potential.
The meson and quark masses, at the tree-level approxima-

tion, are given by [38]

𝑚2𝜎 = 𝑚2 + _

2
𝜙2, (4)

𝑚2𝜋 = 𝑚2 + _

6
𝜙2, (5)

𝑀 = 𝑔𝜙 (6)

where 𝜙 is vacuum expectation value of 𝜎 field.

1 Our results are expressed in Gaussian natural units where 1GeV2 = 1.44 ×
1019𝐺 and 𝑒 = 1/

√
137.

III. ONE-LOOP FERMIONIC CONTRIBUTION

In this work we treat mesonic sector at tree level and include
quantum corrections only in the fermionic sector. The one-
loop correction to the fermionic contributions at 𝑒𝐸 = 𝑇 = 0
is given by [39–42]

𝐹1𝑣𝑎𝑐 = −2𝑁𝑐𝑁 𝑓

∫
𝑑4𝑝

(2𝜋)4
log(𝑝20 + 𝐸2𝑝) + 𝐶, (7)

where 𝐶 is a mass-independent constant that can be ignored,
𝑁𝑐 and 𝑁 𝑓 are the number of colors and flavors, respectively.
The energy dispersion relation, 𝐸𝑝 , is given by

𝐸2𝑝 = 𝑀2 + 𝑝2, (8)

In the MS scheme [38], we obtain for eq.(7) the following
expression

𝐹1𝑣𝑎𝑐 =
𝑁𝑐𝑁 𝑓 𝑀

4

16𝜋2

[
log

(
Λ2

𝑀2

)
+ 3
2

]
. (9)

where Λ is the renormalization scale. In the present scheme,
one needs to include the counter-terms 𝑚2 → 𝑚2 + Δ𝑚2 and
_ → _ + Δ_ [38], where

Δ𝑚2 =
_𝑚2

16𝜋2𝜖
, (10)

Δ_ =
2_2 − 24𝑁𝑐𝑁 𝑓 𝑔

4

16𝜋2𝜖
(11)

𝛿Y =
𝑚4

16𝜋2𝜖
, (12)

where we have included a vacuum energy counter-term ΔY

[38].
When considering a constant electric field, the one-loop

fermion contribution can be written in the proper-time formal-
ism [43]

𝐹1 =
∑︁
𝑓

𝑁𝑐

8𝜋2

∫ ∞

0
𝑑𝑠

𝑒−𝑠𝑀
2

𝑠2
E 𝑓 cot(E 𝑓 𝑠), (13)

where E 𝑓 = |𝑞 𝑓 𝑒𝐸 |. We can verify the validity of the last
expression just evaluating the analytical extension derived by
Schwinger [43], i.e., 𝑒𝐸 → 𝑖𝑒𝐵, where we obtain the exact
expression to the LSM𝑞 with a constant magnetic field in the
𝑧− direction [25, 26].
The integration in eq.(13) has divergences with different

sources. First, we treat the divergence in the lower limit of
integration, 𝑠 = 0, by using the separation of divergences from
Schwinger’s work in QED [43]. For this purpose we use the
Taylor expansion of cot(E 𝑓 𝑠) function for E 𝑓 𝑠 � 1



3

cot(E 𝑓 𝑠) ∼
1

E 𝑓 𝑠
−
E 𝑓 𝑠

3
−

(E 𝑓 𝑠)3

45
+ O((E 𝑓 𝑠)5), E 𝑓 𝑠 � 1.

Using the expansion in eq.(13), we can avoid the divergences
in the region 𝑠 = 0

𝐹1 (E, 𝑀) =
∑︁
𝑓

𝑁𝑐

8𝜋2

∫ ∞

0
𝑑𝑠

𝑒−𝑠𝑀
2

𝑠3
(
E 𝑓 𝑠 cot(E 𝑓 𝑠) − 1

+
(
E 𝑓 𝑠

)2
3

)
+ 𝑁𝑐

8𝜋2
∑︁
𝑓

∫ ∞

1
Λ2

𝑑𝑠
𝑒−𝑠𝑀

2

𝑠3

− 𝑁𝑐

24𝜋2
∑︁
𝑓

E2𝑓
∫ ∞

1
Λ2

𝑑𝑠
𝑒−𝑠𝑀

2

𝑠
. (14)

In eq.(14) the first three terms are the finite electric field
contributions, which were regularized with respect to the ul-
traviolet divergence from the contributions near 𝑠 = 0. In
the second term of the second line, we have the fermionic
contribution from the vacuum given in eq. (9) and the field
contribution, proportional to E2, that must be regularized and
renormalized. For simplicity, we define the one-loop fermionic
contribution as

𝐹1 (E, 𝑀) = 𝐹1𝑣𝑎𝑐 (𝑀) + 𝐹1𝑚𝑒𝑑 (E, 𝑀) + 𝐹1𝑓 𝑖𝑒𝑙𝑑 (E, 𝑀),

where we have separated 𝐹1 in the vacuum, medium and field
contributions. Each term is given by the following expressions:

𝐹1𝑚𝑒𝑑 (E, 𝑀) =
∑︁
𝑓

𝑁𝑐

8𝜋2

∫ ∞

0
𝑑𝑠

𝑒−𝑠𝑀
2

𝑠3

×
(
E 𝑓 𝑠 cot(E 𝑓 𝑠) − 1 +

(E 𝑓 𝑠)2

3

)
, (15)

𝐹1𝑣𝑎𝑐 (𝑀) = 𝑁𝑐

8𝜋2
∑︁
𝑓

∫ ∞

1
Λ2

𝑑𝑠
𝑒−𝑠𝑀

2

𝑠3
,

=
𝑁𝑐𝑁 𝑓 𝑀

4

16𝜋2

[
log

(
Λ2

𝑀2

)
+ 3
2

]
, (16)

𝐹1𝑓 𝑖𝑒𝑙𝑑 (E, 𝑀) = − 𝑁𝑐

24𝜋2
∑︁
𝑓

E2𝑓
∫ ∞

1
Λ2

𝑑𝑠
𝑒−𝑠𝑀

2

𝑠

= − 𝑁𝑐

24𝜋2
∑︁
𝑓

E2𝑓
[
− log

(
𝑀2

Λ2

)
− 𝛾𝐸

]
,(17)

where 𝛾𝐸 is the Euler-Mascheroni constant. Usually, the di-
vergence proportional do 𝐸2 is renormalized and incorporated
in the 12𝐸

2 from the Lagrangian eq.(1). For renormalization
purposes, we set 𝐸2 → 𝑍2𝐸2, where:

𝑍2 =

1 + 𝑁𝑐

∑︁
𝑓

4𝑞2
𝑓

3(4𝜋)2𝜖

 . (18)

The details of the last contribution are evaluated in Ref.
[38], in the case of a constant magnetic field, which in our
case we do not consider the one-loop mesonic contributions.
Now we work with the divergent contributions present in

eq.(15), that occurs in the proper-time integration when E 𝑓 𝑠 =

𝑛𝜋 in the cotangent function, with 𝑛 = 0, 1, 2, 3.... These
divergences are associated with the instabilities in the vacuum
due to the electric field, which gives rise to the Schwinger pair
production of quarks. We extend analytically to the complex
plane the integration and separate the real from the imaginary
part. This procedure is developed in detail in Ref.[25]. This
gives rise to the following result

<
(
𝐹1𝑚𝑒𝑑 (E, 𝑀)

)
=

𝑁𝑐

2𝜋2
(E 𝑓 )2

{
Z ′(−1) + 𝜋

4
𝑦 𝑓 +

𝑦2
𝑓

2
(𝛾𝐸

−3
2
+ ln 𝑦 𝑓

)
− 1
12

(
1 + ln 𝑦 𝑓

)
+

∞∑︁
𝑘=1

𝑘

[ 𝑦 𝑓

𝑘
tan−1

( 𝑦 𝑓

𝑘

)
−1
2
ln

(
1 +

( 𝑦 𝑓

𝑘

)2)
− 1
2

( 𝑦 𝑓

𝑘

)2]}
, (19)

where 𝑦 𝑓 = 𝑀 2

2E 𝑓
and Z ′(−1) = 1/2 − log(𝐴) with 𝐴 =

1.282417... being the Gleisher-Kinkelin constant [44]. The
imaginary part of the one-loop effective potential is

=
(
𝐹1𝑚𝑒𝑑 (E, 𝑀,𝑇)

)
=

𝑁𝑐

4𝜋

∑︁
𝑓

E2𝑓
∞∑︁
𝑘=1

𝑒
−𝑀2 𝜋𝑘

E 𝑓

(𝑘𝜋)2
. (20)

The thermo-electric contribution is evaluated in the
imaginary-time formalism. The result is given by

<
(
𝐹1𝑡ℎ𝑒𝑟𝑚 (E, 𝑀,𝑇)

)
= − 𝑁𝑐

2𝜋2
∞∑︁
𝑛=1

(−1)𝑛E 𝑓

∫ ∞

0
𝑑𝑠

𝑒
−𝑠𝑀 2

𝑓

𝑠

× cot(E 𝑓 𝑠)𝑒
−

E 𝑓 𝑛2

4| tan(E 𝑓 𝑠) |𝑇 2 . (21)

where the summation is over the Matsubara frequencies. The
thermo-electric contribution is finite due to the Fermi-Dirac
distribution, written in the proper-time formalism. The full
thermodynamic potential, including the tree-level potential 𝐹0
in eq.(3), is given, therefore, by

< (𝐹 (E, 𝑀,𝑇)) = <
(
𝐹0 + 𝐹1 (E, 𝑀) + 𝐹1𝑡ℎ𝑒𝑟𝑚 (E, 𝑀,𝑇)

)
.

(22)

It is possible to show that, given the thermodynamic po-
tential, we can derive the Schwinger pair production rate, i.e.,
Γ(E, 𝑇, 𝑀) = =

(
𝐹1 (E, 𝑀,𝑇)

)
[25, 26].

In order to fixΛ, at E = 𝑇 = 0, we choose the physical point
𝜙 = 𝑓𝜋 at the minimum of the effective potential [38], i.e.,

𝑑 (<𝐹 (E, 𝑀,𝑇))
𝑑𝜙

|𝜙= 𝑓𝜋 = 0, (23)
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Toobtain the behavior of the effective quarkmass as function
a of the temperature and electric fields, we evaluate the gap
equation, given in Appendix A.

IV. NUMERICAL RESULTS

In this section we present and discuss our numerical results.
The model requires fixing three independent parameters: the
mass parameter𝑚, the boson-fermion coupling 𝑔 and the boson
self-coupling _. These parameters are fixed in such a way to
obtain with LSMq the vacuum values of pion mass, 𝑚𝜋 =

140 MeV, pion decay constant, 𝑓𝜋 = 93 MeV, the 𝜎 meson
mass, 𝑚𝜎 = 800 MeV and effective quark masses 𝑀 = 300
MeV. With these experimental inputs, we obtain the following
set of parameters: 𝑔 = 3.2258, 𝑚2 = −290600 MeV2 and
_ = 215.19. We also need to fix the renormalization scale Λ,
having determined the parameters 𝑚, 𝑔 and _ we can choose
the value of Λ where the minimum of the one loop effective
potential in the vacuum remains the same at tree level value
(𝜙 = 93 MeV). Similar procedure was made in [38] and the
value obtained for the renormalization scale was Λ = 181.96
MeV.

eE = 0.0m
2
π

eE = 5.0m
2
π

eE = 10m
2
π

eE = 15m
2
π

eE = 18m
2
π
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100

150

200

250

300

T [MeV]

M
[M

e
V
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Figure 1. Effective quark mass as a function of the temperature for
different values of electric fields.

In Fig. 1 we can see the effective quark mass as a function of
the temperature for different values of electric fields. For low
values of electric fields, we can see the partial restoration of
chiral symmetry as we increase the temperature. This effect is
strengthened for higher values of electric fields, which is very
clear for strong enough values, e.g., 𝑒𝐸 = 15𝑚2𝜋 and 𝑒𝐸 =

18𝑚2𝜋 . Additionally, for all of these cases, the transition is a
crossover. Despite that the two effects combine themselves to
partially restore the chiral symmetry, they are different physical
phenomena, i.e., the temperature excites the systemweakening
the interaction in the chiral condensate. On the other hand,
the electric fields accelerate the charges with different signs in
opposite directions, inducing the chiral condensate to be less
probable to happen as we increase the strength of the electric
field.
When we increase the electric fields, the transition occurs to

lower values of temperatures, indicating inverse electric catal-
ysis (IEC) of the pseudocritical temperature. However, in the
purple dotted line, for 𝑒𝐸 = 18𝑚2𝜋 , we cannot distinguish by
the Fig. 1 in a very clear way if we have electric catalysis (EC)
or IEC. The phenomena EC and IEC will be easier to verify
when we plot the pseudocritical temperature as a function of
the electric field.
We can see the effective quark masses as a function of the

electric fields for different values of temperature in Fig. 2. The
analysis indicates that, at low temperatures, the electric fields
partially restore the chiral symmetry breaking at 𝑒𝐸 � 15𝑚2𝜋
as indicated previously in Fig. 1. For low values of the electric
fields, we can see the influence of the thermal effects on the
partial restoration of the chiral symmetry. On the other hand,
as we increase the strength of the electric field, Fig.2 shows
the effect of the electric field on the partial restoration of the
chiral symmetry.

T = 0.0 MeV

T = 100 MeV

T = 140 MeV

T = 180 MeV
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eE/m2
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Figure 2. Effective quark mass as a function of the electric field for
different values of temperature.

In the Fig. 3, we show the pseudocritical temperature for chi-
ral symmetry restoration as a function of the electric field. The
pseudocritical temperature is calculated as themaximumof the
−𝜕𝑀/𝜕𝑇 . We can clearly see the IEC effect, which turns into
EC for very high values of electric fields, i.e., 𝑒𝐸 > 13.5𝑚2𝜋 ,
where we have the increasing of the pseudocritical temperature
as a function of electric fields. This result is in good qualita-
tive agreement with the previous works with SU(2) NJL and
Polyakov–Nambu–Jona-Lasinio (PNJL) models [26]. There-
fore, the phenomenon observed previously in both NJL and
PNJL that the IEC change to EC after a critical value of the
electric field can not be attributed to the regularization issues,
which are inherent to nonrenormalizable models. Since our
results show now by using a renormalizable model qualita-
tively the same behavior which has been observed before in
NJL and PNJL models.
The Schwinger pair production as a function of temperature

is given in Fig. 4. We can see that, for lower values of elec-
tric fields, e.g., 𝑒𝐸 = 5𝑚2𝜋 , the production is almost zero in
the low-temperature limit, and slightly changes at 𝑇 > 𝑇𝑝𝑐 ,
indicating that the high temperatures can strengthen the pair
production in an electric medium. As we increase the elec-
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Figure 3. The pseudocritical temperature for chiral symmetry restora-
tion as a function of the electric field in the LSMq (solid line) and
NJL SU(2) (dashed line) [26].
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Figure 4. The Schwinger pair production of quarks as a function of
the temperature for different values of the electric fields.

tric fields, the pair production grows in the low-temperature
region and substantially increases after the pseudocritical tem-
perature, which we can see in the situations 𝑒𝐸 = 10𝑚2𝜋 and
𝑒𝐸 = 15𝑚2𝜋 . At very high electric fields, the Schwinger pair
production almost does not change in the full temperature
range considered. These results are in good agreement with
the previous two-flavor NJL model results [25, 26].

In Fig. 5 are shownour results for the Schwinger pair produc-
tion as a function of the electric field normalized by the pion
mass squared. It is clear from this figure that non-negligible
effects start to appear around 𝑒𝐸 = 5𝑚2𝜋 and for fixed electric
fields the temperature enhances the pair production. Above
𝑒𝐸 = 18𝑚2𝜋 the pair production saturates. Again, these results
are in qualitative agreement with previous NJL and PNJL cal-
culations.
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Figure 5. The Schwinger pair production of quarks as a function of
the electric fields for different values of the temperature.

V. CONCLUSIONS

In this work, we have studied within the Linear sigmamodel
with quarks, the quark matter at finite temperature with a
background of electric fields. One of the main motivations of
this studywas the estimation of the effects of the strong electric
fields on the chiral symmetry restoration scenario within a
renormalizable model, and performing the comparison with
previous results obtained in SU(2) versions of NJL and PNJL
models [26].
Our numerical results have shown that the constituent quark

masses decrease when we increase the strength of the electric
fields, as a signature of the partial restoration of the chiral sym-
metry. We have computed the evolution of the pseudocritical
temperature for chiral symmetry restoration 𝑇𝑝𝑐 as a function
of the electric fields. In the literature, as expected, usually
the pseudocritical temperature for chiral symmetry restoration
decreases as we increase the electric field strength. In [26]
within SU(2) PNJL model we have shown, for the first time in
the literature, a very interesting effect where for strong enough
electric fields the pseudocritical temperature for chiral sym-
metry restoration starts to increase after a critical value of
the electric field. This effect was founded also within LSMq
and also propagates to all quantities, as to the Schwinger pair
production. In the context of _𝜙4 theory similar results were
found, which show IEC for weak electric fields and EC for
strong electric field strength [35]. Our work provides strong
evidence that the non-monotonic behavior of the pseudocritical
temperature of chiral symmetry restoration as a function of the
electric field is a characteristic of QCD, regardless of whether
we are working with a renormalizable or non-renormalizable
effective model of QCD.
An improvement of the present work is the study of the in-

clusion of baryon density effects in the presence of thermal and
background electric fields. We are currently exploring these
avenues in PNJL and LSMq and will report on the findings
elsewhere in the near future.
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Appendix A: Gap equation

In this section, we will deal with the derivative of the real
part of the effective potential. For simplicity, we will define
<(𝐹) ≡ 𝐹. The minimum of the effective potential is given
by, 𝑑𝐹/𝑑𝜙 = 0, where 𝑀 = 𝑔𝜙, as following

𝑑𝐹0

𝑑𝜙
+
𝑑𝐹1𝑣𝑎𝑐 (𝑀)

𝑑𝜙
+
𝑑𝐹1

𝑚𝑒𝑑
(E, 𝑀)
𝑑𝜙

+

𝑑𝐹1
𝑓 𝑖𝑒𝑙𝑑

(E, 𝑀)
𝑑𝜙

+
𝑑𝐹1

𝑡ℎ𝑒𝑟𝑚
(E, 𝑀,𝑇)
𝑑𝜙

= 0, (A1)

where the first term in Eq.(A1) concerns to the tree-level po-
tential, which gives

𝑑𝐹0

𝑑𝜙
=

𝑑𝑈 (𝜙, ®𝜋)
𝑑𝜙

= 𝑚2𝜙 + _

6
[𝜙2 + ®𝜋2]𝜙 − ℎ

= 𝑚2𝜙 + _

6
𝜙3 − ℎ

where we assume that the mean field value ®𝜋 → 〈®𝜋〉 = 0.
The second term in Eq.(A1) is the one-loop correction to the
fermionic contribution, given by

𝑑𝐹1𝑣𝑎𝑐 (𝑀)
𝑑𝜙

=
𝑁𝑐𝑁 𝑓 𝑔𝑀

3

4𝜋2

[
log

(
Λ2

𝑀2

)
+ 3
2

]
−

𝑁𝑐𝑁 𝑓 𝑔𝑀
3

8𝜋2
.

(A2)

The medium and field contributions combine themselves as

𝑑𝐹1
𝑚𝑒𝑑

(E, 𝑀)
𝑑𝜙

+
𝑑𝐹1

𝑓 𝑖𝑒𝑙𝑑
(E, 𝑀)

𝑑𝜙

= −
∑︁
𝑓

𝑔𝑀𝑁𝑐

4𝜋2

∫ ∞

0
𝑑𝑠

𝑒−𝑠𝑀
2

𝑠2

[
E 𝑓 𝑠 cot

(
E 𝑓 𝑠

)
− 1

]
=

∑︁
𝑓

𝑔𝑀𝑁𝑐

2𝜋2
E 𝑓

[ 𝜋
4
+ 𝑦 𝑓 (𝛾𝐸 − 1 + ln 𝑦 𝑓 )+

+
∞∑︁
𝑘=1

(
tan−1

𝑦 𝑓

𝑘
−

𝑦 𝑓

𝑘

)]
. (A3)

The last term in eq.(A1) concerns the one-loop thermoelec-
trical contribution, which is given by

𝑑𝐹1
𝑡ℎ𝑒𝑟𝑚

(E, 𝑀,𝑇)
𝑑𝜙

= −𝑔𝑀𝑁𝑐

2𝜋2
∞∑︁
𝑛=1

(−1)𝑛
∫ ∞

0
𝑑𝑠

𝑒−𝑠𝑀
2

𝑠
E 𝑓

× cot(E 𝑓 𝑠)𝑒
−

E 𝑓 𝑛2

4| tan(E 𝑓 𝑠) |𝑇 2 . (A4)

Therefore, we obtain the gap equation for numerical analy-
sis.
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Abstract

We employ implicit regularization (IReg) in quark-antiquark decays of the Z, or of
a scalar (CP-even or odd) boson at NLO, and compare with dimensional schemes to
reveal subtleties involving infrared divergence cancellation and γ5-matrix issues. Besides
the absence of evanescent fields in IReg, such as ε-scalars required in certain schemes
that operate partially in the physical dimension, we verify that our procedure preserves
gauge invariance in the presence of the γ5 matrix without requiring symmetry preserving
counterterms while the amplitude is infrared finite as required by the KLN theorem.

1 Introduction

Different regularization frameworks have been used in quantum field theory. Each of these
frameworks has its advantages and disadvantages, and the choice of the appropriate framework
depends on the specific problem being considered [1, 2]. On the other hand, the evaluation
of precision observables is a challenging task, primarily involving the numerical evaluation of
higher-order perturbative cross sections and decay processes where ultraviolet and infrared
divergences appear in intermediate steps.

A fully mathematical consistent regularization scheme that prevents the occurrence of sym-
metry breaking terms or spurious anomalies for the standard model and its extensions, and that
is valid to all orders in perturbation theory is not available yet. In perturbative calculations at
next-to-leading order (NLO) and beyond, infrared and ultraviolet divergences commonly arise
due to the presence of loop diagrams and radiation from external legs in Feynman diagrams.
Finitude theorems guarantee the finiteness of perturbative calculations order by order under
the hypothesis that an unitarity-preserving regularization method was employed to regulate
these divergences. However, some regularization methods may not be completely consistent,
especially when applied to extensions of the Standard Model or chiral theories.

For example, the cross section of single photon emission exhibits an infrared divergence in
the limit of vanishing photon energy. This problem was initially solved by Bloch and Nordsieck
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(1937), who showed that the infrared divergence can be cancelled out by considering inclusive
processes where the bremsstrahlung contribution is combined with radiative corrections order
by order in perturbation theory. Early in 1960, Kinoshita-Lee-Nauenberg [3, 4] stated that S-
matrix elements squared are IR finite when a sum is performed over final states and initial states
within an energy window (degenerate states). In other words cancellation of IR divergences
follows directly from unitarity provided the measurement is inclusive enough: a hard parton
can not be distinguished from a hard particle plus a soft gluon or from two collinear partons
with the same energy. Schematically,

KLN-theorem:
∑

i,f∈[E−∆,E+∆]

|〈f |S|i〉|2 = finite. (1)

In this way, the BN theorem is a special case of the KLN theorem.The computational challenge
is to find the minimal set of diagrams needed for IR finiteness.

At a certain order in perturbation theory, a subtle cancellation happens between IR di-
vergences coming from coherently summed amplitudes (at the level of phase space integrals)
and virtual IR (and possibly UV) divergent amplitudes.Therefore, a well-chosen regularization
scheme is needed to handle the UV divergences, and also to ensure that the IR divergences
cancel properly. Ideally, the regularization scheme must also respect the symmetries of the
theory, and should not introduce spurious anomalies or breaking of symmetries.

Standard (conventional) dimensional regularization (CDR) [5] and the closely related di-
mensional scheme of ’t Hooft and Veltman (HV) [6] are the natural choice for Feynman am-
plitude calculations in gauge theories. Momenta and loop internal gauge fields are treated as
d-dimensional objects, with d = 4−2ε and ε→ 0, while external gauge fields are d-dimensional
in CDR and strictly four dimensional in HV. However dimensional extensions meet some chal-
lenges in the case of theories involving dimension specific quantities, such as the γ5 matrix [7]
and Levi-Civita tensor in chiral and topological theories [8], as well as in supersymmetric gauge
theories [9]. In the latter, a mismatch between the number of degrees of freedom of gauge fields
(d) and gauginos (4) breaks supersymmetry in CDR.

Regarding γ5 matrix issues in dimensional schemes, in the HV scheme, the loss of the anti-
commuting property of γ5 in d dimensions breaks BRST symmetry. The solution is the addition
of symmetry restoring counterterms (CT) using the Breitenlohmer-Maison (BM) [10] scheme
order by order in perturbation theory [11,12]. A gauge invariant procedure has been advocated
in [13,14] which allows to reduce the number of CT structures in the BM scheme, often denoted
as ”rightmost-position” method. Some alternatives have also been considered to maintain the
anti-commuting property of γ5 in d dimensions whereas preserving gauge invariance and BRST
symmetry at the cost of giving up the cyclic properties of the trace [15,16].

Apart from CDR and HV, other dimensional schemes have been developed to operate par-
tially in the physical dimension. In such schemes, fields are treated differently with the help
of additional metric spaces [17], as in dimensional reduction (DRED) [18, 19] and four dimen-
sional helicity (FDH) [20, 21]. Both consider that gauge fields in the loop live in quasi four
dimensional spaces (Q4S) while external gauge fields are strictly four dimensional (4S) in FDH.
DRED allows to consistently treat supersymmetric theories to 2-loop order [22, 23] and FDH
makes use of the efficient spinor helicity technique for the spin algebra of observables as these
are defined in the physical dimension. This comes nevertheless at the cost of introducing extra
fields that transform as scalars under Lorentz transformations, known as evanescent fields or
ε-scalars, at Lagrangian level in order that renormalization be effected.

To fully explore the advantages of each of the schemes it is important that conversions
between results in CDR, HV, FDH, and DRED can be made at different steps of the calculation
of a cross section. This can be done, for instance, using the scheme dependence of beta functions
and anomalous dimensions [24,25].

On the other hand, methods that do not rely on dimensional extensions are emerging and
being explored in diverse venues, with the intent of circumventing the above mentioned in-
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crease in complexity of dimensional schemes, such as the four dimensional unsubtracted (FDU)
method [26,27], the four dimensional regularization (FDR) [28], and the implicit regularization
(IReg) [29–32]. For recent views on some of these methods see [33,34]. One of the central objec-
tives of these methods is to analytically implement a clear separation of UV and IR divergent
content of Feynman amplitudes from the finite parts. The motivation is that this separation is
valuable for simplifications in both the renormalization and the realization of the KLN theorem,
while finite integrals are efficiently evaluated numerically.

The FDU method is anchored on the loop-tree duality theorem and enables the cancellation
of IR divergences at integrand level. In FDR the UV divergent content of an amplitude is
isolated and discarded under certain conditions with the purpose of yielding directly a renor-
malized quantity at each order. IReg isolates the UV content in form of basic divergent integrals
(BDI) and establishes all order relations among them which can be conveniently used in the
computation of renormalization functions (see section 2 for an overview). The prominent fea-
ture of BDIs is that they do not depend on masses and external momenta and endow a UV
renormalization scale parameter.

A direct set of conversion rules between non-dimensional and dimensional schemes at in-
termediate steps of a calculation is seen only up to NLO processes [1]. Explicit calculations
at NNLO processes and higher in IReg show that there are restrictions to a direct extension
of transition rules [35]. Indeed this is also the case in a calculation at NNLO order comparing
FDH and FDR showing that these schemes lack correspondence at intermediate steps. While
the technical obstacle of transferring results between different schemes cannot be ignored, it
is important to recognize that it may also present an opportunity for reordering calculational
steps that could be advantageous in certain cases. Further investigation is required to fully
comprehend the implications of such deviations in intermediate steps [2].

The purpose of this contribution is to use strong corrections to the vector-axialvector (V-A)
decay Z → qq̄ and to the charge neutral scalar (and pseudoscalar) decay S → qq̄ to NLO
as a playground that encompasses different regularization subtleties: γ5 matrix vertex, UV
divergences, and virtual-real IR cancellation within the IReg framework. Such calculation
lends insight in the relations among schemes involving the γ5 matrix and IR finitude within
IReg guaranteed by the KLN theorem. Moreover we make a direct comparison with CDR and
DRED aiming at generalizing our strategy to physically more challenging and interesting setups
beyond NLO.

The paper is organized as follows. In section 2 we present an overview of the IReg method.
In section 3 various processes involving scalar, pseudoscalar, pseudovector and vector decays are
calculated and compared in section 4 with well known results of CDR/HV as well as with results
of DRED/FDH and non-dimensional methods for the same processes. Conclusions summarize
our results. We also present an appendix where we perform an analysis of the role of the γ5

matrix in IReg, justifying the usage of the rightmost approach.

2 Overview of Implicit Regularization

In this section we present the rules of IReg focusing on one loop order and in the massless
limit as for simplicity we consider decays into massless quarks (to study both soft and collinear
infrared divergences). A complete n-loop set of rules can be found in [34,35].

In IReg, the extraction of the UV divergent content of a Feynman amplitude is done by using
algebraic identities at the integrand level. This is done in alignment with Bogoliubov’s recursion
formula [36–38], implying that the way the method defines an UV convergent integral respects
locality, Lorentz invariance and unitarity [32]. IReg has been shown to respect abelian gauge
invariance to n-loop order [39, 40], as well as non-abelian and SUSY symmetries in specific
examples up to two-loop order [35, 41–44]. This is achieved in a constrained version of the
method, in which surface terms (ST’s), which are related to momentum routing of loops in
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Feynman diagrams, are set to zero. In the realm of applications, processes such as h→ γγ [45],
e−e+ → γ∗ → qq̄(g) [1], and H → gg(g) [46] were studied at NLO.

In appendix A we will explain how the γ5 can be consistently treated in connection with
IReg. Consider a general 1-loop Feynman amplitude where we denote by k the internal (loop)
momenta, and pi the external momenta. To this amplitude, we apply the set of rules:

1. Perform Dirac algebra in the physical dimension;

2. In order to respect numerator/denominator consistency, as described in the reference [47],
it is necessary to eliminate terms involving internal momenta squared in the numerator
by dividing them out from the denominator. For instance,∫

k

k2

k2(k − p)2

∣∣∣∣
IREG

6= gαβ
∫
k

kαkβ
k2(k − p)2

∣∣∣∣
IREG

where

∫
k

≡
∫
d4k/(2π)4. (2)

3. Include a fictitious mass µ2 in all propagators, where the limit µ → 0 must be taken at
the end of the calculation. In the presence of IR divergences, a logarithm with µ2 will
remain. Assuming that we have an implicit regulator, we apply the following identity in
all propagators dependent on the external momenta pi

1

(k − pi)2 − µ2
=

n−1∑
j=0

(−1)j(p2
i − 2pi · k)j

(k2 − µ2)j+1
+

(−1)n(p2
i − 2pi · k)n

(k2 − µ2)n [(k − pi)2 − µ2]
. (3)

Here n is chosen such that the UV divergent part only has propagators of the form
(k2 − µ2)−j.

4. Express UV divergencies in terms of Basic Divergent Integrals (BDI’s) of the form

Ilog(µ
2) ≡

∫
k

1

(k2 − µ2)2
, Iν1···ν2rlog (µ2) ≡

∫
k

kν1 · · · kν2r
(k2 − µ2)r+2

. (4)

5. Surface terms (weighted differences of loop integrals with the same degree of divergence)
should be set to zero on the grounds of momentum routing invariance in the loop of
Feynman diagrams. This constrained version automatically preserves gauge invariance:∫

k

∂

∂kµ

kν

(k2 − µ2)2
= 4

[
gµν
4
Ilog(µ

2)− Iµνlog(µ2)

]
= 0. (5)

6. A renormalization group scale can be introduced by disentangling the UV/IR behavior
of BDI’s under the limit µ→ 0. This is achieved by employing the identity

Ilog(µ
2) = Ilog(λ

2) +
i

(4π)2
ln
λ2

µ2
, (6)

It is possible to absorb the BDI’s in the renormalisation constants (without explicit eval-
uation) [48], and renormalisation functions can be readily computed using

λ2∂Ilog(λ
2)

∂λ2
= − i

(4π)2
. (7)

The above rules will be applied in the virtual contributions of the processes studied in this
work. For the real contributions, we consider that the massless particles in the final state have
the same fictitous mass µ introduced in step 3. This allows to also parametrise the infrared
divergences coming from the real part in terms of logarithms of µ2.
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3 Decays to quarks and antiquarks within IReg

In this section we present our main results. This work completes the study of NLO strong
corrections to the decay of bosons to massless quarks and antiquarks within IReg. The off-shell
photon decay was first considered in [1], while here we will consider the decay of the Z-boson as
well as of neutral scalars. Even though in the SM only one physical scalar particle is introduced
(the Higgs boson), which is CP-even, for completeness we will also provide the result for the
decay of a pseudo-scalar particle, which is present in many Beyond Standard Model extensions.

3.1 NLO strong corrections to Z → qq̄

In order to set our notation, we begin with the tree level decay rate of Z → qq̄. As standard,
we need to compute

Γt =
1

2mz

∫
d3q

(2π)32q0

d3q

(2π)32q0

∑
spin

|Mtree|2(2π)4δ4(z − q − q) , (8)

where zµ,mz, q
µ, q̄µ are the four-momentum of the Z-boson, its mass, quark and anti-quark,

respectively, and Mtree is the tree-level amplitude

Mtree = u(q) · −ieγ
µZ−

sin(2ω)
· v(q)εµ(z) . (9)

We define Z± = (gV ± γ5gA) with gV , the vector component of the interaction, given by
gV = I3 − 2Q′sin2(ω) while gA is the axial component, given by gA = I3. I3 is the third
component of the particles’ isospin, Q′ is the unitary charge and ω the weak mixing angle [49].
As can be noticed, there is a γ5 matrix which may cause ambiguities under regularization. At
the present stage, no particular treatment is required, since we are still at tree-level. After a
straightforward calculation, one obtains [50]

Γt =
e2(g2

V + g2
A)mz

4π sin2(2ω)
. (10)

3.1.1 Virtual decay rate

Regarding the NLO correction, we begin discussing the virtual decay rate, which stems from
the diagram of fig.1.

Mv =

q + q

Z0

/q
/q − /k

/q + /k
/q

k

1

Figure 1: Feynman diagram for the virtual contribution to decay Z → qq̄.

We consider massless quarks, which renders the following amplitude

Mv = εµ(z) ·
∫
k

u(q) · (−igsγαta) ·
−i
/q + /k

· −ie
sin(2ω)

γµZ− ·
i

/q − /k · (−igsγ
βtb) · −igαβδab

k2
·v(q). (11)
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In order to deal with the γ5 matrix, we will adopt the rightmost approach [13, 14] which
implies that Z± must be moved to the rightmost position. In the Appendix A we justify the
use of this procedure in the context of IReg for the processes calculated in the present work.
This allows us to rewrite the amplitude as follows

Mv = 4
g2
s(t

a)2e

sin(2ω)
εµ(z)u(q)[Iγµ + (qµ − qµ)/I − γµ(q − q) · I + γδI

δµ − I2

2
γµ]Z−v(q). (12)

The integrals are regularized within IReg as below

I =

∫
k

1

k2(q + k)2(q − k)2
=

b

2m2
z

[ln2(µ0) + 2iπ ln(µ0)− π2], (13)

Iµ =

∫
k

kµ

k2(q + k)2(q − k)2
=

b

m2
z

(qµ − qµ) [ln (µ0) + iπ + 2] , (14)

Iµν =

∫
k

kµkν

k2(q + k)2(q − k)2
=
[
Ilog(µ

2) + b(ln(µ0) + iπ + 3)
] gµν

4

− b

2m2
z

[(qµqν + qµqν)(ln(µ0) + 2) + qµqν + qνqµ] , (15)

I2 =

∫
k

k2

k2(q + k)2(q − k)2
= Ilog(µ

2) + b[ln(µ0) + iπ + 2], (16)

where µ0 = µ2/m2
z.

Once the amplitude is regularized, it is straightforward to obtain the decay rate which, at
NLO, is given by the interference term between the tree-level and one-loop amplitudes

Γv =
1

16πmz

[2Re(M †
tMv)], (17)

with the result

Γv = ΓtCF

(αs
π

)[
− ln2(µ0)

2
− 3

2
ln(µ0)− 7

2
+
π2

2

]
. (18)

As standard, we used (ta)2 = CF , and αs = g2
s/(4π).

It is clear from the equation above that all dependence on the Z-boson vertex is included
in Γt. Thus, the result above is compatible with the one obtained before for the process
e+e− → qq̄ [1], where the off-shell photon would play the same role as the Z-boson here.

3.1.2 Real decay rate

Once the virtual correction was obtained, we compute on this section the real contributions
which are given by the diagrams of fig.2.

The decay rate is obtained from the amplitude

Mr = εµ(z)u(q)

[
(−igγαta) · −i

/q + /k
· −ieγ

µZ−
sin(2ω)

+
−ieγµZ−
sin(2ω)

· i

/q + /k
· (−igγαta)

]
v(q)εα(k).

(19)
We introduce the following notation

χ ≡ (z − q)2

m2
z

− µ2

m2
z

=
(q + k)2

m2
z

− µ2

m2
z

, (20)

χ ≡ (z − q)2

m2
z

− µ2

m2
z

=
(q + k)2

m2
z

− µ2

m2
z

. (21)

In terms of χ, and χ, the module square of the amplitude is given by
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Mr =

q + q + k

Z0
/q

/q + /k k

/q

+

q + q + k

Z0

/q + /k /q

k

/q

1

Figure 2: Feynman diagrams for the real contribution to the decay Z → qq̄.

|Mr|2 =
8(ta)2e2g2(g2

V + g2
A)

sin2(2ω)

[
2− 2χ− 2χ+ χ2 + χ2

(χ+ µ0)(χ+ µ0)

]
. (22)

We recall that we regularize the phase space integrals by introducing a fictitious mass µ in
the propagator of the massless particles, which explains the presence of this term in χ, and χ.
To proceed we will make use of the results [1, 51].∫ 1−2

√
µ0

3µ0

∫ χ+

χ−

1

(χ+ µ0)(χ+ µ0)
dχdχ =

ln2(µ0)− π2

2∫ 1−2
√
µ0

3µ0

∫ χ+

χ−

χa

(χ+ µ0)
dχdχ = − 1

a+ 1
ln(µ0)− 1

a+ 1

(
1

a+ 1
+ 2

a+1∑
n=1

1

n

)
(23)

where χ± = 1−χ
2
±
√

(χ−3µ0)[(1−χ)2−4µ0]
4(χ+µ0)

. The same results hold if we replace χ→ χ and vice-versa

in the integrand. Finally, the end result for the real contributions is

Γr = ΓtCF

(αs
π

)[ ln2(µ0)

2
− π2

2
+

ln(µ0)

2
+

17

4

]
, (24)

which is once again compatible with the result of [1].
Once the virtual and real contributions were calculated, we can obtain the NLO decay rate

for the Z-boson to a pair of quark and antiquarks in the framework of IReg as

ΓNLO = Γt + Γv + Γr = Γt

(
1 +

3CFαs
4π

)
(25)

Specialising to QCD, we have CF = 4/3, which renders the well-known result [50]

ΓNLO = Γt

(
1 +

αs
π

)
(26)

3.2 NLO strong corrections to S → qq̄

In this section we focus on the decay rate of a scalar (CP-even or odd) to a quark-antiquark
pair. As before, we begin with the tree-level analysis.

Similarly to the Z-boson decay case, eq.(8), we have the following decay rate for the scalar
particle:
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Γst =
1

2ms

∫
d3q

(2π)32q0

d3q

(2π)32q0

∑
spin

|M s
tree|2(2π)4δ4(s− q − q) , (27)

where s is the four-momentum of the scalar, and ms is its mass. By denoting the coupling of the
scalar to the quarks by ξsT , where T = 1(γ5) for the CP-even (odd) scalar, it is straightforward
to obtain the result

Γst = ξ2
s

ms

8π
. (28)

Once again, since we are at tree-level, no ambiguities related to the γ5 matrix occur. Notice
that, in the context of the SM, ξs ∼ mq, where mq is the mass of the quark to which the
scalar decays.1 Therefore, we cannot naively perform the NLO calculation for massless quarks,
otherwise a null result would be obtained. We will return to this point in the next section.

3.2.1 Virtual decay rate

Similarly to the Z-boson decay case, the virtual correction is due to the diagram of fig.3.

Ms
v =

q + q

s

/q
/q − /k

/q + /k
/q

k

1

Figure 3: Feynman diagram for the virtual contribution to decay S → qq̄.

For simplicity, we will treat only the case in which the mass of the quarks is arbitrarily
small (massless limit), but the coupling ξs is still non-null. In this case, we have the amplitude
below:

M s
v =

∫
d4k

(2π)4
u(q) · (−igsγαta) ·

−i
/q + /k

· (−iξsT ) · i

/q − /k · (−igsγ
βtb) · −igαβδab

k2
· v(q) . (29)

We recall that we are adopting the rightmost approach to deal with the γ5 matrix, which
allows us to write

M s
v = 4g2

s(t
a)2ξs[(q · q)I + (qµ − qµ) · Iµ − I2]u(q)Tv(q) . (30)

The integrals in IReg are defined in eqs. (13-16), with the end result

M s
v = CF

αs
π
ξs

[
−(ln(µ0) + iπ)2

4
+

1

b
Ilog(µ

2)

]
u(q)Tv(q) . (31)

At this point, we would like to discuss some subtleties related to the massless limit we are
adopting. As mentioned, for non-null ξs, we are implicitly assuming

(ξs)0 ∼ (mq)0 = Zmq(mq)r , (32)
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−iΣ(p) =

p± k

∓k

]

1

Figure 4: Feynman diagram for the quark self-energy.

where x0/r denotes a bare/renormalized quantity, and Zmq is the renormalization function of
the quark mass. To obtain Zmq in the context of the on-shell subtraction scheme, we will need
to evaluate the strong corrections to the quark self-diagram which is given by fig.4.

The on-shell renormalized mass is defined in such a way that it corresponds to the pole of
the renormalized fermion propagator. In the context of IReg, we obtain

Zmq = 1 + δmq = 1− CF
(αs
π

){5

4
+

3

4

[
ln

(
µ2

m2
q

)
+

1

b
Ilog(µ

2)

]}
. (33)

We will also need the renormalization function of the fermion field which is given by [52]

Z2 = 1 + δ2 = 1− CF
(αs
π

) 1

4b
Ilog(µ

2) . (34)

Finally, we recall that, in order to obtain the decay rate, we need to compute

Γs =
1

16πms

∑
spin

|M s
t +M s

v |2 . (35)

For consistency, M s
t must be expressed with the renormalized coupling (ξs)r, and we need to

account for the renormalization of the external fermion legs [53] which implies

Γs =
ms

8π
(ξs)

2
r

∣∣1 + δmq + δ2 +M s
v

∣∣2 . (36)

By defining Γsv as the virtual contribution to the decay rate we are interested in, we obtain:

Γsv = ΓstCF

(αs
π

){
− ln2(µ0)

2
+
π2

2
− 5

2
− 3

2
ln

(
µ2

m2
q

)
.

}
(37)

Notice that the UV integrals have canceled, as they should. The above result was obtained
in the context of the on-shell renormalization scheme. In order to compare our result to dimen-
sional schemes in the next section, we will translate it to the MS scheme of CDR, in which the
relation below holds [54]:

mq(λ) = mq

[
1− CF

(αs
π

)(3

4
ln

(
λ2

m2
q

)
+ 1

)]
(38)

where λ is a renormalization group scale. We then need to replace

ξs → ξs(λ)

[
1 + CF

(αs
π

)(3

4
ln

(
λ2

m2
q

)
+ 1

)]
, (39)

in eq.36. The final result will be

Γsv = ΓstCF

(αs
π

){
− ln2(µ0)

2
+
π2

2
− 1

2
− 3

2
ln (µ0)

}
, (40)

where we have adopted λ2 = m2
s.

1To be precise, in the SM we only have a CP-even scalar. However, the same reasoning applies for other
BSM models, in which the coupling between the extra CP-odd boson is proportional to the quark mass.
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3.2.2 Real decay rate

The real contributions for the NLO strong correction to the decay S → qq̄ are given by the
diagrams in fig.5.

Ms
r =

q + q + k

s
/q

/q + /k k

/q

+

q + q + k

s

/q + /k /q

k

/q

1

Figure 5: Feynman diagrams for the real contribution to the decay S → qq̄.

Their amplitudes are easily obtained

M s
r = u(q)

[
(−igγαta) · −i

/q + /k
· (−iξsT )− (−iξsT ) · i

/q + /k
· (−igγαta)

]
v(q)ε∗α(k) , (41)

whose square modulus is given by

|M s
r |2 = 16g2ξ2

s

[
2− 2χs − 2χs + (χs + χs)

2

(χs + µ0)(χs + µ0)

]
. (42)

For simplicity, we introduced the notation

χs ≡
(s− q)2

m2
s

− µ2

m2
s

, (43)

χs ≡
(s− q)2

m2
s

− µ2

m2
s

, (44)

where s = q + q + k. Using the results of eq.(23) together with∫ 1−2
√
µ0

3µ0

∫ χ+

χ−
dχdχ =

1

2
, (45)

we obtain the end result for the real decay rate

Γsr = ΓstCF

(αs
π

)[ ln2(µ0)

2
− π2

2
+

3

2
ln(µ0) +

19

4

]
. (46)

Finally, adding the virtual, eq.(40), and the real, eq.(46), corrections we obtain the well-
known result [53, 55–58]

Γs = Γst

[
1 + CF

17αs
4π

]
. (47)

4 Comparison with dimensional methods

Once we have obtained the NLO results for the decay of a gauge boson or scalar to a pair of
quark and antiquark in the framework of IReg, we aim to compare them to the results for the
same processes obtained by using dimensional methods. As extensively discussed in [1, 2], the
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Dimensional Reduction method (DRED) can be viewed as the most general of the dimensional
schemes, allowing to reproduce the results in Conventional Dimensional Regularization (CDR),
for instance, under certain limits. Moreover, in [2], a detailed analysis of the decays e−e+ → qq̄,
and h→ qq̄ were reviewed, both at NLO and NNLO. By adopting the γ5 rightmost positioning
approach, γ5 matrices can be completely isolated out of the integrals, allowing us to directly use
the results of [2]. See, for instance, eqs.12,30 in IReg which will have a completely analogous
counterpart in dimensional schemes.

4.1 NLO strong corrections to S → qq̄

In the case of scalar decay, there are no external gauge bosons present, implying that the
treatment of the virtual corrections will require that only the internal gluon is split according
to the DRED approach. We denote the bare amplitude at NLO as

Mdim = M
(0)
dim

[
1 + e−εγE(4π)ε

(
µ2

dim

−m2
s

)ε
F

(1)
bare

]
, (48)

where µ2
dim is the renormalization scale for dimensional methods, F (1) is a form factor, and

M
(0)
dim = −iu(q)ξsTv(q) is the tree-level amplitude using our notation.

The form factor F
(1)
bare is given by [2]

F
(1)
bare = CF

α0
s

π

[
− 1

2ε2
− 1

2
+
π2

24

]
+ CF

α0
e

π
nε

[
1

4ε
+

1

2

]
, (49)

where nε = 2ε and αe is related to the coupling of the evanescent gluon to fermions. In the
equation above, both couplings are to be considered bare, although, at NLO, the distinction
will not be essential. On the other hand, since ξs appear at tree-level, it is is important to
consider its renormalization

ξ0
s = ξs

[
1 + CF

(αs
π

)
eεγE(4π)−ε

(
− 3

4ε
− nε

8ε

)]
. (50)

It is straightforward to obtain the modulus square of the amplitude, which yields that
following decay rate:

Γsv(dim) = ΓstCFΦ2(ε)cΓ(ε)m−εs

[
αs
π

(
− 1

ε2
− 3

2ε
− 1 +

π2

2
+O(ε)

)
+
αε
π

(nε
4ε

+O(ε)
)]

, (51)

where

cΓ(ε) = (4π)ε
Γ(1 + ε)Γ2(1− ε)

Γ(1− 2ε)
= 1 +O(ε), Φ2(ε) =

(
4π

ms

)ε
Γ(1− ε)
Γ(2− 2ε)

= 1 +O(ε). (52)

It is valuable to make a comparison with the IReg result, as given by equation (40). As
previously noticed in [1], the matching between the IR divergences in dimensional methods and
IReg is given by 1

ε
→ ln(µ0) and 1

ε2
→ 1

2
ln(µ0)2.

Moreover, by identifying nε = 2ε and setting αs = αe, we also recover the finite term. We
notice that the result of CDR is obtained by setting nε = 0.

Regarding the real contribution, the decay rate is given by [2]

Γsr(dim) = ΓstCFΦ3(ε)

[
αs
π

(
1

ε2
+

3

2ε
+

21

4
− π2

2
+O(ε)

)
+
αε
π

(
−nε

4ε
+O(ε0)

)]
, (53)

where

Φ3(ε) =

(
4π

h

)2ε
1

Γ(2− 2ε)
= 1 +O(ε) . (54)

Notice that we may convert into the IReg result expressed by Eq. (46) under the same
conditions imposed to virtual contributions. By adding both corrections we reproduce the
well-known result expressed by Eq. (47).
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4.2 NLO strong corrections to Z → qq̄

In [1] the decay e−e+ → qq̄ was computed at NLO using DRED. In that reference, only
the strong correction was considered, which stands for modification only in the external legs
containing quarks. Moreover, the mediator between leptons and quarks was an off-shell photon.
The same process could occur with a Z-boson replaced mediator. If we are not interested in the
initial states that will eventually generate the Z-boson, one can extract from the results of [1]
the decay rate for the Z boson into a pair of quark and antiquark. In this case the virtual and
real corrections are given by

Γv(dim) = ΓtCFΦ2(ε)cΓ(ε)m−εs

[
αs
π

(
− 1

ε2
− 3

2ε
− 4 +

π2

2
+O(ε)

)
+
αε
π

(nε
4ε

+O(ε0)
)]

, (55)

Γr(dim) = ΓtCfΦ3(ε)

[
αs
π

(
1

ε2
+

3

2ε
+

19

4
− π2

2
+O(ε)

)
+
αε
π

(
−nε

4ε
+O(ε0)

)]
. (56)

As discussed before, the correspondence 1
ε
→ ln(µ0) and 1

ε2
→ 1

2
ln2(µ0) is verified and the

IReg result is reproduced after setting nε = 2ε and identifying αs = αe as seen in Eqns. (18)
and (24)

5 Concluding remarks

To improve theoretical accuracy in precision observables, there has been considerable efforts to
obtain beyond NLO corrections to processes probed at the LHC. It is generally acknowledged
that regularization of UV and IR poses challenges in automating higher order calculations. In
response to this, alternative approaches have been developed that avoid partially or totally the
use of dimensional continuation in the spacetime dimension such as IReg. These approaches
offer the potential to simplify calculations or may be applicable in dimensional specific models
such as chiral and topological (γ5 matrix and Levi-Civitta symbol issues) as well as supersym-
metry models.

In this work, we studied at NLO the decay of bosons (spin zero or one) into qq̄ pairs in the
framework of IReg, which is a fully quadridimensional regularization scheme. In particular, we
computed the NLO strong corrections to the decay rates Γ(Z → qq̄) and Γ(S → qq̄), where
S can be a CP-even or odd scalar. We have verified that the KLN theorem is satisfied in our
framework, and it is not necessary to introduce evanescent particles, unlike in partially dimen-
sional methods such as FDH and DRED. We also compared IReg with these methods, showing
that, regarding IR divergences, there is a precise matching rule between IReg and dimensional
results at NLO, which was previously noticed in [1] regarding the process e−e+ → qq̄ and later
confirmed for the process H → gg as well [46]. Finally, since we considered a gauge boson with
axial couplings, the presence of γ5 matrices can potentially lead to ambiguities in regularization
and renormalization. To tackle this problem, we adopted the γ5 rightmost position approach
which is sufficient to render IReg a gauge invariant procedure in this case while reproducing
the results obtained with more involved schemes literature. Therefore we conclude that IReg
is a feasible alternative to dimensional schemes, which may render automation simpler at NLO
and beyond.
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A Consistent treatment for γ5

In this appendix we present a more detailed analysis of the ambiguities that can be introduced
by the treatment of the γ5 matrix, and we show why the rightmost approach is sufficient in the
examples presented.

As it is well-known, the γ5 matrix is a strictly four dimension object, and it cannot be
extended to d-dimensional. It means that, to treat chiral theories in dimensional schemes,
one must first adopt a definition for γ5, and check which of its four-dimensional properties are
still fulfilled. Soon after the development of CDR, it was proposed in [10] to still define γ5 in
four-dimensions, while the remaining objects (Dirac matrices and momenta) are promoted to
d-dimensions. This approach (BMHV scheme) necessarily invalidates the property {γµ, γ5} = 0,
and requires a careful treatment of the sub-spaces in which CDR is defined. To be specific, CDR
is defined in the space QdS = 4S⊕Q(−2ε)S, while γ5 ∈ 4S. Even though this approach breaks
gauge invariance, it is the only alternative that delivers consistent (and unitarity preserving)
results at arbitrary loop order in CDR.

In the case of methods defined in four-dimensions, somehow surprisingly, it was also shown
that inconsistent results can be obtained in the presence of the γ5 matrix within divergent
integrals [47, 59–61]. In [47] it was proposed a similar construction of dimensional schemes, in
particular Dimensional Reduction, where Dirac matrices, with the exception of γ5, are defined
in a quasi-dimensional space Q4S = QdS ⊕ Q(2ε)S [22]. In contrast to DRED, where the
momenta still need to be treated in QdS, in these methods momenta are also defined in Q4S,
and we have the hierarchy Q4S = 4S ⊕ XS. Here, X is an auxiliary space, which does not
need to be explicitly defined. Similar to the BHMV scheme, we obtain a consistent method at
the price of not fulfilling some properties, {γµ, γ5} 6= 0, and breaking gauge invariance.

In the specific case of IReg, the inconsistencies boil down to the contraction of internal mo-
menta in Feynman amplitudes. To illustrate this point, consider the following results obtained
in the framework of IReg∫

k

k2

k2(k − p)2
=

∫
k

1

(k − p)2
= lim

µ2→0

∫
k

1

(k − p)2 − µ2
= lim

µ2→0

∫
k

1

k2 − µ2
= 0 (57)

gαβ
∫
k

kαkβ
k2(k − p)2

= gαβ
{(

pαpβ
3
− gαβp

2

12

)[
Ilog(λ2)− b ln

(
−p

2

λ2

)
+

13b

6

]
− gαβbp

2

24

}
= −bp

2

6

(58)

It is clear that if one insists to use {γµ, γ5} = 0, an ambiguity arises∫
k

/kγ5/k

k2(k − p)2

?
=
bp2

6
γ5, using eq.58 and {γµ, γ5} = 0, (59)

?
= 0, using {γµ, γ5} = 0 and eq.57. (60)

In order to avoid these ambiguities, one defines

γ5 = − i

4!
εabcdγ̄

aγ̄bγ̄cγ̄d (61)

where we use a¯ to denote an object pertaining to 4S. Since the Dirac matrices are defined in
Q4S, we have the properties

{γµ, γν} = 2gµν1; {γ̄µ, γ̄ν} = {γµ, γ̄ν} = 2ḡµν1; γµγ
µ = γµγ̄

µ = 4 1 (62)

{γ̄µ, γ̂ν} = 0; {γµ, γ̂ν} = {γ̂µ, γ̂ν} = 2ĝµν1; γµγ̂
µ = γ̄µγ̂

µ = γ̂µγ̂
µ = 0. (63)

{γ̄µ, γ5} = 0; {γµ, γ5} = 2γ5γ̂µ; [γ̂µ, γ5] = 0 (64)
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where we denoted byˆ an object belonging to the X space. In view of the above properties,
the previous integral is given by [61]

∫
k

/kγ5/k

k2(k − p)2
= 2γ5

∫
k

/̂k/k

k2(k − p)2
−
∫
k

γ5k
2

k2(k − p)2

= 2γ5

∫
k

k2

k2(k − p)2
− 2γ5

∫
k

k̄2

k2(k − p)2

= −2ḡabγ5

∫
k

k̄ak̄b

k2(k − p)2
=
bp2

3
γ5. (65)

After laying down the main ideas, we tackle the specific examples studied in this work. For
ease of the reader, we repeat below the virtual contribution to the decay Z → qq̄

Mv = εµ(z)·
∫
k

u(q)·(−igsγαta)·
−i
/q + /k

· −ie
sin(2ω)

γµ(gV −γ5gA)· i

/qb − /k
·(−igsγβtb)·

−igαβδab
k2

·v(q) .

(66)
where we redefined the momentum of the antiquark by qb to avoid confusion.

The only possibly ambiguous part is proportional to gA. Focusing only on this part, we can
perform an analogous computation to eq. 65. One finds that on top of the result already found
using the rightmost approach (eq. 11), we will have terms of the form

Mv ⊃
∫
k

(k2 − k2
)γµγ5

k2(k + q)2(k − qb)2
,

∫
k

(k
µ − kµ)/kγ5

k2(k + q)2(k − qb)2
,

∫
k

kµ(/k − /k)γ5

k2(k + q)2(k − qb)2
(67)

However, by close inspection of the on-shell result of these integrals in the framework of
IReg (eqs. 13-16), we find, for instance,∫

k

(k2 − k2
)

k2(k + q)2(k − qb)2
=

∫
k

k2

k2(k + q)2(k − qb)2
− gab

∫
k

kakb

k2(k + q)2(k − qb)2
= 0 . (68)

A similar result holds for the other integrals. Therefore, for the particular example of the decay
Z → qq̄ at NLO, we find that there is no extra term arising from consistently treating the
γ5 matrix in IReg. This justifies the usage of the rightmost approach in our calculation. A
complete analogous reasoning can be applied to the decay S → qq̄ at NLO.
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qcd amplitudes and h→ gg in fdh and dred. Physics Letters B, 733:296–304, 2014.

[18] Warren Siegel. Supersymmetric dimensional regularization via dimensional reduction.
Physics Letters B, 84(2):193–196, 1979.

[19] Warren Siegel. Inconsistency of supersymmetric dimensional regularization. Physics
Letters B, 94(1):37–40, 1980.

[20] Zvi Bern and David A Kosower. The computation of loop amplitudes in gauge theories.
Nuclear Physics B, 379(3):451–561, 1992.

[21] Zvi Bern, A De Freitas, L Dixon, and HL Wong. Supersymmetric regularization, two-loop
qcd amplitudes, and coupling shifts. Physical Review D, 66(8):085002, 2002.

15
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Neutrino oscillations in the interaction picture
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We study the mixing of different kind of fields (scalar in 0+1D, scalar in 3+1D, fermion in 3+1D)
treating the mixing term as an interaction. To this aim, we employ the usual perturbative series in
the interaction picture. We find that expression for flavor changing probability exhibits corrections
with respect to the usual quantum mechanical (e.g. neutrino) oscillation formula, in agreement with
the result previously obtained in the non-perturbative flavor Fock space approach.

I. INTRODUCTION

The idea of neutrino oscillations as a mechanism to solve the solar-neutrino puzzle was firstly proposed by Pontecorvo
and collaborators [1–4] and it was later confirmed by a plethora of experiments (see e.g. [5–8]).

Although many features of neutrino mixing and oscillations are now well-understood [9–11], there is no agreement
on their correct ultimate description within quantum field theory (QFT). Various ideas were proposed in the last three
decades, as external wavepackets [12, 13], weak-process states [14] and the flavor Fock-space approach [15–21]. The
latter is based on the discovery [15] that the flavor and the mass representations of the equal-time anticommutation
relations of neutrino fields, are unitarily inequivalent [22–25]. Therefore, the Hilbert space where flavor fields are
defined is explicitly built in and the oscillation probability is computed by taking the expectation value of lepton
currents/charges on the one-particle neutrino states at a reference time. Such modified formula differs from the
classic Pontecorvo result in two respects [26]: i) apart from the usual oscillation term which depends on the difference
of neutrino energies/frequencies, the oscillation formula of Ref.[26] shows up a fast-oscillation term which depends on
the sum of the frequencies; ii) in the formula of Ref.[26], there are energy dependent oscillation amplitudes which are
the coefficients of a Bogoliubov transformation [15].

In this paper we introduce a different approach, in a close analogy to what is done in the study of unstable particles
[27, 28]. In fact, we employ the interaction (Dirac) picture, where the interaction Lagrangian in the Dyson series only
contains the mixing term between different flavor-fields. For simplicity, we limit our calculation to the case of two
flavors. Then we compute amplitudes for the various decay channels at the first order, which describe both flavor
changing and survival processes. Three examples are here analyzed: a quantum mechanical (QFT in 0+1D) toy
model, a scalar field model and a fermion (“neutrino”) model in 3+1D. Remarkably, we find the that the fermion
flavor-transition formula non-trivially agrees, within the approximation adopted, with the non-perturbative formula
of the flavor-Fock space approach. Let us remark that the comparison is not possible in the boson case, where the
flavor charge expectation value is not positive-definite and thus it cannot be interpreted as a probability [29, 30]. In
this respect, the present work represents also a viable approach to compute the oscillation probability in this tricky
situation.

The paper is organized as follows: in Section II we present general considerations on field mixing and the interaction
picture approach. In Section III we study the 0+1D toy model, while in Sections IV and V we extend our consideration
to 3+1D scalar and fermion models, respectively. Finally, we present discussion and conclusions in Section VI. For
reader’s convenience, in Appendix A we briefly review the non-perturbative flavor Fock space approach.
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II. GENERAL CONSIDERATIONS

The charged-current lepton sector of weak interaction is described (in the case of two-flavors) by the Lagrangian

L =
∑

σ=e,µ

[

νσ
(

i/∂ −mσ

)

νσ + lσ (iγµ∂
µ − m̃σ) lσ

]

+ Lmix + Lwint , (1)

with

Lmix = −meµ (νeνµ + νµνe) , (2)

Lwint = − g

2
√
2

∑

σ=e,µ

[

W+
µ νσ γ

µ (1− γ5) lσ + h.c.
]

(3)

The neutrino kinetic term (including Lmix) can be diagonalized by the mixing transformation [31, 32]

νσ =
∑

j=1,2

U∗
σjνj , (4)

U is the mixing matrix. In the two flavor case, here analyzed

U =

(

cos θ sin θ
− sin θ cos θ

)

, (5)

with tan 2θ = 2meµ/(mµ −me).
If one employs the interaction picture to compute transition amplitudes, L must be decomposed into a free and an

interaction part. A possible choice is

L = Lm
0 + Lm

int , (6)

with

Lm
0 =

∑

j

νj (iγµ∂
µ −mj) νj +

∑

σ

l (iγµ∂
µ − m̃σ) l , (7)

Lm
int = − g

2
√
2

∑

σ,j

[

W+
µ νj U

∗
jσ γ

µ (1 − γ5) lσ + h.c.
]

. (8)

In such a case the effect of mixing is incorporated in the weak-interaction vertex. Following this approach, one is led
to calculate transition amplitudes in which neutrinos appear only as internal lines [12, 13, 33] 1.
However, in charged current weak interaction processes, neutrinos are produced with a definite flavor. Therefore,

another reasonable possibility is to take the following split

L = L0 + Lg
int , (9)

with

L0 =
∑

σ=e,µ

νσ
(

i/∂ −mσ

)

νσ +
∑

σ=e,µ

lσ
(

i/∂ − m̃σ

)

lσ , (10)

Lg
int = Lmix + Lwint . (11)

In this approach, Lwint is diagonal in the asymptotic fields appearing in Eq.(10). Thus, in order to describe neutrino
oscillations, we can safely disregard Lwint (zeroth-order in g), so that the charged-lepton part also decouples. In other
words, we can treat the mixing term as an interaction, and we can compute the transition amplitudes among different
flavors by means of the usual Dyson formula for the time evolution operator

U(ti, tf) = T
[

i

∫ tf

ti

d4x : Lint(x) :

]

= T
[

−i

∫ tf

ti

d4x : Hint(x) :

]

, (12)

1 Note that, in this approach, the issue of inequivalence of flavor and mass vacua for neutrinos (see Appendix) is not taken into account.
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where Lint ≡ Lg=0
int = −meµ (νeνµ + νµνe), Hint(x) = −Lint(x) is the interaction Hamiltonian density and T is the

chronological product. In the following we will only need the expression of the operator up to the second order

U(ti, tf ) = 1− i

∫ tf

ti

dt1 Hint(t1) + (−i)2
∫ tf

ti

dt1 Hint(t1)

∫ t1

ti

dt2 Hint(t2) + ... (13)

where Hint =
∫

d3xHint(x) is the interaction Hamiltonian.
Notice that we look at the time evolution operator and not at the S-matrix. This is because the phenomenon

of flavor oscillations can only be described at finite time. This amounts to say that flavor neutrino states do not
exist as asymptotically stable states. As it will be clear from the various examples below, the limits ti → −∞ and
tf → +∞ forbid the flavor-changing processes under study. At the same time, such a limit guarantees strict energy
conservation. This is in agreement with the flavor-energy uncertainty relation derived in Ref. [34] and it is analogous
to what happens for unstable particles [27, 28, 35–38] (see also [39, 40], where the importance of finite-time QFT in
the study of decay has been emphasized). As a matter of fact, both the decay of unstable particles [41] and neutrino
oscillations [42] can be viewed in terms of the time-energy uncertainty relations.
In the following we will first study the case of 0+1D QFT (that is, QM), and a 3+1D scalar model. This preliminary

analysis permits to grasp the main features of the problem, without the complication of dealing with spinors.

III. A QUANTUM MECHANICS TOY MODEL OF FLAVOR MIXING

Let us consider the quantum mechanical problem of two interacting harmonic oscillators with bare frequencies ωA,B.
We treat this problem as a 0 + 1D field theory described by the Lagrangian

L =
1

2

(

dxA

dt

)2

− ω2
A

2
x2
A +

1

2

(

dxB

dt

)2

− ω2
B

2
y2 − ω2

ABxAxB . (14)

In agreement with the previous discussion, we regard the term Lint = ω2
ABxAxB as an interaction, where ω2

AB (with
dimension Energy2) plays the role of the coupling constant. Hence, the fields in the interaction picture take the form:

xA(t) =
1√
2ωA

(

aAe
−iωAt + a†Ae

iωAt
)

, (15)

xB(t) =
1√
2ωB

(

aBe
−iωBt + a†Be

iωBt
)

, (16)

in which the creation and annihilation operators (with usual commutation relations [aA, a
†
A] = [aB, a

†
B] = 1 and zero

otherwise) have been introduced.
We can safely perform calculations by means of the formula (13), taking Hint(t) = ω2

ABxA(t)xB(t). As initial state

ti, we consider an excitation along the A-direction: |A〉 = a†A|0〉. We then evaluate the probability that the state
has changed at the time tf > ti, a situation that roughly speaking corresponds to a decay of the initial state. The

first possible transition is the mixing |A〉 = a†A|0〉 → a†B|0〉 = |B〉 driven by the interaction term. The corresponding
amplitude reads:

〈B|U(tf , ti)|A〉 = 〈0|aBU(tf , ti)a
†
A|0〉 = −i

ω2
AB√

2ωA

√
2ωB

∫ tf

ti

dt1e
−i(ωA−ωB)t1

=
ω2
AB√

2ωA

√
2ωB

e−i(ωA−ωB)tf − e−i(ωA−ωB)ti

(ωA − ωB)
. (17)

Hence, the probability for this “transition” to happen is:

PA→B(∆t) =
ω4
AB

ωAωB

sin2
[

(ωA−ωB)∆t
2

]

(ωA − ωB)2
, ∆t = tf − ti . (18)

The formula includes an oscillation whose frequency is proportional to the frequency differences, that we shall call

the “low frequency” term. Note, for short times PA→B(∆t) ≃ ω4
AB∆t2

4ωAωB
.
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There is, however, at first order another possible transition: a†A|0〉 →
(a†

A)
2

√
2

a†B |0〉 , that is a single excitation along

A converts into AAB. The corresponding amplitude reads:

1√
2
〈0|aBa2A U(tf , ti) a

†
A|0〉 = −i

√
2ω2

AB√
2ωA

√
2ωB

∫ tf

ti

dt1e
−i(ωA+ωB)t

=

√
2ω2

AB√
2ω1

√
2ω2

e−i(ωA+ωB)tf − e−i(ωA+ωB)ti

(ωA + ωB)
, (19)

hence

PA→AAB(∆t) =
2ω4

AB

ωAωB

sin2
[

(ωA+ωB)∆t
2

]

(ωA + ωB)2
, (20)

which involves the sum of the frequencies and is denoted as the ‘high frequency’ term. For short times, PA→AAB(∆t) ≃
ω4

ABt2

2ωAωB
.

Summarizing, the total transition probability (in other words, the A transition probability (loosely speaking its
decay probability) is given as the sum of both terms.

PA
D(∆t) = PA→B(∆t) + PA→AAB(∆t) =

ω4
AB

ωAωB





sin2
[

(ωA−ωB)∆t
2

]

(ωA − ωB)2
+ 2

sin2
[

(ωA+ωB)∆t
2

]

(ωA + ωB)2



 . (21)

For short times, PA
D(∆t) ≃ 3ω4

AB∆t2

4ωAωB
.

Similarly, one can easily calculate within the same framework the survival probability. To this end we need to
evaluate

〈A|U(tf , ti)|A〉 = 〈0|aAU(tf , ti)a
†
A|0〉 . (22)

Up to the second order we get:

〈A|U(tf , ti)|A〉 = 1− i T 〈0|aA
∫ tf

ti

dt1Hint(t1)

∫ t1

ti

dt2Hint(t2)a
†
A|0〉 . (23)

Upon using the equality

〈0|aAHint(t1)Hint(t2)a
†
A|0〉 =

2ω4
AB

4ωAωB
e−i(ωA+ωB)t1ei(ωA+ωB)t2 +

ω4
AB

4ωAωB
ei(ωA−ωB)t1e−i(ωA−ωB)t2 , (24)

one gets the survival probability of the state |A〉 as:

PA→A(∆t) =

∣

∣

∣

∣

1− ω4
AB

4ωAωB

[

2
t

i(ωA + ωB)
− 2

e−i(ωA+ωB)∆t − 1

(ωA + ωB)2
+

t

−i(ωA − ωB)
− ei(ωA−ωB)∆t − 1

(ωA − ωB)2

]∣

∣

∣

∣

2

(25)

= |1−R− iI|2 = (1−R− iI)(1−R+ iI) = 1−R+ iI −R+R2 − iRI − iI − iIR+ I2 (26)

= 1− 2R+ ... , (27)

where R and I are real. In particular:

R =
ω4
AB

4ωAωB

(

1− cos [(ωA − ωB)∆t]

(ωA − ωB)2
+ 2

1− cos [(ωA + ωB)∆t]

(ωA + ωB)2

)

=
ω4
AB

2ωAωB





sin2
[

(ωA−ωB)∆t
2

]

(ωA − ωB)2
+ 2

sin2
[

(ωA+ωB)∆t
2

]

(ωA + ωB)2



 , (28)
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hence

PA
S (∆t) = PA→A(∆t) = 1− ω4

AB

ωAωB





sin2
[

(ωA−ωB)∆t
2

]

(ωA − ωB)2
+ 2

sin2
[

(ωA+ωB)∆t
2

]

(ωA + ωB)2



 , (29)

which leads to (at order g2):

PA
S (∆t) + PA

D(∆t) = 1 , (30)

for each t, as it must. For small t, pAS (t) ≃ 1− ω4
AB

ωAωB

(

2∆t2

4 + ∆t2

4

)

= 1− 3ω4
AB∆t2

4ωAωB
.

Of course, the present problem can be also solved by introducing the rotation

(

x1

x2

)

=

(

cos θ − sin θ
sin θ cos θ

)(

xA

xB

)

(31)

with

θ =
1

2
arctan

2ω2
AB

ω2
B − ω2

A

, (32)

and

ω2
1 = ω2

A cos2 θ + ω2
B sin2 θ − ω2

AB(2θ) , (33)

ω2
2 = ω2

A sin2 θ + ω2
B cos2 θ + ω2

AB sin(2θ) , (34)

ω2
A = ω2

1 cos
2 θ + ω2

2 sin
2 θ , (35)

ω2
B = ω2

1 sin
2 θ + ω2

2 cos
2 θ . (36)

The position operators become

x1(t) =
1√
2ω1

(

a1e
−iω1t + a†1e

iω1t
)

, (37)

x2(t) =
1√
2ω2

(

a2e
−iω2t + a†2e

iω2t
)

. (38)

Upon denoting |Ω〉 as the vacuum of the full Hamiltonian (a1 |Ω〉 = a2 |Ω〉 = 0), one may also consider the state

|a〉 = cos θa†1 |Ω〉+ sin θa†2 |Ω〉 , (39)

yet it is clear that |a〉 6= |A〉 = a†A |a〉,
In terms of |a〉, the survival probability takes the form:

Pa
S(∆t) = 1− sin2 2θ sin2

[

(ω1 − ω2)∆t

2

]

. (40)

In the limit of small θ, the previous expression is approximated by:

Pa
S(∆t) ≃ 1− 4ω4

AB

(ω2
B − ω2

A)
2 sin2

[

(ωA − ωB)∆t

2

]

= 1− 4ω4
AB

(ωB + ωA)
2

sin2
[

(ωA−ωB)∆t
2

]

(ωB − ωA)
2 . (41)

We then realize that the functions Pa
S(∆t) and PA

S (∆t) are different in various ways. First, the expression Pa
S(∆t)

contains only the low frequency term but not the high frequency one. Second, the ratio of the coefficients in front of
the terms with frequency (ωA − ωB) reads 4ωAωB/ (ωA + ωB)

2
, which is in general different from unity (it approaches

for it in the limit of equal bare masses). This discrepancy is due to the fact that the states |a〉 and |A〉 are different,
thus they have different survival probabilities. In the framework of QM, one may “engineer” both initial states. In
QFT it is different, and it is not a priori clear to what the field xA corresponds to.
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IV. SCALAR FIELD MIXING IN THE INTERACTION PICTURE

We now move from QM to QFT. To this end, we investigate the mixing for scalar fields in the interaction picture.
Let us consider two fields φA = φA(t,x) and φB = φB(t,x) that correspond to our flavor bare states A and B,

whose Lagrangian density is given by

L =
1

2
(∂αφA)

2 − m2
A

2
φ2
A +

1

2
(∂αφB)

2 − m2
B

2
φ2
B −m2

ABφAφB . (42)

The Hamiltonian density is

H =
πA

2
+

πB

2
+

1

2
(∇φA)

2
+

1

2
(∇φB)

2
+

m2
A

2
φ2
A +

m2
A

2
φ2
B +m2

ABφAφB , (43)

with πA = ∂tφA and πB = ∂tφB. We regard the mixing term as a perturbation, thus:

H0 =
πA

2
+

πB

2
+

1

2
(∇φA)

2
+

1

2
(∇φB)

2
+

m2
A

2
φ2
A +

m2
A

2
φ2
B , Hint = m2

ABφAφB . (44)

Upon quantizing the system, in the interaction picture we get for the field A:

φA(x) = φA(t,x) =
1√
V

∑

k=2πn/L

1
√

2ωk,A

(

ak,Ae
−ikx + a†k,Ae

ikx
)

, (45)

πA(x) = πA(t,x) =
−i√
V

∑

k=2πn/L

√

ωk,A

2

(

ak,Ae
−ikx − a†k,Ae

ikx
)

, (46)

with k0 = ωk,A =
√

k2 +m2
A. The commutation relation [φA(t,x), πA(t,y)] =

1
V

∑

k e
ik·(x−y) = iδV (x− y) implies

that
[

ak,A, a
†
p,A

]

= δk,p, zero otherwise. Analogous expressions hold for φB(x) and πB(x).

The interacting Hamiltonian (in the interaction picture) reads:

Hint(t) =

∫

d3x1Hint(x) =
∑

q

m2
AB

√

2ωq,A

√

2ωq,B

(

aq,Aa
†
q,Be

−i(ωq,A−ωq,B)t

+a†q,Aaq,Be
i(ωq,A−ωq,B)t + aq,Aa−q,Be

−i(ωq,A+ωq,B)t + a†q,Aa
†
−q,Be

i(ωq,A+ωq,B)t
)

. (47)

Next, we define the “flavor state” A with three-momentum p as:

|A,p〉 = a†p,A |0〉 . (48)

Assuming that such a state is created at t = 0, we evaluate the probability that it has transformed into a different
state at the time t > 0 or, conversely, that it has not changed.
For the case of the transition into a different state, let us first calculate the probability amplitude for the transition

|A,p〉 → |B,k〉:

AA→B (p,k; ti, tf ) = 〈B,k|U(tf , ti)|A,p〉 = −i

∫ tf

ti

dt1〈0|ak,B Hint(t1) a
†
p,A|0〉+ ...

=
m2

AB
√

2ωp,A

√

2ωk,B

δk,p
e−i(ωp,A−ωk,B)tf − e−i(ωp,A−ωk,B)ti

ωp,A − ωk,B
. (49)

The probability that a particle A with momentum p converts into a particle B is obtained upon summing over the
density of final states

∑

k :

PA→B(p; ∆t) =
∑

k

|AA→B (p,k; ti, tf) |2 =
m4

AB

ωp,Aωp,B

sin2
[

(ωp,A−ωp,B)∆t
2

]

(ωp,A − ωp,B)
2 . (50)
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The result is finite and well behaved. Note, for short time PA→B(p; ∆t) ≃ m4
AB

4ωp,Aωp,B
t2.

Yet, other transitions are possible. Namely, we may have the transition A → AAB of the type

|A,p〉 → |A,k1〉 |A,k2〉 |B,k3〉 = a†A,k1
a†A,k2

a†B,k3
|0〉 , (51)

where the two emitted A particles have different momentum, k1 6= k2. The corresponding amplitude of this process
reads

Ak1 6=k2

A→AAB(p,k1,k2,k3; ti, tf ) = −i

∫ tf

ti

dt1〈0|aA,k1
aA,k2

aB,k3
Hint(t1)a

†
A,p|0〉 . (52)

After an explicit calculation up to first order, its squared modulus turns out to be:

|Ak1 6=k2

A→AAB(p,k1,k2,k3, ti, tf )|2 =
m4

AB

ωk3,Aωk3,B

sin2
[

(ωk3,A+ωk3,B)∆t

2

]

(ωk3,A + ωk3,B)
2 (δk1,pδk2,−k3

+ δk1,−k3
δk2,p) . (53)

Next, one needs to sum over final states k1,k2,k3. leading to the probability:

Pk1 6=k2

A→AAB(p; ∆t) =
1

2

∑

k1,k2,k3

∣

∣

∣Ak1 6=k2

A→AAB(p,k1,k2,k3, ti, tf )
∣

∣

∣

2

=
∑

k3

m4
AB

ωk3,Aωk3,B

sin2
[

(ωk3,A+ωk3,B)∆t

2

]

(ωk3,A + ωk3,B)
2 − m4

AB

ωp,Aωp,B

sin2
[

(ωp,A+ωp,B)∆t
2

]

(ωp,A + ωp,B)
2 , (54)

where the factor 1/2 in front of the sum takes into account that the two A in the final state are identical bosons. The
subtracted term in the last equation is due to the condition k2 6= k1. Note, the sum term diverges, thus a certain
cutoff is implicitly introduced so to keep the intermediate results finite (which is then sent to infinity at the very end
of the calculation). When the volume is sufficiently large, the previous expression becomes

Pk1 6=k2

A→AAB(p; ∆t) = V

∫

d3k3

(2π)3
m4

AB

ωk3,Aωk3,B

sin2
[

(ωk3,A+ωk3,B)∆t

2

]

(ωk3,A + ωk3,B)
2 − m4

AB

ωp,Aωp,B

sin2
[

(ωp,A+ωp,B)∆t
2

]

(ωp,A + ωp,B)
2 , (55)

where, again, a cutoff is implicit in the integral over k3. The term proportional to V is a typical vacuum term that
needs to be subtracted. However, the second term in Eq.(55) needs to be kept, see below.
The last possible transition is the case in which k2 = k1, thus

|A,p〉 → 1√
2
a†k1,A

a†k1,A
a†k3,B

|0〉 . (56)

The amplitude at first order is

Ak1=k2

A→AAB(p,k1,k3; ti, tf ) = − i√
2

∫ tf

ti

dt1〈0|ak1,Aak1,Aak3,BHint(t1)a
†
p,A|0〉 , (57)

whose squared modulus is

|Ak1=k2

A→AAB(p,k1,k3; ti, tf )|2 = δk1,pδk1,−k3
2

m4
AB

ωp,Aωp,B

sin2
[

(ωp,A+ωp,B)∆t
2

]

(ωp,A + ωp,B)
2 . (58)

Upon summing over the final momenta k1,k3:

Pk1=k2

A→AAB(p,∆t) =
∑

k1,k3

∣

∣

∣Ak1=k2

A→AAB(p,k1,k3; ti, tf )
∣

∣

∣

2

= 2
m4

AB

ωp,Aωp,B

sin2
[

(ωp,A+ωp,B)∆t
2

]

(ωp,A + ωp,B)
2 . (59)

Note, the factor 2 appears just as in the QM toy model of SectionIII.
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Putting all the pieces together, the total probability of A going into something else (thus, a decay probability) is:

PA
D(p; ∆t) = PA→B(p; ∆t) + Pk1 6=k2

A→AAB(p; ∆t) + Pk1=k2

A→AAB(p; ∆t)

=
m4

AB

ωp,Aωp,B

sin2
[

(ωp,A−ωp,B)∆t
2

]

(ωp,A − ωp,B)
2 +

m4
AB

ωp,Aωp,B

sin2
[

(ωp,A+ωp,B)∆t
2

]

(ωp,A + ωp,B)
2

+V

∫

d3k3

(2π)3
m4

AB

ωk3,Aωk3,B

sin2
[

(ωk3,A+ωk3,B)∆t

2

]

(ωk3,A + ωk3,B)
2 . (60)

The factor 2 of Pk1=k2

A→AAB(p; ∆t) combines with the factor −1 in Pk1 6=k2

A→AAB(p; ∆t) in order to give the same factor in
front of the high-frequency term. Finally, the term proportional to V , being a vacuum term, is subtracted. Then the
probability that the oscillation takes place up to second order is:

PA
D(p; ∆t) =

m4
AB

ωp,Aωp,B





sin2
[

(ωp,A−ωp,B)∆t
2

]

(ωp,A − ωp,B)
2 +

sin2
[

(ωp,A+ωp,B)∆t
2

]

(ωp,A + ωp,B)
2



 . (61)

It is important to verify the correctness of the previous result. Just as in the QM toy model, one needs to check
the survival probability of the state |A,p〉. To this end, we calculate the probability of the transition

|A,p〉 → |A,k〉 , (62)

and then sum over k. The corresponding amplitude, up to second order, reads:

AA→A(p,k; ti, tf ) = 〈0|a†k,AU(tf , ti)a
†
p,A|0〉 = δk,p + (−i)2

∫ tf

ti

dt1

∫ t1

ti

dt2〈0|ak,AHint(t1)Hint(t2)a
†
p,A|0〉. (63)

Its modulus square takes the form:

|AA→A(p,k; ti, tf)|2 = δpk



1− m4
AB

ωp,Aωp,B

sin2
[

(ωp,A−ωp,B)∆t
2

]

(ωp,A − ωp,B)
2 − m4

AB

ωp,Aωp,B

sin2
[

(ωp,A+ωp,B)∆t
2

]

(ωp,A + ωp,B)
2





−δpk
∑

q1

m4
AB

ωq1,A2ωq1,B

sin2
[

(ωq1,A+ωq1,B)∆t

2

]

(

ωq1,A + ωq1,B

)2 + ... , (64)

where dots refer to higher order terms.
Then, upon summing over the final three-momentum k and taking the large volume limit, the survival probability

reads (up to second order):

PA
S (p; ∆t) = PA→A(p;∆t) =

∑

k

|AA→A(p,k; ti, tf )|2

= 1− m4
AB

ωp,Aωp,B

sin2
[

(ωp,A−ωp,B)∆t
2

]

(ωp,A − ωp,B)
2 − m4

AB

ωp,Aωp,B

sin2
[

(ωp,A+ωp,B)∆t
2

]

(ωp,A + ωp,B)
2

−V

∫

d3q1

(2π)3
m4

AB

ωq1,A2ωq1,B

sin2
[

(ωq1,A+ωq1,B)∆t

2

]

(

ωq1,A + ωq1,B

)2 , (65)

where the latter term corresponds, in diagrammatic term, to the disconnected vacuum diagram with an AB loop.
This term coincides exactly with the one obtained previously. Upon subtracting this term, we find:

PA
S (p; ∆t) = 1− m4

AB

ωp,Aωp,B





sin2
[

(ωp,A−ωp,B)∆t
2

]

(ωp,A − ωp,B)
2 +

sin2
[

(ωp,A+ωp,B)∆t
2

]

(ωp,A + ωp,B)
2



 , (66)
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with

PA
D(p; ∆t) + PA

S (p; ∆t) = 1 , (67)

as it must.
We thus obtain the probability that the flavor A oscillates (or does not oscillate) as the sum of two distinct term

involving the low-frequency and the high-frequency term, where the frequencies ωp,A and ωp,B depend on the chosen
momentum p. Note, the structure of the solution is very similar to the QM toy model besides the factor 2 of the
high-frequency term. It turns out that only 1 survives the process of renormalization.
Also in the scalar QFT case one may introduce a suitable diagonalization of the fields

(

φ1

φ2

)

=

(

cos θ − sin θ
sin θ cos θ

)(

φA

φB

)

, (68)

with

θ =
1

2
arctan

2m2
AB

m2
B −m2

A

. (69)

The fields φ1 and φ2 contain the annihilation (creation) operators a1,p, a2,p, (a
†
1,p,a

†
2,p). If we introduce the “Pon-

tecorvo state”

|a,p〉 = cos θa†1 |Ω〉+ sin θa†2 |Ω〉 , (70)

the corresponding survival probability takes the form:

Pa
S(p; ∆t) = 1− sin2 2θ sin2

[

(ωp,1 − ωp,2)∆t

2

]

, (71)

with ωp,j =
√

|p|2 +m2
j , j = 1, 2. In the limit of small θ, the previous expression is approximated by:

Pa
S(p; ∆t) ≃ 1− 4m4

AB

(m2
B −m2

A)
2 sin2

[

(ωp,A − ωp,B)∆t

2

]

, (72)

which, just as in the QM toy model, differs from Eq.(66) since the high-frequency term is missing and because the
factor in front of the low-frequency one is not the same (but the two expressions degenerate for large |p|). The
difference is expected because |a,p〉 6= |A,p〉 .

V. NEUTRINO OSCILLATIONS IN THE INTERACTION PICTURE

Let us now deal with the fermion case, which can be naturally applied to neutrino oscillations and it will be then
referred as neutrino case.
In the interaction picture νσ (σ = e, µ), defined by the Lagrangian Eq.(1), can be expanded as free fields, evolving

under the action of L0:

νσ(x) =
1√
V

∑

k,r

[

ur
k,σ(t)α

r
k,σ + vr−k,σ(t)β

r†
−k,σ

]

eik·x , (73)

with ur
k,σ(t) = e−iωk,σt ur

k,σ , vrk,σ(t) = eiωk,σt vrk,σ, ωk,σ =
√

|k|2 +m2
σ. Annihilation operators satisfy

αr
k,σ|0〉 = 0 = βr

k,σ|0〉 . (74)

The anticommutation relations are

{αr
k,ρ, α

s†
q,σ} = δkqδrsδρσ , {βr

k,ρ, β
s†
q,σ} = δkqδrsδρσ, (75)

and the spinors are normalized so that

ur†
k,ρu

s
k,ρ = vr†k,ρv

s
k,ρ = δrs , ur†

k,ρv
s
−k,ρ = 0 . (76)
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As in the previous examples, the idea is to perform the perturbative calculation up the first in meµ. The interacting
Hamiltonian reads:

Hint(t) = meµ

∑

s,s′=1,2

∑

p

[

βs
p,µβ

s†
p,eδss′W

∗
p(t) + αr†

p,µα
r
p,eδss′Wp(t)

+ βs
−p,µα

s′

e,p

(

Y ss′

p (t)
)∗

+ αs†
p,µβ

s′†
−p,eY

ss′

p (t) + e ↔ µ
]

, (77)

where we defined

Wp(t) = us
p,µu

s
p,ee

i(ωk,µ−ωk,e)t = Wp ei(ωp,µ−ωp,e)t (78)

Y ss′

p (t) = us
p,µv

s′

−p,ee
i(ωk,µ+ωk,e)t = Y ss′

p ei(ωp,µ+ωp,e)t (79)

Explicitly

Wp =

√

(ωp,e +me) (ωp,µ +mµ)

4ωp,eωp,µ

(

1− |p|2
(ωp,e +me)(ωp,µ +mµ)

)

, (80)

Y 22
p = −Y 11

p =
p3

√

4ωp,eωp,µ

(√

ωp,µ +mµ

ωp,e +me
+

√

ωp,e +me

ωp,µ +mµ

)

, (81)

Y 12
p =

(

Y 21
p

)∗
= − p1 − ip2

√

4ωp,eωp,µ

(√

ωp,µ +mµ

ωp,e +me
+

√

ωp,e +me

ωp,µ +mµ

)

. (82)

The first non-trivial flavor transition process we consider is

|νrp,e〉 → |νsk,µ〉 , |νrp,σ〉 ≡ αr†
p,σ|0〉 , (83)

whose amplitude reads

Ars
e→µ(p,k, ; ti, tf ) ≈ −imeµδrsδk,pWp

∫ tf

ti

dt ei(ωk,µ−ωp,e)t

= meµ δrsδk,p

(

ei(ωp,µ−ωp,e)tf − ei(ωp,µ−ωp,e)ti
) Wp

ωk,e − ωk,µ
= δrsδk,p Ãe→µ(k; ti, tf ) , (84)

where

Ãe→µ(p; ti, tf ) =
meµ Wp

ωp,e − ωp,µ

(

ei(ωp,µ−ωp,e)tf − ei(ωp,µ−ωp,e)ti
)

. (85)

Similarly as in the boson case (see Eq.(50)), the oscillation probability is computed by summing over the final density
of states, now involving the sum over the helicities:

Pe→µ(p; ∆t) =
∑

k,s

|Ars
e→µ(p,k; ti, tf )|2 = |Ãe→µ(p, ti, tf )|2

= W 2
p

2m2
eµ

(ωp,e − ωp,µ)
2 [1− cos [(ωp,µ − ωp,e)∆t]] , ∆t ≡ tf − ti . (86)

Another non-trivial process is the decay

|νrp,e〉 → |νs1k1,e
〉|νs2k2,µ

〉|νs3
k3,e

〉 . (87)

The amplitude explicitly reads

Ars1s2s3
e→eeµ (p,k1,k2,k3; ti, tf ) ≈ −imeµ Y s3s2

k2
δk1,pδk2,−k3

δrs1

∫ tf

ti

dt e−i(ωk2,µ+ωk2,e)t

= −meµ δrs1 δk1,pδk2,−k3

(

e−i(ωk2,µ+ωk2,e)tf − e−i(ωk2,µ+ωk2,e)ti
) Y s2s3

k2

ωk2,e + ωk3,µ

= δk1,pδk2,−k3
δrs1 Ãs2s3

e→eµµ(k2; ti, tf ) , (88)
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where

Ãs2s3
e→eeµ(k; ti, tf ) = − meµ Y

s2s3
k

ωk,e + ωk,µ

(

e−i(ωk,µ+ωk,e)tf − e−i(ωk,µ+ωk,e)ti
)

. (89)

As done above, we thus find the probability as

Pe→eeµ(p; ∆t) =
∑

k1,k2,k3

∑

s1,s2,s3

|Ars1s2s3
e→eeµ (p,k1,k2,k3; ti, tf)|2 =

∑

k

∑

s2,s3

|Ãs2s3
e→eeµ(k; ti, tf )|2 . (90)

In the large-V limit

Pe→eeµ(p; ∆t) = V
∑

s2,s3

∫

d3k

(2π)3
(Y s2s3

k )
2

(ωk,e + ωk,µ)
2 sin2

(

(ωk,µ + ωk,e)∆t

2

)

. (91)

This is a divergent contribution (vacuum diagram) and it must be subtracted.
Finally, we have the process

|νrp,e〉 → |νs1k1,e
〉|νs2k2,e

〉|νs3
k3,µ

〉 , k1 6= k2 ∨ s1 6= s2 . (92)

The amplitude explicitly reads

Ars1s2s3
e→eeµ (p,k1,k2,k3; ti, tf ) = δk1,pδk2,−k3

δrs1 Ãs2s3
e→eeµ(k2; ti, tf )− δk2,pδk1,−k3

δrs2 Ãs1s3
e→eeµ(k1; ti, tf ) . (93)

where Ãs2s3
e→eeµ(k; ti, tf ) = Ãs2s3

e→eeµ(k; ti, tf ). Note this correctly goes to zero when k1 = k2 and s1 = s2. We thus find
the probability as

Pe→eeµ(p; ∆t) =
1

2

∑

k1,k2,k3

∑

s1,s2,s3

|Ars1s2s3
e→eeµ (p,k1,k2,k3; ti, tf )|2

=
∑

k,s2,s3

|Ãs2s3
e→eeµ(k; ti, tf )|2 −

∑

s3

|Ãrs3
e→eeµ(p; ti, tf )|2 . (94)

It is clear we can not simply subtract the first piece involving the sum over momenta: this procedure would give a
negative probability. This subtle issue can be solved by remembering that asymptotic states have to be representations
of momentum. Thus, we must pick up the contribution with k = p

Pe→eeµ(p; ∆t) =
∑

k 6=p,s2,s3

|Ãs2s3
e→eeµ(k; ti, tf )|2 +

∑

s2,s3

|Ãs2s3
e→eeµ(p; ti, tf)|2 −

∑

s3

|Ãrs3
e→eeµ(p; ti, tf )|2

=
∑

k 6=p,s2,s3

|Ãs2s3
e→eeµ(k; ti, tf )|2 +

∑

s3

|Ãrs3
e→eeµ(p; ti, tf )|2 . (95)

Then, in the large-V limit

Pe→eeµ(p; ∆t) = V
∑

s2,s3

∫

d3k

(2π)3
|Ãs2s3

e→eeµ(k; ti, tf)|2 +
∑

s3

|Ãrs3
e→eeµ(p; ti, tf )|2 . (96)

The first piece diverges and must be subtracted, while the second piece gives a finite contribution. Explicitly

Pe→eeµ(p; ∆t) =
4m2

eµY
2
p

(ωp,e + ωp,µ)
2 sin2

(

(ωp,µ + ωp,e)∆t

2

)

, (97)

where

Y 2
p =

∑

s

(

Y rs
p

)∗
Y rs
p , (98)

and

Yp =
|p|

√

4ωp,eωp,µ

(√

ωp,µ +mµ

ωp,e +me
+

√

ωp,e +me

ωp,µ +mµ

)

. (99)



12

Therefore, the total decay probability of νe is

Pe
D(p; ∆t) = 4m2

eµ

[

W 2
p

(ωp,e − ωp,µ)
2 sin2

(

(ωp,µ − ωp,e)∆t

2

)

+
Y 2
p

(ωp,e + ωp,µ)
2 sin2

(

(ωp,µ + ωp,e)∆t

2

)

]

. (100)

Note that all such decays (flavor transitions) are forbidden when ti → −∞, tf → +∞, unless me = mµ. In particular,
the last two processes are always forbidden for infinite time-intervals because of energy conservation. In fact, in that
case, the three-dimensional δs would be substituted by deltas on the four-momentum, which strictly employ energy
conservation. As we commented above, this is expected in analogy of what happens for unstable particles.
If we now define, following the notation of Ref. [15]

|Up| = Wp

mµ −me

ωp,e − ωp,µ
=

√

(ωp,e +me) (ωp,µ +mµ)

4ωp,eωp,µ

(

1 +
|p|2

(ωp,e +me) (ωp,µ +mµ)

)

, (101)

|Vp| = Yp

mµ −me

ωp,e + ωp,µ
=

√

(ωp,e +me) (ωp,µ +mµ)

4ωp,eωp,µ

( |p|
ωp,e +me

− |p|
ωp,µ +mµ

)

, (102)

we can rewrite the probability in the form

Pe
D(p; ∆t) = sin2 2θ

[

|Up|2 sin2
(

(ωp,µ − ωp,e)∆t

2

)

+ |Vp|2 sin2
(

(ωp,µ + ωp,e)∆t

2

)]

. (103)

with θ = meµ/(mµ −me) ≈ sin θ. In the approximation we used this coincides with the oscillation probability (A11),
firstly derived in [26]. This is a remarkable result because the method we adopted is quite different from the approach
of Ref. [26] (which is briefly reviewed in appendix), and it does not rely on the construction of a flavor vacuum (see
Eq.(A6)).
Let us now compute the survival probability Pe

S(k,∆t). The zeroth order contribution gives Pe
S(k,∆t) = 1. To

find a non-trivial contribution to the survival probability we should compute the second order terms. In the present
case it is useful to write

U(ti, tf ) = 1I− imeµ

∫ tf

ti

d4x : νe(x)νµ(x) + νµ(x)νe(x) :

−
m2

eµ

2

∫ tf

ti

d4x1

∫ tf

ti

d4x2 T
[

(: νe(x1)νµ(x1) + νµ(x1)νe(x1) :) (: νe(x2)νµ(x2) + νµ(x2)νe(x2) :)
]

+ . . . . (104)

The second order piece can be further expanded using Wick theorem:

U (2)(ti, tf ) = −
m2

eµ

2

∫ tf

ti

d4x1

∫ tf

ti

d4x2

[

: νe(x1)νµ(x1)νe(x2)νµ(x2) : + : νe(x1)νµ(x1)νµ(x2)νe(x2) :

+ : νµ(x1)νe(x1)νe(x2)νµ(x2) : + : νµ(x1)νe(x1)νµ(x2)νe(x2) :

+ 2 i
(

Se
αβ(x2 − x1) : νβµ(x2)ν

α
µ (x1) : +Sµ

αβ(x2 − x1) : νβ
e (x2)ν

α
e (x1) :

) ]

, (105)

where

Sσ
αβ(x) =

∫

d4p

(2π)4
e−ipx

(

/p+mσ

)

αβ

p2 −m2
σ + iε

, σ = e, µ , (106)

is the Dirac propagator. The employment of Wick theorem makes evident that the divergent vacuum contributions
come from the terms containing the propagator, which can be neglected.
The survival process is

|νrp,e〉 → |νsk,e〉 . (107)

Saving only up to linear terms in meµ, the amplitude can be written as

Ars
e→e(p,k; ti, tf ) = δk,pδrs +

1

2
A(2)rs

e→e (p,k; ti, tf ) , (108)
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where A
(2)rs
e→e (k,p; ti, tf ) is the second-order piece, which goes as m2

eµ. Taking the square, and summing over the final

momenta and helicities, the only pieces which cannot be disregarded are the one which go as m2
eµ or lower powers,

i.e.

Pe
S(p; ∆t) =

∑

k,s

Ars
e→e(p,k, ti, tf ) ≈ 1 + 2ℜe

(

Ã(2)
e→e(p; ti, tf )

)

, (109)

with

Ã(2)
e→e(p; ti, tf ) ≡

∑

k,s

A(2)rs
e→e (p,k; ti, tf ) . (110)

Explicitly one finds

Pe
S(p; ∆t) = 1− sin2 2θ

[

|Up|2 sin2
(

(ωp,µ − ωp,e)∆t

2

)

+ |Vp|2 sin2
(

(ωp,µ + ωp,e)∆t

2

)]

. (111)

Then

Pe
D(p; ∆t) + Pe

S(p; ∆t) = 1 , (112)

as expected.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper we have shown that neutrino oscillations can actually be described as a standard perturbative QFT,
with the mixing handled by the interaction picture. A 0+1D toy model, “scalar” neutrinos and their “realistic”
Dirac fermion counterparts can all be described by this approach, the various transition amplitudes can be related
via Feynman diagrams and the differences reduced to spin-statistics differences. In the fermionic case, the same
oscillation formula as in non-perturbative flavor-Fock space approach [26], is here independently recovered, within
the approximations involved in the perturbative calculation. In particular, we find a term which depends on the
sum of the frequencies, in addition to the usual Pontecorvo term which only involves their difference. Moreover, the
pre-factors in front of such terms are exactly the Bogoliubov coefficients derived in Ref.[15].

This description sheds new light on the long-standing arguments in the literature as to the “true basis” of neutrino
Fock space. As in other quantum field theories, provided interacting and free states have the same quantum num-
bers, the Kallen-Lehmann representation can be used to convert between the two perturbatively. In such a picture,
experimental data selects the physical degrees of freedom, to be related to the Lagrangian ones via Renormalization.
Since interaction happens via weak charge, the perturbation series defined in this work shows that neutrino physical
states can be consistently defined.

The methods developed in this work can be applied to a calculation of observables beyond tree level which system-
atically includes oscillation effects. An obvious candidate is the magnetic dipole moment of the neutrino, which so
far has only been obtained by effective field theory techniques [43]. A proper calculation will include the interaction
included here (which corrects the magnetic mass) with the same footing as the W-lepton bubble (which provides the
electric current generating the magnetic moment). Given the non-trivial momentum dependence of QFT neutrino
oscillation effects noticed in [15] the interplay of all these effects could yield surprises, which might be observable [44].

There are however subtleties not present in other usual quantum field theories. Unlike other interactions, neutrino
oscillations are 2-field operators, analogous to coupled harmonic oscillators. The vacuum of the theory should therefore
be analytically obtainable, and it is well known that perturbative terms can not capture such vacuum corrections. As
a related issue, the self-interaction due to the vacuum self energy will result in a “mass” correction to the flavor state,
tilting the perturbative series examined in this work. Since the theory examined here is perfectly Lorentz invariant,
violations derived using the quantum field theory approach to fermion mixing (see e.g. [45]) can only be a feature of
the vacuum and to properly assess such effects a perturbative series must be derived from such a vacuum. This is left
to a forthcoming work.

Another phenomenon which is suited to be investigated within the approach here introduced are chiral oscillations
[46–48], which we plan to treat in a forthcoming publication.
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Appendix A: The non-perturbative approach – the Heisenberg picture

The mixing transformation (4) can be rewritten as [15]

νσ(x) = G−1
θ (t) νj(x)Gθ(t) , (A1)

with (σ, j) = (e, 1), (µ, 2) and Gθ(t) given by

Gθ(t) = exp

[

θ

∫

d3x
(

ν†1(x)ν2(x) − ν†2(x)ν1(x)
)

]

. (A2)

Fields with definite masses can be expanded as

νj(x) =
∑

r

∫

d3k

(2π)
3
2

[

ur
k,j(t)α

r
k,j + vr−k,j(t)β

r†
−k,j

]

eik·x , (A3)

with ur
k,j(t) = e−iωk,jt ur

k,j , vrk,j(t) = eiωk,jt vrk,j , ωk,j =
√

|k|2 +m2
j . From (A3) and (A1) it follows that flavor

fields can be also Fourier expanded:

νσ(x) =
∑

r

∫

d3k

(2π)
3
2

[

ur
k,j(t)α

r
k,σ(t) + vr−k,j(t)β

r†
−k,σ(t)

]

eik·x , (A4)

where the flavor ladder operators are given by
(

αr
k,σ(t)

βr
−k,σ(t)

)

= G−1
θ (t)

(

αr
k,j(t)

βr
−k,j(t)

)

Gθ(t) . (A5)

In the Heisenberg picture, the flavor vacuum is

|0〉e,µ = G−1
θ (0) |0〉1,2 , (A6)

where |0〉1,2 denotes the mass vacuum, annihilated by αr
k,j,β

r
k,j . One can easily verify that |0〉e,µ is annihilated by the

flavor operators introduced in Eq. (A5). Now, flavor states can be naturally defined as

|νrk,σ〉 = αr†
k,σ|0〉e,µ . (A7)

where flavor operators are taken at reference time t = 0. These are eigenstates of the lepton/flavor charges

Qσ(t) ≡
∫

d3x ν†σ(x) νσ(x) , (A8)

i.e.

Qσ(0)|νrk,σ〉 = |νrk,σ〉 . (A9)

We can then evaluate oscillation formulas as the expectation value of the flavor charges on a reference neutrino
state [26]

Qσ→ρ(t) = 〈Qρ(t)〉σ , (A10)

where 〈· · · 〉σ = 〈νrk,σ| · · · |νrk,σ〉. Explicitly

Qσ→ρ(t) = sin2(2θ)
[

|Uk|2 sin2
(

ω−

k

2
t

)

+ |Vk|2 sin2
(

ω+

k

2
t

)

]

,

Qσ→σ(t) = 1 − Qσ→ρ(t) , σ 6= ρ , (A11)
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with ω±

k ≡ ωk,2 ± ωk,1, and

Uk(t) ≡ ur†
k,2u

r
k,1 e

i(ωk,2−ωk,1)t = |Uk| ei(ωk,2−ωk,1)t , (A12)

Vk(t) ≡ ǫr ur†
k,1v

r
−k,2 ei(ωk,2+ωk,1)t = |Vk| ei(ωk,2+ωk,1)t . (A13)

Explicitly

|Uk| = Ak

(

1 +
|k|2

(ωk,1 +m1) (ωk,2 +m2)

)

, |Vk| = Ak

( |k|
ωk,1 +m1

− |k|
ωk,2 +m2

)

, (A14)

with Ak =
√

(ωk,1+m1)(ωk,2+m2)
4ωk,1ωk,2

, |Uk|2 = 1− |Vk|2. Note that

Qσ→ρ(t) ≈ P(P )
σ→ρ(t) when mi/|k| → 0 , ω−

k 6= 0 , (A15)

i.e. in the relativistic limit one re-obtained the Pontecorvo formula [4]

P(P )
e→µ(t) = sin2(2θ) sin2

(

ωk,1 − ωk,2

2
t

)

. (A16)

We thus recover the usual phenomenological results in such limit. Notice that formulas (A11) are also recovered in a
relativistic QM treatment based on Dirac equation [46].
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Configuration entropy of Υ(1S) state in strong coupling plasma

Yan-Qing Zhao1, ∗ and Defu Hou1, †

1Institute of Particle Physics and Key Laboratory of Quark and Lepton Physics (MOS),
Central China Normal University, Wuhan 430079, China

(Dated: May 15, 2023)

To better understand the effects of strong coupling and QCD at high temperature in QGP, by using holographic
model, we investigate the dissociation effect of bottomonium under the curvature squared R2 corrections to
the supergravity action corresponding to the corrections of large N expansion of boundary CFT in the side of
field theory. The results show that effective potential is not a good physical quantity to estimate the dissociation
strength of bottomonium in the case of finite wave number and considering the curvature squaredR2 corrections.
Therefore, we calculate the quasinormal spectra(QNMs) and the differential configuration entropy(DCE). It is
found that the dissociation effect is stronger for the stronger coupling.

INTRODUCTION

To investigate the formation and evolution of quark gluon
plasma(QGP), the study of heavy quarkonium(J/ψ and
Υ(1S) mainly) production rate plays an irreplaceable role in
the process. Because the QGP matter can not be observed di-
rectly. It is well-known that heavy vector mesons may still
survive when light mesons have dissolved, that is to say, the
physical system has undergone the deconfinement phase tran-
sition. So far, there are many physical quantities and methods
that can be used to study the properties of heavy flavors. For
example, the real potential [1–5], imaginary potential [1, 5–
8], thermal width [1, 5, 6, 8–10], separation length [5, 11, 12],
thermal spectral functions [13, 14] of heavy quarkonium and
so on.

In recent years a great deal of interest has been shown in
using the configuration entropy(CE) to study the stability of
QQ̄ pair, which is put forward by Gleiser and Stamatopou-
los in refs. [15–17]. Configuration entropy is closely related
to quasinormal modes. In order to get the configuration en-
tropy, one must look for complex frequencies of the heavy
quarkonium by solving the equation of motion of quasi-states
with related boundary condition. The real part of the com-
plex frequency are associated with the thermal mass and the
imaginary part with the thermal width of heavy quarkonium.
Many research results show that the more stable the system,
the smaller the CE value [15, 18–21, 21–42]. In ref. [43],
configuration entropy of charmonium is calculated by con-
sidering the influence of magnetic fields. In ref. [44], they
develop the configuration entropy for quarkonium in a finite
density plasma. The definition of configuration entropy orig-
inated from Shannon information entropy [45] that gives the
information contained in the variable a, which may have the
discrete value an and the probabilities pn,

S[f ] = −
∑
n

pn log pn, (1)

where pn satisfies the normalization condition:
∑
n pn = 1.

For successive quantity, Shannon information entropy reads

S[f ] = −
∫
ddxε(~x) log ε(~x), (2)

where modal fraction,

ε(~x) =
|ρ(~x)|2∫
ddx|ρ(~x)|2

, (3)

satisfies normalization condition
∫
ddrε(~x) = 1. The nor-

malizable function in coordinate space ρ(~x) needs to be trans-
formed into momentum space by Fourier transformation for
the sake of calculating the configuration entropy,

ρ(~k) =
1

(2π)d/2

∫
ddxρ(~x)e−i

~k·~x. (4)

Accordingly, the modal fraction is given by

ε(~k) =
|ρ(~k)|2∫
ddk|ρ(~k)|2

. (5)

Furthermore, the configuration entropy is introduced as fol-
lows

SCE = −
∫
ddkε(~k) log ε(~k). (6)

However, the value of CE may be negative for continuous
variables. For convenience, another different modal fraction
was introduced in [46]

ε(~k) =
|ρ(~k)|2

|ρ(~k)|2max
. (7)

The resulting configuration entropy is called differential con-
figuration entropy(DCE),

SDCE = −
∫
ddkε(~k) log ε(~k). (8)

The study of quark-gluon plasma (QGP) is of great impor-
tance in understanding the fundamental properties of matter
under extreme conditions. Holographic methods have pro-
vided a powerful tool for investigating QGP from a gravita-
tional perspective. However, the effects of strong coupling
and QCD at high temperature in QGP are still not well under-
stood. To address this issue, we consider the high-order curva-
ture squared corrections in the gravity theory when studying
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QGP using holographic methods. By doing so, we aim to gain
a deeper insight into the behavior of QGP and uncover new
and interesting phenomena, such as strong fluid properties and
perturbation theories, which may have important implications
for our understanding of QGP and the nature of matter at ex-
treme conditions.

The main objective of the present study is to explore the
quasinormal frequencies and the differential configuration en-
tropy of heavy quarkonia in a hot dense matter by considering
a class of bulk theories comprising curvature squaredR2 cor-
rections to the supergravity action [47], which results in the
conjectured viscosity bound [48] η

s ≥
1
4π to be violated. In

the effective low-energy action of string theories, according to
AdS/CFT dual, the higher derivative curvature squared term
can be regarded as the corrections of large N expansion of
boundary CFT in the side of corresponding field theory. Us-
ing the holographic model for Υ(1S) in a hot dense plasma,
the QNMs and the DCE of bottomonium are calculated. We
will discuss the dissociation behavior of QQ̄ pair and possi-
ble implications on curvature squared R2 corrections related
effects.

THE HOLOGRAPHIC MODEL

For going deeply into curvature squared R2 corrections,
we take into account, a most general theory of gravity
with quadratic powers of curvature in five-dimensional (5D)
spaces,Gauss-Bonnet(GB) gravity. The action is [49, 50]

S =
1

16πG5

∫
d5x
√
−G[(R+

12

R2
) +

λGBR
2

2
LGB ], (9)

LGB = R2 − 4RµνRµν +RµνρσRµνρσ.
(10)

Here G5 is the five dimensional Newton constant, R repre-
sents the radius of the asymptotic AdS spaces,Rµν labels the
Ricci tensor and µ runs over 1 to 5, Rµνρσ denotes the Rie-
mann tensor, R refers to the Ricci scalar, and λGB is a cou-
pling constant. The first polynomial gives the Einstein-Hilbert
action and LGB is theR2 corrections. The action exists a pin-
point black-brane solution, the metric can be written as [47]

ds2 =
R2

z2
(−afGB(z)dt2 + dx2 +

1

fGB(z)
dz2) (11)

with

a =
1

2
(1 +

√
1− 4λGB), (12)

fGB(z) =
1

2λGB
(1−

√
1− 4λGB(1− z4

z4h
)). (13)

The black brane horizon zh is at fGB(zh) = 0. Ref. [47]
points out that in five-dimensional spaces λGB ≤ 9/100,

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0 1.2 1.4
0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

2.0

2.5

FIG. 1: The location of horizon zh dependence of black hole tem-
perature T with different constants λGB . The red curve represents
λGB = −0.19; the blue curve is the result for λGB = 0 and the
magenta curve denotes λGB = 0.09.

which can validly avoid causality violation at the bound-
ary [51, 52]. One can find that there is a vacuum AdS solution
only when λGB ≤ 0.25 and exists a conformal field theory at
the boundary. The Hawking temperature of the plasma can be
obtained by the surface gravity, as follows

T =
∣∣∣ κ
2π

∣∣∣ =

√
a

πzh
, (14)

where κ =
√
−gtt/gzz(log(

√
−gtt))′|z=zh is the surface

gravity. In Fig.1, we show the behavior of black hole tem-
perature T as a function of the location of horizon zh. As can
be seen, increasing the location of horizon reduces the temper-
ature, and the appearance of curvature squaredR2 corrections
also diminishes the black hole temperature.

The constant λGB and the ratio of the shear viscosity η and
the entropy density s has the following relation [51–53]

η

s
=

1

4π
(1− 4λGB). (15)

The viscosity bound, η/s > 1/4π, is violated for λGB > 0.
The restraint λGB ≤ 9/100 indicates that η/s ≤ 4/(25π). As
can be seen from eq. (15), for the same physical quantity, the
behavior of the ratio η/s and the constant λGB is opposite.
For convenience, in the following sections, we all use λGB
instead of η/s to participate in the calculation.

Now, with the help of the phenomenological holographic
model of [54], we research the nature of heavy vector mesons
in a hot dense plasma. We use a 5D dual vector field Am =
(Aµ, Az)(µ = 0, 1, 2, 3) to represent the heavy quarkonium.
The action takes the following form

Smatter =

∫
d4xdz

√
−ge−φ(z)[− 1

4g52
FmnF

mn], (16)

where Fmn = ∂mAn − ∂nAm. φ(z) is a background scalar
field that includes three energy parameters,

φ(z) = m2
bz

2 +Mbz + tanh

(
1

Mbz
− mb√

Γb

)
. (17)
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The three energy parameters mb expresses the bottom quark
mass, Γb means the string tension of the quark pair(bb̄)
and Mb represents a large mass related to the bottomo-
nium non-hadronic decay. There exists a matrix element
〈0|Jµ(0)|Υ(1S)〉 = εµfnmn (〈0| is the hadronic vacuum, Jµ
is the hadronic current and fn indicates the decay constant)
when the bottomonium decays into leptons. The value of three
energy parameters for bottomonium in the background scalar
field, provided by fitting the spectrum of masses in [55], are
respectively:

mb = 2.45GeV,
√

Γb = 1.55GeV, Mb = 6.2GeV. (18)

THE DIFFERENTIAL CONFIGURATION ENTROPY

With all the preparations in place, let’s calculate the dif-
ferential configuration entropy for heavy vector mesons. The
quantity ρ(~x) in eq. (4) is the energy density which is the T00
component of the energy-momentum tensor. The energy ten-
sor from action (16) can be expressed in the following form
with metric (11) :

Tµν := − 2√
−g

δSmatter

δgµν
. (19)

Here, we consider gauge Az = 0, and the remaining com-
ponents Aµ = Aµ(p, z)e−iωt+ipx3 which corresponds to
plane waves propagating in the x3 direction with momentum
p. Futher, the field Aµ(p, z) can be written as Aµ(p, z) =
ηµv(p, z) with the polarization vector ηµ, where v(p, z) is
known as the bulk-to-boundary propagator corresponding to
the quasinormal modes, satisfing v(p, z)|z→0 = 1. The
boundary value of the vector field Aµ(p, z)|z→0 = ηµ can
be seen as the source of the correlation functions of bound-
ary current operator. In the zero temperature limit, the cor-
responding solutions are called the normal modes represent-
ing the vacuum hadronic states. In gauge/gravity duality,
quasinormal modes are normalizable gravity solutions denot-
ing the quasi-particle states in a hot and dense medium. The
real part of the corresponding complex frequency ω, Re(ω),
is interpreted as the effective mass and the imaginary part,
Im(ω), is interpreted as the decay width. Finally, we write
the vector field Aα in the gauge invariant electric field Eα =
pαAt + ωAα. Thus, in the zero momentum limit, the energy
density reads

ρ(z) = T00(z) =
z2e−φ(z)

2g25
(|Eα|2 +

af2(z)

|ω|2
|E′α|2). (20)

It is not difficult to find from the eq. (20) that quasinormal
frequencies must be known to obtain the differential configu-
ration entropy (8). Therefore, the quasinormal modes must be
solved.

First, we solve the equations of motion coming from eq.(16)
for the Gauss-Bonnet gravity with the metric (11). By taking
the radial gauge Az = 0 and taking into account plane wave

solutions Aµ(z, x3, t) = e−iωt+iqx3Aµ(z, ω, q), the equa-
tions of motion are as follows

A′′t − (
1

z
+ φ′)A′t −

q

f
(qAt + ωAx3

) = 0, (21)

A′′β + (
f ′

f
− 1

z
− φ′)A′β +

1

af2
(ω2 − aq2f))Aβ = 0, (22)

A′′x3
+ (

f ′

f
− 1

z
− φ′)A′x3

+
ω

af2
(qAt + ωAx3

) = 0, (23)

ωA′t + aqfA′x3
= 0. (24)

where β = (x1, x2) and the prime (′) denotes the derivative
with respect to radial coordinate z. The vector field Aµ can
be written in gauge invariant electric fields defined by Eµ:
E‖ = ωAx3 + qAt and E⊥ = ωAβ , where E‖ indicates the
propagation along the momentum direction andE⊥ means the
propagation perpendicular to the momentum direction. So the
corresponding electric field component equations read

0 =E′′⊥ + (
f ′

f
− 1

z
− φ′)E′⊥ +

ω2 − aq2f
af2

E⊥,

0 =E′′‖+(
aq2f ′

ω2−aq2f
+
f ′

f
− 1

z
−φ′)E′‖+

ω2−aq2f
af2

E‖,

(25)

One can easily find that the equations for both the longi-
tudinal component and the transverse component are singu-
lar for z = (0, zh). To numerically solve the above elec-
tric field equations, we need two boundary conditions. To
impose the boundary conditions at the event horizon, it is
convenient to rewrite each of electric field equations into
an Schrödinger-like form by defining the tortoise coordinate,
∂r∗ = −af(z)∂z , and performing the Bogoliubov trans-
formation, E‖ = eB‖/2ψ‖ , E⊥ = eB⊥/2ψ⊥ with B‖ =

log
(
aq2f(z)− ω2

)
+φ(z)+log(z) and B⊥ = φ(z)+log(z).

The Schrödinger-like equation is given by

∂2r∗ψ‖ + (ω2 − U‖)ψ‖ = 0,

∂2r∗ψ⊥ + (ω2 − U⊥)ψ⊥ = 0,
(26)

with the effective potential

U‖ =
1

4
(a2f(z)2

(
aq2f ′(z)

aq2f(z)− ω2
+ φ′(z) +

1

z

)2

+ a2f(z)(
4q2 − 2f ′(z)

(
aq2f ′(z)

aq2f(z)− ω2
+ φ′(z) +

1

z

))
+ 2a2

f(z)2(
aq2

(
f ′′(z)

(
ω2 − aq2f(z)

)
+ aq2f ′(z)2

)
(ω2 − aq2f(z))

2 +
1

z2

− φ′′(z))− 4(a− 1)ω2),

U⊥ =
1

4z2
(2a2zf(z)

(
2q2z − f ′(z) (zφ′(z) + 1)

)
+ a2f(z)2(

−2z2φ′′(z) + z2φ′(z)2 + 2zφ′(z) + 3
)
− 4(a− 1)ω2z2),

(27)

At the event horizon U‖/⊥(zh) = 0, one can anlytically solve
eq.(26) and get ψ‖/⊥(zh) = c1e

−iωr∗ + c2e
+iωr∗ , which
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corresponds to the superposition of incoming and outgoing
waves. Because nothing can escape from the black hole, only
the incoming wave solution is physically allowed. Therefore,
at z → zh, the incoming wave solution for Schödinger-like
equation (26) has the following expansion:

ψℵ = e−iωr∗(1 + aℵ(z − zh) + bℵ(z − zh)2), (28)

with

aℵ =
1

Mω4z4h
(8aω2sech2

(
1

Mzh
− κ√

Γ

)
− 4aMzh(

8aq2δℵ‖ + ω2
(
4κ2z2h + 2Mzh + q2z2h + 2

))
),

(29)

where the formula of bℵ is too long and will not be shown here
and δℵ‖ is the Kronecker delta function with ℵ = (‖,⊥).

Then the incoming wave boundary condition can be ob-
tained by the inverse Bogoliubov transformation as follows:

Eℵ(zh) =e−iωr∗(zh)+
Bℵ(zh)

2 ,

E′ℵ(zh) =(−iωr′∗(zh) +
B′ℵ(zh)

2
+ aℵ)Eℵ(zh).

(30)

Next, one can use eq.(30) as boundary conditions to numeri-
cally solve eq.(25) and search for complex frequencies ω mak-
ingE(0) = 0. The real part of the corresponding quasinormal
frequency is the effective mass, the imaginary part gives the
decay width, and the corresponding solution is the quasinor-
mal modes denoting the heavy quarkonium.

We can now turn to the differential configuration entropy.
First of all, we perform a Fourier transform on the energy den-
sity ρ(z) in the coordinate z and split the energy density ρ(k)
as follows

ρ(k) = (C(k)− iS(k))/
√

2π,

C(k) =

∫
0

zh

ρ(z) cos(kz)dz, (31)

S(k) =

∫
0

zh

ρ(z) sin(kz)dz,

with the modal fraction,

ε(k) =
S2(k) + C2(k)

[S2(k) + C2(k)]max
. (32)

So the differential configuration entropy reads

SDCE = −
∫ ∞
−∞

ε(k) log[ε(k)]dk. (33)

THE RESULTS OF EFFECTIVE POTENTIAL

Let us start by studying the effective potential for vanishing
wave number q = 0, for which the effective potential U‖ and
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FIG. 2: The effective potential as a function of the tortoise coor-
dinates with varying temperatures. From top to bottom, the curve
sequentially represents T = 0.2, 0.3, 0.4, 0.5GeV.
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FIG. 3: The effective potential as a function of the tortoise co-
ordinates with varying energies at λGB = 0.05 (top panel) and
λGB = −0.05 (bottom panel). The red, blue, magenta, green curve
sequentially denotes ω2 = 20, 40, 60, 80GeV2.

U⊥ in Eq.(27) have the same form,

U =U‖|q=0 = U⊥|q=0 =
1

4z2

(−2a2zf(z)f ′(z) (zφ′(z) + 1) + a2f(z)2(
−2z2φ′′(z) + z2φ′(z)2 + 2zφ′(z) + 3

)
− 4(a− 1)ω2z2).

(34)

One can find that the behavior of effective potential caused
by curvature squaredR2 corrections is determined by the last
term (1− a)ω2, which results in U(zh) 6= 0 at the horizon for
a 6= 1 or λGB 6= 0 and the effective potential depends on the
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energy ω. The effective potential as a function of the tortoise
coordinates with varying temperature is shown in Fig.2. The
potential shape behaves as a well which suggests some quasi-
particle states in the dual theory exist in the range of temper-
ature, corresponding to the bottomonium in the hot QGP. The
depth of potential well decreases with the increase in temper-
ature, indicating the dissociation effect of bottomonium in-
creases when the temperature increases. In addition, near the
boundary(r∗ = 0), there exists an infinite barrier localized
which starts from negative potential.

The appearance of curvature squared R2 corrections also
causes the effective potential depending on the squared energy
ω2. The effect of squared energy on effective potential is re-
lated to the temperature parameter a. When a ≤ 1 (λGB ≥ 0),
the depth of potential well increases as the squared energy in-
creases, which means the probability of bottomonium forma-
tion increases with the increasing energy, as displayed in the
upper panel of Fig.3. When a ≥ 1 (λGB ≤ 0), the depth
of potential well decreases as the squared energy increases,
which indicates the dissociation effect of bottomonium in-
creases with the increasing energy, as displayed in the lower
panel of Fig.3.

In Fig.4, we plot the dependence of effective potential as
a function of tortoise coordinate on the constant λGB . An
interesting phenomenon is, as increasing constant λGB , the
potential well becomes deeper for zero wave number, cor-
responding to the probability of bottomonium formation be-
ing larger, while that becomes shallower for finite wave num-
ber indicating the melting effect being stronger. This behav-
ior looks very unreasonable. Because the large λGB means
the coupling strength between plasma and heavy quarks is
larger, which indicates the dissociation effect is stronger for
large λGB . We explain this non-trivial behavior by the in-
terplay of the interaction between the two heavy quarks and
the interaction between the medium with each of the heavy
quarks[14]. One can well understand that a QQ̄ bound state
denotes a balance between repulsive kinetic( by an entropic
effect) and attractive potential energy(by an internal energy).
Color screening modifies the attractive binding energy be-
tween the quarks, while the increasing entropy with large sep-
aration gives rise to a growing repulsion[56]. For smaller
wave numbers, the interaction(binding) is stronger between
quark and anti-quark. However, for larger wave numbers, the
interaction(dissociation) is stronger between quark/anti-quark
and mediums. The non-trivial behavior suggests that here a
two-body potential approach is no longer applicable, so a kind
of method related to an enhanced collective entropic quarko-
nium dissociation may be used[57], such as configuration en-
tropy. Notes that, at λGB < 0, the effective potential at the
horizon U(zh) is less than 0GeV2, however, which is greater
than 0GeV2 for λGB > 0 .
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FIG. 4: The effective potential as a function of the tortoise co-
ordinates with different λGB at zero wave number and finite wave
number. The red, blue, magenta, and green curve sequentially de-
notes λGB = −0.19,−0.09, 0.0, 0.09 on the upper(q = 0.0GeV),
middle(q = 4.0GeV for the parallel case), and lower(q = 4.0GeV
for the perpendicular case) panels.
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FIG. 5: The real part of the quasinormal frequencies as a function of
the temperature T with different constants λGB . From bottom to top,
the curve represents λGB = −0.19,−0.05, 0.02, 0.08, respectively.



6

0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5

0.0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

0.6

0.7

FIG. 6: The imaginary part of the quasinormal frequencies as a func-
tion of the temperature T with different constants λGB . From bot-
tom to top, the curve represents λGB = −0.19,−0.05, 0.02, 0.08,
respectively.
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FIG. 7: Quasinormal spectrum of electric field fluctuations in the
plane of complex ω defined by Eq.(25). From left to right, the curve
represents λGB = −0.19,−0.05, 0.02, 0.08, respectively.

THE RESULTS OF QNMS AND DIFFERENTIAL
CONFIGURATION ENTROPY

Quasinormal spectra (QNMs) is widely used in different
research fields to study different physics. In holography, re-
search of QNMs became a standard tool in treating the near-
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FIG. 8: The dependence of the differential configuration entropy on
temperature with varying constants λGB . From bottom to top, the
curve represents λGB = −0.19,−0.05, 0.02, 0.08, respectively.

equilibrium problem of gauge theory. It gives the location of
the poles of the retarded correlators in the gauge theory, which
provides worthwhile information about the quasiparticle spec-
tra function and some transport coefficients.

Here, we consider the heavy mesons at rest in the hot
medium. The real part of the quasinormal frequencies is inter-
preted as the effective mass and the imaginary part describes
the decay width. In Fig.5, we plot the dependence of effective
mass on the temperature at four different values of the con-
stant λGB and the decay width is presented in Fig.6. One can
find that the effective mass monotonically decreases with tem-
perature in the lower temperature region, while an opposite
behavior is obtained in the higher temperature region, which
is consistent with Ref. [14, 58]. In addition, the effective
mass increases with the increase of constant λGB . As ex-
pected, Fig.6 shows the decay width (the reciprocal of life-
time) decreases with reduced temperature. The QNMs reveal
the relation between effective mass and lifetime of quasiparti-
cle state in different temperature ranges, as displayed in Fig.7.
For each curve, the temperature increases from bottom to top.
One can find that the dependence of quasi-particle lifetime on
effective mass is stronger and the strength of the dependence
is basically independent of constant λGB in the lower tem-
perature region. However, in the higher temperature region,
the sensitivity of quasi-particle lifetime on effective mass in-
creases with the increase of constant λGB .

Finally, we calculate the DCE in function of temperature
with different constant λGB in Fig.8. The DCE becomes big-
ger with the increasing temperature, suggesting the dissoci-
ation effect being stronger, which is the same as Ref.[43].
Larger λGB also increases the DCE in the higher temperature
region, this result is reasonable since larger λGB (or smaller
η/s) in general means stronger coupling, which implies
that the interaction between quark/anti-quark and medium is
stronger than that between quark and anti-quark. In other
words, larger λGB should have a stronger dissociation effect
corresponding to a larger DCE. However, the DCE basically
remains unchanged with varying temperature and λGB in the
lower temperature regions, which means the existence of bot-
tomonium is not affected by the thermal medium.

CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION

In this letter, we study the effective potential, quasinor-
mal spectra (QNMs) and the differential configuration entropy
(DCE). The results show that the effective potential is not a
good physical quantity to estimate the dissociation strength
of bottomonium under the very strong coupling QGP. At the
moment, a kind of method related to an enhanced collective
entropic quarkonium dissociation may be used, such as con-
figuration entropy. By calculating the QNMs, we find the be-
havior of effective mass as a function of temperature is non-
monotonic and the effective mass is larger for strong coupling
plasma. In particular, the results from QNMs and DCE indi-
cate both higher temperature and stronger coupling promote
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the dissociation effect, leading to the suppression of the final
yield from dilepton pair.

With some interesting conclusions obtained from this pa-
per, we are also curious about the properties of J/Ψ under
the strongly coupled plasma. We will do this job in the fu-
ture. In addition, we guess the effect of strong coupling may
affect the heavy vector mesons’ spectra, which is directly re-
lated to the production rate of dilepton. One can calculate the
current-current correlation function of heavy quark to obtain it
and compare the result with the experiment, which may give a
surprising conclusion. Of course, there are also many other
physical phenomena in experiments that urgently require a
self-consistent theory to explain, such as spin alignment. One
can also study the effect of rotating QGP on the QNMs and
the DCE, as demonstrated in Ref.[59].
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Abstract

In recent years, a persistent tension between phenomenological and lattice QCD determinations of the pion–nucleon σ-term σπN
has developed. In particular, lattice-QCD calculations have matured to the point that isospin-violating effects need to be included.

Here, we point out that the standard conventions adopted in both fields are incompatible, with the data-driven extraction based

on the charged-pion mass, but lattice-QCD conventions relying on the mass of the neutral pion to define the isospin limit. The

corresponding correction amounts to ∆σπN = 3.1(5) MeV when evaluated in chiral perturbation theory with low-energy constants

determined from a Roy–Steiner analysis of pion–nucleon scattering as well as σπN itself. It reduces the tension with lattice QCD,

and should be included in the comparison to phenomenological determinations. We also update the extraction from pionic atoms

accounting for the latest measurement of the width of pionic hydrogen,σπN = 59.0(3.5) MeV, and provide the corresponding set of

scalar couplings of the nucleon.

1. Introduction

The pion–nucleon (πN) σ-term

σπN = m̂〈N|ūu + d̄d|N〉, m̂ =
mu + md

2
, (1)

quantifies the isospin-symmetric part of the nucleon mass gen-

erated by the masses of up- and down-quarks. It is a fun-

damental parameter of low-energy QCD whose precise de-

termination has long proven elusive, given that, experimen-

tally, it is only accessible indirectly via the Cheng–Dashen

low-energy theorem [1, 2], by an analytic continuation of the

isoscalar πN amplitude into the unphysical region. Such deter-

mination based on the partial-wave analyses from Refs. [3, 4]

yielded values around σπN ≈ 45 MeV [5–7], while more re-

cent partial-wave analyses [8, 9] favored higher values, e.g.,

σπN = 64(8) MeV [10]. Extractions solely based on chi-

ral perturbation theory (ChPT) have generally produced values

in line with the input used to constrain the low-energy con-

stants (LECs) [11, 12], but controlling the analytic continu-

ation at the few-MeV level requires a careful analysis using

dispersion relations. Such work has been performed in the

framework of Roy–Steiner equations [13–22], culminating in

σπN = 59.1(3.5) MeV [17] when combined with pionic-atom

constraints on the πN scattering lengths [23–26]. As part of

this Letter, we present an updated analysis that includes the fi-

nal PSI result on the width of pionic hydrogen (πH) [27], see

Sec. 2, leading to marginal changes compared to Ref. [17]. This

result has also been confirmed by an analysis of low-energy πN

cross sections [21] (including relatively recent data on elastic

reactions [28–30] and the charge-exchange process [31–34]),

σπN = 58(5) MeV, establishing agreement between pionic-

atom constraints and πN scattering data at the 5 MeV level.

However, while the situation among phenomenological de-

terminations thus looks consistent, most calculations in lattice

QCD have produced significantly lower values [35–43] (with

few exceptions [44]), including the recent works [45, 46], see

Ref. [47] for an overview of the present landscape. A possi-

ble resolution to this puzzle was presented in Refs. [48, 49] in

terms of excited-state contamination, based on evidence both

from ChPT and direct lattice calculations, with the main con-

clusion that close to the physical pion mass results can vary

appreciably depending on the analysis strategy to account for

excited-state effects.

In this Letter, we address another subtlety that becomes rel-

evant with the advent of precision calculations in lattice QCD

near the physical point, related to the definition of the isospin

limit. Going back to Ref. [50], the phenomenological con-

vention has been to define σπN in terms of the charged pion

mass, with corrections applied both to πN scattering lengths

[51–54] and the low-energy theorem [15, 17], to ensure that

isospin-violating (IV) effects, which are known to be sizable in

the isoscalar πN amplitude, are consistently included. In gen-

eral, the motivation for this convention derives from the fact that

most scattering amplitudes and form factors are best measured

for charged particles, in such a way that uncertainties of isospin-

limit quantities become minimized. Unfortunately, similar con-

siderations in lattice QCD lead to a conflicting definition in

terms of the mass of the neutral pion, denoted in the following

by σ̄πN . The main point of this Letter is to clarify the two defini-

tions, including an estimate of the correction that emerges in the

transition, see Sec. 3. In Sec. 4 we update the resulting scalar

http://arxiv.org/abs/2305.07045v1
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Figure 1: Combined constraints on ã+ and a− from data on the width and level

shift of πH, as well as the πD level shift. The figure is an updated version of the

ones from Refs. [17, 25, 26] to account for the new value of the πH width [27].

couplings of the nucleon [55], which determine the matrix ele-

ments for scalar operators in several search channels for physics

beyond the Standard Model, from direct-detection searches for

dark matter [56–61], to neutrino scattering [62, 63], µ→ e con-

version in nuclei [64–68], and electric dipole moments [69–72].

We summarize our findings in Sec. 5.

2. Update of pionic-atom scattering lengths and σπN

In this section we first update the extraction of πN scattering

lengths from pionic atoms in view of the final result for the

width of the ground-state level of pionic hydrogen from the PSI

pionic-atom program [27]

ΓπH1s = 0.856(27) eV. (2)

We further use for the level shifts in πH and pionic deuterium

(πD) [23, 24]

ǫπH1s = −7.0858(96) eV, ǫπD1s = 2.356(31) eV. (3)

From ǫπH
1s

one obtains, via the improved Deser formula [73–75],

the elastic π−p→ π−p scattering length

aπ−p = 85.25(11)× 10−3M−1
π , (4)

with Mπ the charged pion mass,1 and from ΓπH
1s

the charge-

exchange π−p→ π0n analog

acex
π−p = −124.3(2.0)× 10−3M−1

π , (5)

where both scattering lengths include the contributions from

virtual photons. Using the IV corrections ∆acex
π−p
= 0.4(9) ×

10−3M−1
π [52, 53], the constraint (5) translates to the isovector

scattering length

a− = 88.2(1.4)exp(0.6)th×10−3M−1
π = 88.2(1.5)×10−3M−1

π . (6)

1These are the standard units for πN scattering lengths, see, e.g., Ref. [4]

for a review on πN conventions.

isospin limit channel scattering length channel scattering length

a+ + a− π−p→ π−p 86.3(1.8) π+n→ π+n 85.4(1.8)

a+ − a− π+p→ π+p −88.8(1.8) π−n→ π−n −89.7(1.8)

−
√

2 a− π−p→ π0n −122.0(1.7) π+n→ π0 p −120.1(1.7

a+ π0 p→ π0 p 2.2(2.6) π0n→ π0n 5.6(2.6)

a+ + a− π−p→ π−p 85.25(11) π+n→ π+n 84.4(7)

a+ − a− π+p→ π+p −87.8(1.6) π−n→ π−n −88.6(1.7)

Table 1: πN scattering lengths for the physical channels in units of 10−3 M−1
π ,

including virtual photons. The upper panel refers to the results based on ã+,

a−, and a+, while in the lower panel a− is eliminated in favor of aπ− p. Updated

from Ref. [17].

In contrast, the πD level shift does not constrain a single com-

bination of scattering lengths, with many-body corrections that

need to be considered [76–82], to the effect that the resulting

constraint is best analyzed in the context of a global fit, see

Fig. 1. Following the strategy in Refs. [25, 26], we obtain

ã+ = 1.7(8) × 10−3M−1
π , a− = 86.6(1.0)× 10−3M−1

π , (7)

and a correlation coefficient ρa− ã+ = −0.24, where the isoscalar

scattering length ã+ absorbs the dominant IV corrections. The

resulting value for a− is almost identical to the naive average

a− = 86.5(1.0)× 10−3M−1
π of Eq. (6) and the result if the width

of πH were dropped altogether

ã+ = 1.9(8) × 10−3M−1
π , a− = 85.3(1.3)× 10−3M−1

π , (8)

reflecting a slight 1.4σ tension in a−. The isovector channel

is intimately related to the πN coupling constant gc via the

Goldberger–Miyazawa–Oehme (GMO) sum rule [83]; for com-

pleteness, we provide the updated analysis in Appendix A.

With ã+ and a− determined from the global fit (7), the phys-

ical scattering lengths follow as given in Table 1 once com-

bined with the IV corrections. In particular, the lower panel

also shows results for the scenario in which a− is eliminated

in favor of aπ−p. Due to the shift in a− as implied by the new

πH width, the central values differ a little more than before, but

within uncertainties agreement is still good (even for acex
π−p

the

difference to Eq. (5) is less than 1σ). The isoscalar scattering

length itself is updated to

a+ = 7.8(2.6) × 10−3M−1
π . (9)

For completeness, the results for the channels π±p → π±p,

π−p → π0n can also be compared to direct extractions from

low-energy cross section data [21]

aπ−p = 83.3(2.1)× 10−3M−1
π ,

aπ+p = −85.7(4.2)× 10−3M−1
π ,

acex
π−p = −122.6(4.1)× 10−3M−1

π , (10)

where we included virtual-photon effects following the treat-

ment of radiative corrections in Ref. [21]. Within uncertainties,

these numbers are fully consistent with the pionic-atom data,

albeit with larger uncertainties.

Finally, the scattering length relevant for σπN is the isoscalar

combination, so that the impact of the new πH width is limited,

2



but there are still indirect effects due to the global fit. In par-

ticular, the master formula in Refs. [15, 17, 18] is formulated

in terms of the virtual-photon-subtracted scattering lengths in

isospin basis

a
1/2

0
= 169.8(2.0)×10−3M−1

π , a
3/2

0
= −86.3(1.8)×10−3M−1

π ,

(11)

which are the reference values in

σπN = 59.1(3.1) MeV+
∑

Is=1/2,3/2

cIs

(

aIs − a
Is

0

)

, (12)

with coefficients c1/2 = 0.242 MeV × 103Mπ, c3/2 =

0.874 MeV× 103Mπ, leading to σπN = 59.1(3.5) MeV. Naively

rotating back to I = ± basis would produce coefficients c+ =

1.116 MeV × 103Mπ, c− = −0.390 MeV × 103Mπ, so that the

change of ∆a− = 0.6 MeV, ∆a+ = −0.1 MeV due to the πH

update would lower σπN by 0.3 MeV. Following the previous

strategy [15, 17] to replace all scattering lengths in terms of aπ−p

and ã+, we find

a1/2 = 169.9(2.0)×10−3M−1
π , a3/2 = −86.5(1.8)×10−3M−1

π ,

(13)

and thereby a shift of −0.15 MeV, demonstrating that for σπN
it does not matter how the mild tension in a− is treated. For the

final updated pionic-atom-based value we quote

σπN = 59.0(3.5) MeV. (14)

3. Isospin violation and σπN

To clarify the role of IV in σπN we start from the chiral ex-

pansion of the nucleon mass [50, 84]

mN = m0 − 4c1M2
π0 −

e2F2
π

2
( f1 ± f2 + f3) (15)

± 2Bc5(md − mu) −
g2

A

(

2M3
π + M3

π0

)

32πF2
π

+ O(M4
π

)

,

where the upper/lower sign refers to proton/neutron, and Mπ
denotes the mass of the charged pion, i.e.,

M2
π = B(mu + md) + 2e2F2

πZ + O(m2
q),

M2
π0 = B(mu + md) + O(m2

q), (16)

at leading order in the chiral expansion. The scalar couplings

f N
q ,

〈N|mqq̄q|N〉 = f N
q mN , (17)

follow from the Feynman–Hellmann theorem [85, 86], with the

result [55]

f N
u = −

2B

mN

mu

[

2c1 ± c5 +
3g2

A
(2Mπ + Mπ0 )

128πF2
π

]

+ O(M4
π

)

,

f N
d = −

2B

mN

md

[

2c1 ∓ c5 +
3g2

A
(2Mπ + Mπ0 )

128πF2
π

]

+ O(M4
π

)

. (18)

Based on these relations, the formal definition in Eq. (1) be-

comes

m̂〈N|ūu + d̄d|N〉 = −4c1M2
π0 −

3g2
A

M2
π0 (2Mπ + Mπ0 )

64πF2
π

+ O(M4
π),

(19)

so that one obtains an expression involving mixed pion charges.

The key difference between phenomenological and lattice-QCD

conventions is now that σπN is identified differently in the

isospin limit.

From the phenomenological perspective, the canonical

choice [50] amounts to

σπN = −4c1M2
π −

9g2
A

M3
π

64πF2
π

+ O(M4
π), (20)

because most input data are available for the charged-pion pro-

cesses: for pionic atoms, the best constraint arises from aπ−p

via the level shift in πH, and πD is sensitive to the scattering

of the charged pion as well. Similarly, most scattering data are

available for the elastic processes π±p→ π±p, which motivates

the corresponding choice for σπN . To ensure consistency with

this definition, the determination of σπN in Refs. [15, 17] relies

on a version of the Cheng–Dashen theorem that accounts for

IV corrections, in fact, a substantial part of the uncertainty in

the master formula (12), 2.2 MeV, derives from an estimate of

LECs parameterizing IV effects.

In contrast, the prevalent convention in lattice QCD [47]

amounts to

σ̄πN = −4c1M2
π0 −

9g2
A

M3
π0

64πF2
π

+ O(M4
π), (21)

essentially, to avoid the electromagnetic effects that would

otherwise have to be included in the charged pion mass via

Eq. (16). When comparing phenomenological and lattice-QCD

determinations, the difference

∆σπN ≡ σπN − σ̄πN (22)

therefore must be taken into account once a level of precision

is reached at which IV corrections become relevant. This ne-

cessity has already been pointed out in Ref. [18], but to our

knowledge not been considered in subsequent comparisons.

In practice, quark masses in lattice-QCD simulations are

never tuned exactly to the mass of the neutral pion, but the

analysis requires a residual chiral extrapolation or interpolation.

Accordingly, to first approximation, ∆σπN could be included

by evaluating the result at Mπ, even though the difference is of

electromagnetic origin. Alternatively, an estimate can be ob-

tained from ChPT, by considering the difference of the chiral

expansion of the isospin-limit σπN evaluated at the mass of the

charged and neutral pion, respectively. Using the LECs and

their correlations from Refs. [16, 17], we obtain

∆σπN =
{

3.7(1), 3.2(1), 3.1(1)(4)
}

MeV, (23)

at O(p2,3,4
)

, where the first error propagates the uncertainty in

the LECs and the second error at O(p4
)

reflects the uncertainty
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in Eq. (14), as required to determine the new LEC e1 at this

order in the chiral expansion. Accordingly, the resulting cor-

rection is sizable—we quote

∆σπN = 3.1(5) MeV (24)

as our best estimate—and should be included in the comparison

of lattice-QCD results with phenomenological determinations.

4. Scalar couplings

Expressing Eq. (18) in terms of σπN ,

mN f N
u =

σ̃πN

2
(1 − ξ) ± Bc5

(

md − mu

)

(

1 − 1

ξ

)

,

mN f N
d =

σ̃πN

2
(1 + ξ) ± Bc5

(

md − mu

)

(

1 +
1

ξ

)

, (25)

one encounters a third variant σ̃πN as defined by Eq. (19),

σ̃πN = σπN +

(

4c1 +
21g2

A
Mπ

128πF2
π

)

∆π

= σπN − 3.6(2) MeV, (26)

where ∆π = M2
π − M2

π0 and [47, 87, 88]

ξ =
md − mu

md + mu

= 0.365(22). (27)

Using, in addition, Bc5(md − mu) = −0.51(8) MeV as derived

from the electromagnetic part of the proton–neutron mass dif-

ference (mp − mn)em = 0.76(30) MeV [89],2 we find

f
p

u = 19.7(1.4)× 10−3, f
p

d
= 38.3(2.7)× 10−3,

f n
u = 17.8(1.3)× 10−3, f n

d = 42.3(2.6)× 10−3. (28)

Since the distinction betweenσπN and σ̃πN was not yet included

in Ref. [55], the resulting scalar couplings in Eq. (28) are re-

duced compared to Ref. [15] (albeit consistent within uncer-

tainties).

5. Conclusions

In this Letter, we addressed a subtlety in the comparison

of the pion–nucleonσ-term as determined phenomenologically

from πN data and in lattice QCD. While both approaches quote

results in the isospin limit, its definition is inconsistent as it

proceeds by the mass of charged and neutral pion, respec-

tively. We argued that at the level of maturity reached in re-

cent lattice-QCD calculations, such corrections can no longer

be neglected. Estimating the extrapolation from charged to

neutral pion mass in chiral perturbation theory, we find a siz-

able effect, see Eq. (24), which reduces the tension between lat-

tice QCD and phenomenology and should be included in future

comparisons. We also provided updated results for πN scatter-

ing lengths andσπN when including the latest PSI measurement

of the width of pionic hydrogen, as well as the scalar couplings

of the nucleon, all of which further emphasize the importance

of a careful treatment of isospin-violating corrections.

2The uncertainty is sufficiently large to be consistent with lattice QCD [90–

92] and more recent evaluations using the Cottingham formula [93–95].
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Appendix A. GMO sum rule

To determine the πN coupling gc from the scattering lengths

via the GMO sum rule, one needs input for the combina-

tion aπ−p − aπ+p and remove the effects of virtual photons still

contained in the scattering lengths. The strategy followed in

Refs. [17, 25, 26] amounts to expressing this combination in

terms of aπ−p, ã+, as well as the correction from aπ−n − aπ+p.

This strategy leads to g2
c/(4π) = 13.67(12)(15) = 13.67(20),

where the first and second error refer to scattering lengths and

dispersive integral, respectively. Since most of the scattering-

length input then comes from ǫπH
1s

and ǫπD
1s

, it is natural to ask

how g2
c would change if one relied primarily on acex

π−p
instead.

To this end, we write

aπ−p − aπ+p = −
√

2acex
π−p −

[

aπ+p − aπ−p −
√

2acex
π−p

]

, (A.1)

where the correction term in brackets gives precisely (half) the

numerator of the triangle relation

R = 2
aπ+p − aπ−p −

√
2acex
π−p

aπ+p − aπ−p +
√

2acex
π−p

. (A.2)

If we take aπ−p−aπ+p as determined from the combination of πH

and πD level shifts alone, see Eq. (8), aπ−p−aπ+p = 172.5(1.7)×
10−3M−1

π , we obtain, apart from the correction for IV in aπ−n −
aπ+p, a largely experimental determination

R = −1.9(1.9)%, (A.3)

in 1.5σ tension with the ChPT prediction R = 1.5(1.1)% [52].

Turning this around and using the chiral prediction for the IV

corrections as input, we obtain for the virtual-photon-subtracted

scattering lengths

a
/γ

π−p
− a
/γ

π+p
= −
√

2acex
π−p + 0.7(1.0) × 10−3M−1

π

= 176.5(2.9)× 10−3M−1
π , (A.4)

to be compared with a
/γ

π−p
− a

/γ

π+p
= 170.9(2.4)× 10−3M−1

π from

the level-shift-focused strategy discussed above, i.e., ã+ from

Eq. (7) and aπ−p from ǫπH
1s

. This difference, as well as the

corresponding coupling constant g2
c/(4π) = 13.96(15)(15) =

13.96(22), again reflect the same 1.5σ tension as in the triangle

relation.
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Astrophysical observations of neutron stars probe the structure of dense nuclear matter and have the
potential to reveal phase transitions at high densities. Most recent analyses are based on parametrized
models of the equation of state with a finite number of parameters and occasionally include extra
parameters intended to capture phase transition phenomenology. However, such models restrict the
types of behavior allowed and may not match the true equation of state. We introduce a complementary
approach that extracts phase transitions directly from the equation of state without relying on, and
thus being restricted by, an underlying parametrization. We then constrain the presence of phase
transitions in neutron stars with astrophysical data. Current pulsar mass, tidal deformability, and
mass-radius measurements disfavor only the strongest of possible phase transitions (latent energy per
particle & 100 MeV). Weaker phase transitions are consistent with observations. We further investigate
the prospects for measuring phase transitions with future gravitational-wave observations and find that
catalogs of O(100) events will (at best) yield Bayes factors of ∼ 10 : 1 in favor of phase transitions even
when the true equation of state contains very strong phase transitions. Our results reinforce the idea
that neutron star observations will primarily constrain trends in macroscopic properties rather than
detailed microscopic behavior. Fine-tuned equation of state models will likely remain unconstrained
in the near future.

I. INTRODUCTION

Recent astronomical data, such as gravitational waves
(GWs) from coalescing neutron star (NS) binaries [1, 2]
observed by LIGO [3] and Virgo [4], X-ray pulse profiles
from hotspots on rotating NSs observed by NICER [5–8],
and mass measurements for heavy radio pulsars [9–11],
have advanced our understanding of matter at supranu-
clear densities [12–20]. Nonetheless, there is still con-
siderable uncertainty in the equation of state (EoS) of
cold, dense matter, which relates the pressure p to the
energy density ε, or rest-mass density ρ. The data favor
a sound speed cs =

√
dp/dε that exceeds the conjectured

conformal bound of
√

1/3 expected for weakly interact-
ing ultra-relativistic particles [13, 20–22]. The potential
violation of this bound at high densities may point to a
state of matter with strongly coupled interactions.

Such strong couplings call into question the accuracy
of perturbative expansions of interactions between neu-
trons, protons, and pions at high densities, and raise

∗ essick@cita.utoronto.ca
† ilegred@caltech.edu
‡ kchatziioannou@caltech.edu
§ sjhan@sjtu.edu.cn
¶ plandry@cita.utoronto.ca

the possibility that other degrees of freedom may be a
more natural description. Theoretical studies have inves-
tigated whether the smooth crossover from hadron res-
onance gas to quark-gluon plasma observed with lattice
quantum chromodynamics (QCD) at low baryon chemi-
cal potential and high temperature implies the existence
of a critical endpoint in the QCD phase diagram [23]
and how EoS calculations at low density and tempera-
ture connect to perturbative QCD (pQCD) calculations
at high densities (∼ 40 times nuclear saturation ρsat) [24–
26]. Other work predicts a variety of phase transitions
stemming from a range of microphysical descriptions for
dense matter [22, 23, 27–34].

Many theorized phase transitions in NS matter are
characterized by a softening of the EoS, i.e., a decrease
in cs. This occurs because the NS is supported by degen-
eracy pressure, and additional degrees of freedom (e.g.,
hyperons or quarks) initially do not contribute signifi-
cantly to the pressure due to their low number density
n. This manifests as an interval of nearly constant pres-
sure (small cs) over a density range in which the new
degrees of freedom first appear. A decrease in pressure
support relative to an EoS without a phase transition
leads to more compact NSs. Such compactification can
lead to bends or kinks in the relation between macro-
scopic observables, such as the gravitational mass M ,
radius R, tidal deformability Λ, and moment of inertia I.
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The strongest phase transitions can even give rise to dis-
connected sequences of stable NSs separated by a range
of central densities for which no stable NSs exist. This
manifests as, e.g., two or more disconnected branches in
the M -R relation and twin stars with the same mass but
different radii [27, 35–41]. Moreover, the relative loss of
pressure support from the phase transition often reduces
the maximum mass (MTOV) for cold, non-rotating NSs.

Current observational evidence for a sudden soften-
ing in the EoS is inconclusive. Both the PREX neu-
tron skin measurement [42] and the existence of 2 M�
pulsars [11] suggest a relatively stiff EoS (near ρsat and
above ∼ 3ρsat, respectively). In contrast, the relatively
small tidal deformability of GW170817 points to a mod-
erately soft EoS around ∼ 2ρsat [12, 20]. While this stiff–
soft–stiff sequence resembles the morphology of a phase
transition, the actual statistical evidence for or against
this scenario remains inconclusive [14, 20, 43]. Further-
more, while observations favor a violation of the con-
formal bound around ∼ 3ρsat, they do not strictly rule
out EoSs with cs ≤

√
1/3 at higher densities [20]. Addi-

tionally, the CREX collaboration’s neutron skin measure-
ment favors lower pressures near ρsat than PREX [44]. At
present, consistency between ab initio theoretical models,
laboratory experiments, and astrophysical data within
statistical uncertainties does not require a phase transi-
tion [45, 46].

Several features of NSs’ macroscopic properties have
been proposed as a way to identify a phase transition in
NS matter with forthcoming GW observations. During a
compact binary’s inspiral (before the objects touch), the
relevant observable is the (adiabatic or static) tidal de-
formability [47–49], which is strongly correlated with the
radius. Both are expected to be smaller for NSs with
exotic cores than their nucleonic counterparts. Chen
et al. [50] leveraged this fact to search for phase tran-
sitions via a change in the slope of the inferred M–
R relation, parametrized as a piecewise linear function.
Chatziioannou and Han [51] pursued a related method,
modeling the detected binary merger population hierar-
chically and searching for a subpopulation with smaller
radii. Parametrizing the M–Λ relation itself, Landry
and Chakravarti [52] sought to identify twin stars in
the binary NS population based on gaps in the joint
distribution of masses and binary tidal deformabilities.
Proposals for identifying phase transitions based on the
presence of disconnected stable branches in the M–R or
M–Λ relation, independently of a parametrization, have
also been investigated [14, 20, 53]. However, approaches
that directly model macroscopic observables cannot eas-
ily enforce physical precepts like causality and thermo-
dynamic stability, nor do they offer an obvious pathway
to microscopic EoS properties. At best, one can con-
strain proxies for microphysical phase transitions, such
as the difference between radii at different masses, e.g.,
∆R ≡ R1.4−R2.0 [14, 16, 20, 54]. Moreover, macroscopic
signatures test a sufficient, but not necessary, condition
for exotic phases. A phase transition may not be strong

enough to leave a measurable imprint on NS observables.
This ambiguity is known as the masquerade problem [30].

An alternative approach is to directly model the
EoS and connect it to macroscopic NS observables by
solving the Tolman-Oppenheimer-Volkoff (TOV) equa-
tions [55, 56]. A plethora of phenomenological EoS
parametrizations adapted to phase transitions have been
proposed [38, 43, 57]. For example, Pang et al. [58] mod-
eled the EoS as a piecewise polytrope, including a seg-
ment with vanishing adiabatic index (cs = 0) to represent
the phase transition. They performed model selection on
a catalog of simulated GW observations to test whether
they favored the presence of a phase transition. Tan et
al. [57] performed a similar analysis with a more com-
plex parametric EoS model, which nonetheless retained
the characteristic morphology of regions of large cs brack-
eting a range of densities with small cs. We discuss these
and other approaches at length in Sec. V.

However, it is also possible to model the EoS directly
without introducing a parametrization. Flexible non-
parametric models, such as the Gaussian process (GP)
representation introduced in Refs. [13, 53, 59], avoid the
ad hoc correlations across density scales that are in-
evitable in parametric representations with a finite num-
ber of parameters [60]. While some interdensity corre-
lations are desirable (e.g., those dictated by causality,
thermodynamic stability, or predictions from nuclear the-
ory), phenomenological parametric models implicitly im-
pose much stronger prior assumptions by virtue of their
chosen functional form. Nonparametric models need not
impose such correlations. They can also provide a faith-
ful representation of theoretical uncertainty at low den-
sities without sacrificing model flexibility at high densi-
ties [45, 46, 61]. However, the lack of phenomenological
parameters can make it difficult to map features in the
EoS to underlying microphysics. In order to address this,
a generic mapping from the EoS to a set of physically in-
terpretable microscopic parameters is needed.

We develop such a mapping: a phenomenological ap-
proach to identifying physically meaningful properties of
phase transitions via softening in the EoS. We show that
a nonparametric model’s lack of obvious physically in-
terpretable parameters does not fundamentally limit its
utility for inferences about phase transitions in NSs. We
propose and test model-independent features that char-
acterize a broad range of phase transition phenomenol-
ogy. Our procedure goes beyond existing nonparametric
tests based on the number of distinct stable NS sequences
in the M–R (or M–Λ) relation [13, 20, 53] and enables
us to directly extract information about the onset and
strength of both large and weak phase transitions that re-
spectively do and do not create multiple stable branches.
As such, it provides an alternative to parametric phase
transition inferences, whose inflexible parametrizations
may introduce systematic biases if they do not closely
match the true EoS [60, 62–64].

We introduce our methodology in Sec. II. Section IIA
reviews the basic phenomenology of phase transitions
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FIG. 1. (left) one-dimensional 90% symmetric marginal posterior credible regions for the radius as a function of mass conditioned
on current data. We show results with only pulsar masses (denoted PSR) and pulsar masses, GW observations, and NICER X-ray
pulse profiling (denoted PGX). We additionally show maximum-likelihood EoSs from subsets of the prior conditioned on the size
of the latent energy per particle ∆(E/N) of phase transitions that overlap with the central densities of NSs between 1.1–2.3M�
(small : ∆(E/N) ≤ 10 MeV and large: ∆(E/N) ≥ 100 MeV). (right) Correlations between the radius at two reference masses:
M = 1.4 and 2.0 M�. While the one-dimensional marginal distributions are similar, EoSs with small ∆(E/N) show stronger
correlations between R1.4 and R2.0 than EoSs with large ∆(E/N). This is because the radius can change rapidly when ∆(E/N) is
large, as is evident in the maximum-likelihood EoS.

and, motivated by these considerations, Sec. II B pro-
poses novel features that can be used to identify the pres-
ence of a phase transition and extract physically relevant
properties without the need for a direct parametrization.
Our new features are based on the mass dependence of
the moment of inertia (I) and the density dependence
of the speed of sound, although similar features can also
be derived from other macroscopic observables. We apply
our methodology to current astrophysical data in Sec. III.
Current astrophysical data (Fig. 1) disfavor the strongest
of possible phase transitions, but only when those tran-
sitions occur within NSs between ∼ 1–2 M�. Even the
presence of multiple stable branches cannot be unambigu-
ously ruled out, although they are disfavored compared
to EoS with a single branch and smaller phase transi-
tions. Section IV examines the prospects for detecting
and characterizing phase transitions with large catalogs
of simulated GW detections. We obtain Bayes factors of
∼ 10 : 1 in favor of phase transitions with O(102) events,
a larger catalog than is likely [65] within the lifetime of
advanced LIGO [3] and Virgo [4]. We discuss our conclu-
sions in the context of previous studies in the literature
as well as possible future research in Sec. V.

II. PHENOMENOLOGICAL IDENTIFICATION
OF PHASE TRANSITIONS

We begin by reviewing the basic phenomenology of
phase transitions from microscopic and macroscopic per-
spectives in Sec. II A and then introduce our novel model-
independent features in Sec. II B. We discuss our ability
to identify phase transitions in the context of the mas-
querade problem in Sec. II C.

A. Phase Transition Morphology

The basic phenomenology associated with the phase
transitions we consider is a softening of the EoS over some
density range. The following microscopic picture is often
invoked. Consider two species of degenerate, noninteract-
ing fermions with light (ml) and heavy (mh > ml) rest
masses, respectively. At zero temperature, the system
will fill all states up to the Fermi energy (EF ) choosing
between light and heavy fermions to balance their chem-
ical potentials. The partial pressure contributed by each
fermion will be determined by their respective number
densities. The relation between EF and the fermion rest
masses then determines the system’s composition.

If EF < mh, only light fermions exist. As the den-
sity increases, the pressure must increase as additional
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Strong Maxwell CSS Phase Transition
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FIG. 2. Examples of CSS EoSs based on DBHF [66] with a causal extension (cs = c) beyond the end of the phase transition.
We show examples with (top) weak and (bottom) strong phase transitions, defined by whether there are multiple stable branches.
For each EoS, we show (top left) the pressure and (bottom left) the sound-speed as a function of baryon density, (top center) the
moment of inertia and (bottom center) the novel feature introduced in Sec. II B (Eq. (2)) as a function of gravitational mass, and
(top right) the M–Λ and the (bottom right ) M–R relations. Stable (unstable) branches are shown with dark solid (light dashed)
lines. Each curve is labeled with connections between macroscopic phenomenology and microphysical features. (black annotations)
The maximum mass of cold, non-rotating stars (MTOV) and, where relevant, the beginning and end of stable branches. (red
annotations) The beginning and end of features as identified by the procedure in Sec. II B. (red shading) The extent of the
identified features.
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Gibbs Phase Transition
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FIG. 3. Analogous to Fig. 2 but for more complicated phase transition phenomenology associated with mixed phases (Gibbs
construction) from Han et al. [67], obtained by implementing specific hadronic and quark models.. Again, the features introduced
in Sec. II B correctly identify the beginning and end of the phase transition even though there is no discontinuity in cs at the onset
and the phase transition corresponds to a wide range of masses. The broad extent of the phase transition is not readily apparent
from the macroscopic properties alone, which show a sharp feature only at the end of the phase transition.

light fermions are added to high-momentum states. How-
ever, if EF ≥ mh, heavy fermions in low-momentum
states can become energetically favorable. These heavy
fermions contribute to the rest-mass (and energy) den-
sity but have a much lower partial pressure due to their
relatively low number density. The total pressure, then,
remains nearly constant at the pressure set by the light
fermions at EF . This will continue until enough heavy
fermions appear that a significant fraction of additional
particles are light fermions (to balance the chemical po-
tential of heavy fermions) or the partial pressure of the
heavy fermions becomes comparable to that of the light
fermions. At that point, the pressure will once again
increase with density.

The actual microphysics in a NS is complicated by in-
teractions between particles, but the expected softening
based on this heuristic picture is often present in more
complicated models. Fig. 2 shows the typical behav-
ior of a first-order phase transition with examples con-
structed from a hadronic model (DBHF [66]) at low den-
sities and a constant sound-speed (CSS) extension [38]
to higher densities. These EoSs have a sharp bound-
ary separating the two different phases (Maxwell con-
struction); ε is discontinuous across the boundary and cs
vanishes within the transition. The EoS in Fig. 3 em-
ploys a mixed phase (Gibbs) construction that exhibits
more complicated sound-speed behavior [67], taking into
account global charge neutrality (valid for small surface
tension between the two phases [68]) when hadronic and

quark matter coexist. The sound-speed decreases across
the phase transition, but does not necessarily drop all
the way to zero. The EoS also shows an approximately
density-independent sound speed towards high densities
(due to the specific vMIT model for the pure quark
phase), which can be well represented by the generic CSS
parametrization. In both figures, cs initially increases at
low densities, then suddenly decreases across the density
range corresponding to the phase transition before recov-
ering and plateauing at a value set by the CSS extension
(Maxwell case) or by the microscopic model describing
the high-density pure phase (Gibbs case).

While the microscopic details of the phases and their
interface may vary, the phase transitions can be charac-
terized phenomenologically by a few parameters, such as
the onset density (or pressure) at which the phase tran-
sition begins, the density at which it ends, and the latent
energy of the transition. We consider the difference in
energy per particle across the phase transition

∆(E/N) ≡
( ε
n

)
end
−
( ε
n

)
onset

(1)

We compute the energy per particle from the energy den-
sity ε and rest-mass density ρ assuming a typical nucle-
onic mass of mn = 938.5 MeV via E/N = mn(ε/ρ).

We wish to associate these microscopic properties of
the phase transition with the behavior of macroscopic
observables (such as the masses and radii of NSs) that
can be probed astronomically. Strong phase transitions
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can produce sharp features, such as bends or kinks, in
the M–R relation. Figs. 1 and 2 show examples. How-
ever, EoSs with less abrupt phase transitions, such as the
example in Fig. 3, may not have a perceptible impact on
NS properties. Moreover, even if a bend or kink is readily
apparent in, e.g., theM–R relation, it is not immediately
clear how to best extract the relevant microphysical pa-
rameters of the phase transition.

B. Phase Transition Feature Extraction

We now introduce a set of statistics to identify phase-
transition-like behavior in nonparametric EoS realiza-
tions. These statistics are motivated by common fea-
tures observed in EoSs with phase transitions, such as
the ones in Figs. 2 and 3, and nonparametric EoS re-
alizations with multiple stable branches. Our statistics
comprise both macroscopic and microscopic features of
the EoS and are not tied to an underlying parametriza-
tion. A key macroscopic feature associated with phase
transitions is the presence of bends or kinks in the M -R,
M -Λ, andM -I relations.1 We consider theM–I relation,
but our procedure also works with other NS observables.

We identify phase transitions by looking for character-
istic behavior in the derivative of the moment of inertia
along a NS sequence. Specifically, we examine the loga-
rithmic derivative

DI
M ≡

d log I/d log pc
d logM/d log pc

, (2)

where pc is the central pressure. To aid in categoriza-
tion, we map the logarithmic derivative to a finite in-
terval by considering its arctangent.2 For example, if
| arctan(DI

M )| > π/2, then dM/dpc < 0 and the NS is
unstable. If | arctan(DI

M )| < π/2, then dM/dpc > 0 and
the NS is stable. Importantly, the logarithmic derivative
is typically constant for EoSs not undergoing a phase
transition, but it varies rapidly across the density inter-
val associated with rapid changes in compactness. Sud-
den changes in compactness can be caused by a phase
transition or the final collapse to a black hole (BH) near
MTOV. Appendix A provides a simple example of this
behavior with an incompressible Newtonian star.

A phase transition is identified by a sharp decrease in
arctan(DI

M ). The change can be discontinuous, but need
not be. Similarly, arctan(DI

M ) may decrease enough that
the star loses stability, but it does not have to. One can
often identify a feature in arctan(DI

M ) regardless of the
exact behavior of cs or whether there are multiple stable

1 A feature in one of these relations is accompanied by a similar feature
in the others.

2 Technically, we consider arctan2(d log I/d log pc, d logM/d log pc)
which preserves information about the relative signs of the numerator
and denominator within Eq. (2).

branches. Thus, it can identify both weak or strong phase
transitions, including those with mixed phases.

More concretely, Fig. 4 demonstrates our algorithm for
one EoS drawn from our nonparametric prior process.
We implement the following scheme for identifying phase
transitions in arbitrary EoS realizations:

(1) Identify candidate ends of phase transitions
as local minima in arctan(DI

M ). We first search for lo-
cal minima in arctan(DI

M ) bracketed by stable NSs. This
excludes the sudden decrease in arctan(DI

M ) associated
with the collapse to a BH above MTOV. Each such fea-
ture is associated with a phase transition, and the density
at which this DI

M feature occurs is taken to be the end
of the phase transition (εe). In the absence of a suit-
able local minimum, we deem the EoS to have no phase
transition.

(2) Identify a candidate onset density for an
end point. We then associate each local minimum in
arctan(DI

M ) with the largest local maximum in cs that
precedes it (i.e., occurs at lower densities). Specifically,
we select a running maximum in cs, defined as the local
maximum that is larger than all preceding local maxima.
The density at which this cs feature occurs becomes the
candidate for the onset density εt. If there is no preceding
local maximum in cs, then we deem the EoS to have no
phase transition.

(3) Repeat step (2) until an acceptable onset
density is found. We require the minimum c2s between
the candidate onset and end densities to be at least 10%
smaller than c2s at the onset. If this threshold on the
fractional change (Rc2s

) is not met, the candidate onset
density is rejected, and the preceding running local max-
imum is considered in its place. This procedure is re-
peated until Rc2s

is large enough (candidate is accepted)
or there are no more local maxima in c2s (candidate phase
transition is rejected). See Appendix B for more discus-
sion of thresholds within the feature selection process.

(4) Repeat steps (2-3) for remaining local min-
ima in arctan(DI

M ). We identify exactly one onset den-
sity for each end density.

If there is more than one local minimum in
arctan(DI

M ), several of them may be associated with the
same onset density. In that case, we define the mul-
tiplicity of the phase transition as the number of local
minima in arctan(DI

M ) associated with the same run-
ning local maximum in cs. We use the multiplicity of
the phase transition as a proxy for the complexity of the
phase transition morphology. For example, the complex-
ity of the sound speed’s behavior within the phase transi-
tion could indicate the (dis)appearance of (new) species
of particles within the system or be related to inflection
points in the particle fractions. See, e.g., examples of the
equilibrium sound speed profiles in Constantinou et al.
[69, 70] exploring various conditions. Complementarily,
the number of selected running local maxima in c2s de-
fines the number of DI

M features within the EoS. These
basic counting exercises provide a classification scheme
for simple (multiplicity 1) and complex (multiplicity > 1)
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Novel Phase Transition Identification Algorithm
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Identify all local minima in arctan(DI
M ).

In this example there are three with
M & 1M�. Each local minimum is

associated with the end of a candidate
phase transition.

For each local minimum, find the
preceding running local maximum in cs.
This is the start of the candidate phase
transition. Compute the fraction by
which c2s decreases from the running
local maximum to the smallest c2s

observed within the candidate phase
transition (Rc2s

).

If Rc2s
is sufficiently large, accept the

candidate onset density. Proceed to the
next local minimum in arctan(DI

M ).

Otherwise, reject the candidate’s running
local maximum cs and proceed to the
next largest running local maximum.
Compute the new Rc2s

and compare to
the threshold. Repeat until Rc2s

is large
enough or there are no remaining

running local maxima in cs. If Rc2s
never

passes the threshold, reject this local
minimum in arctan(DI

M ) entirely.

Repeat for remaining local minima. This
EoS has three local minima that pair

with the same running local maximum to
produce Rc2s

≥ 2 (larger than the
threshold used in our main results).

FIG. 4. The feature extraction algorithm: (left) the sound-speed as a function of baryon density and (right) arctan(DI
M ) (Eq. 2)

as a function of the gravitational mass. The algorithm progresses from top to bottom, first with the identification of local minima in
arctan(DI

M ) and then pairing each with a corresponding running local maximum in cs. The number of features reported corresponds
to the number of unique running local maxima in cs selected; in this case 1. The multiplicity of each feature corresponds to the
number of local minima in arctan(DI

M ) that are paired with the same running local max in cs; in this case 3. For demonstration
purposes, we show how the algorithm would progress if we had Rc2s

> 1.7. If the threshold on the drop in the sound-speed Rc2s

was ≤ 1.7, the algorithm would accept the first pairing (second row) and instead report two features: one at lower densities with
multiplicity two and one at higher densities with multiplicity one. This would be the case for the main results presented in Secs. III
and IV, which use a threshold Rc2s

> 1.1.

cs structure within the phase transition along with the
number of transitions.

After this procedure, each phase transition is charac-
terized by an onset density (or pressure or stellar mass)
and an end density (largest density of all local minima in
arctan(DI

M ) associated with the onset). Based on these
points, we define various properties of the phase transi-

tion. We focus on ∆(E/N) in Secs. III and IV.

Of course, the points identified by the above proce-
dure are only proxies for the true onset and end of the
phase transition. While the correspondence is excellent
for Maxwell constructions (Fig. 2), it may not be per-
fect for more complicated models. See, e.g., Fig. 15.
Moreover, because the feature identification hinges on
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FIG. 5. Correlations between the divergence between macro-
scopic properties caused by a phase transition ∆ ln I −〈∆ ln I〉
and the latent energy per particle of the associated phase tran-
sition ∆(E/N) for all transitions that begin at masses greater
than 0.7 M�. Color indicates the proximity of the phase transi-
tion’s end to MTOV. Large divergences in macroscopic proper-
ties can only be caused by phase transitions with large ∆(E/N),
but not all phase transitions with large ∆(E/N) cause large di-
vergences in macroscopic properties.

the presence of local minima in arctan(DI
M ), we some-

times cannot identify phase transitions that occur near
MTOV, i.e., that terminate in collapse to a BH. As such,
it may be difficult to determine whether NSs collapse to
BHs because of a sudden decrease in cs at high densities
or whether cs remains large and the NS’s self-gravity wins
without assistance. Empirically, we find a correlation be-
tween the sharpness of the bend in arctan(DI

M ) near the
collapse to a BH and the existence of a phase transition
at those densities, but we leave further investigations of
this to future work.

Additionally, the specific onset, end, and latent energy
values we extract for the phase transition are sensitive to
the threshold on Rc2s

. A lower threshold would favor the
identification of a greater number of weaker phase tran-
sitions at the risk of selecting small upward fluctuations
in cs (unconstrained by current data) as the onset even
if more plausible features in cs exist at lower densities.
A higher threshold would retain only the strongest phase
transitions. In what follows, we choose to ignore phase-
transition-like features with Rc2s

< 1.1 as an attempt to
balance these extremes, but the exact choice is ad hoc.
See Appendix B for more discussion.

C. Connections between Macroscopic and
Microphysical Behavior: the Masquerade Problem

We expect ∆(E/N) to be related to phase transition’s
impact on macroscopic properties. However, this map-

ping is complicated because the same ∆(E/N) can lead
to very different changes in NS properties depending
on the onset density and pressure. In order to explore
this relation, we consider how much the phase transition
causes the macroscopic properties to diverge from what
they would have been without it. This provides a natural
interpretation to the masquerade problem, as it will be
difficult to distinguish between two nearby M–I curves
that never diverge from each other without extremely
precise observations.

While it is not trivial to construct such a divergence
without an underlying parametrization (one cannot just
“turn off” the phase transition), Fig. 5 shows an exam-
ple: the difference between the change in the (logarithm
of the) moment of inertia across the phase transition
and what it would have been if the transition was not
present. We measure the actual ∆ ln I directly from the
identified onset and end of a transition, and approxi-
mate what it would have been without a phase transition
via the following observation. In the absence of phase-
transition-like behavior, DI

M is roughly constant:
〈
DI

M

〉
.

Appendix A shows that
〈
DI

M

〉
= 5/3 for incompress-

ible Newtonian stars, and we empirically find values near〈
DI

M

〉
∼ 1.7 for general EoSs in full General Relativity.

Therefore, we approximate the change in the moment of
inertia that would have occurred without the phase tran-
sition as 〈∆ ln I〉 =

〈
DI

M

〉
∆ lnM , where ∆ lnM is again

defined by the onset and end of the transition.
Fig. 5 shows ∆ ln I−〈∆ ln I〉 as a function of the phase

transition’s latent energy per particle. We see that large
|∆ ln I − 〈∆ ln I〉 | are only possible with large ∆(E/N),
but large ∆(E/N) do not always lead to large diver-
gences. Again, this demonstrates the masquerade prob-
lem: large microphysical changes may not always man-
ifest as observable features within macroscopic NS ob-
servables. Additionally, large ∆(E/N) tend to produce
end masses (NS mass with central density at the end of
the phase transition) close to MTOV. This is because
large phase transitions imply very compact stellar cores
(due to relatively low pressures at high densities), which
are likely to collapse to BHs if even a small amount of
additional matter is added. Similarly, transitions with
very large ∆(E/N) may lead to direct collapse to a BH.
Because our identification algorithm (Sec. II B) struggles
to detect features that cause the stellar sequence to col-
lapse to a BH, this may cause a selection in the maximum
∆(E/N) for which we can identify DI

M features in Fig. 5.
Empirically, we only identify ∆(E/N) . 300 MeV.

III. CONSTRAINTS WITH CURRENT
ASTROPHYSICAL OBSERVATIONS

Equipped with the procedure defined in Sec. II B, we
now turn to current astrophysical observations. Fol-
lowing Legred et al. [20], we consider GW observations
(GW170817 [1, 71] and GW190425 [2]) assuming that
all objects below (above) MTOV are NSs (BHs), NICER
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observations of pulsar hotspots (J0030+0451 [5] and
J0740+66203 [7]), and radio-based mass measurements
of pulsars (J0348+0432 [9] and J0740+6620 [10, 11]).

We use a model-agnostic nonparametric EoS prior,
which by construction includes little information from
either nuclear theory or experiment at any density be-
yond the requirements of thermodynamic stability and
causality. See e.g., Essick et al. [53]. This prior allows us
to isolate the impact of astrophysical observations on the
high-density EoS (& ρsat) without introducing modeling
artifacts, as are common in phenomenological paramet-
ric models [60]. Compared to other nonparametric ef-
forts [7, 25, 73], our nonparametric prior was constructed
with the goal of maximizing model freedom. It therefore
already contains many EoS realizations that exhibit char-
acteristics of phase transition phenomenology, including
EoSs with multiple stable branches. While additional
theoretical and/or experimental low-density information
could be considered, see e.g., Refs. [45, 46, 61], we leave
those to future work and focus on astrophysical obser-
vations. Similarly, we do not incorporate pQCD calcu-
lations at high densities [24, 25] as initial explorations
indicated that these constraints are model-dependent.4

Current observations span masses roughly between 1.2-
2.1 M�.5 What is more, the answer to questions such
as, “how many phase transitions does the EoS have?”
depends on the mass or density range considered, and we
do not wish to confound our inference with the presence
of DI

M features that occur at masses below the smallest
observed NS. As such, we divide the prior into multiple
sets defined by whether or not the EoS has a DI

M feature
that overlaps with a specific mass range. That is, whether
the range of densities spanning the feature overlaps with
the range of central densities for stellar models within a
specified mass interval. We consider three mass ranges:

• M ∈ [0.8, 1.1) M�: features that occur below the
current observed set of NSs.

• M ∈ [1.1, 1.6) M�: features that could influence
observed NSs, particularly in the peak of the dis-
tribution of known galactic pulsars [74, 75].

• M ∈ [1.6, 2.3) M�: features that may influence ob-
served NSs, but at high enough masses that individ-
ual GW systems are unlikely to confidently bound
the tidal deformability away from zero.

3 We use results from Miller et al. [7] rather than Riley et al. [8] be-
cause the former accounts for the measured cross-calibration between
NICER and XMM. See also [72].

4 Specifically, when evaluating the pQCD likelihood at 10ρsat we find
that pQCD results influence NS near MTOV in agreement with [25].
However, those constraints are weaker when we use the central den-
sity of stars with M = MTOV, in agreement with [26]. The robust-
ness of the procedure to connect pQCD calculations to lower densities
is therefore still an open question.

5 The smallest observed mass we consider is likely the secondary in
GW190425 [2], although there is considerable uncertainty in the
event’s mass ratio. The largest observed mass is J0740+6620 [11].

Individual EoSs may belong to multiple sets if they have
multiple or large DI

M features or just happen to straddle
a boundary.

Table I presents ratios of maximized and marginal like-
lihoods conditioned on different datasets. The ratio of
maximized likelihoods for all astrophysical data (pulsars
(P), GWs (G), and X-ray observations (X)) for different
subsets of our prior (A and B) is

maxLA
B(PGX) =

max
ε∈A

p(PGX|ε)
max
ε∈B

p(PGX|ε) , (3)

where the maximization is over different EoSs ε. The
Bayes factor is the ratio of marginal likelihoods

BAB(GX|P) =
p(GX|P;A)

p(GX|P;B)
, (4)

where, for example,

p(GX|P;A) =

∫
Dε p(GX|ε)p(ε|P, A) , (5)

and

p(ε|P, A) =
p(P|ε)p(ε|A)∫
Dε p(P|ε)p(ε|A)

. (6)

We report these statistics for both the number of stable
branches and the number of DI

M features, conditioned
on several minimum ∆(E/N) thresholds. We present
both statistics because each has its relative strengths and
weaknesses. While Occam factors may be important for
Bayes factors, they do not affect the ratio of maximized
likelihoods. At the same time, the maximized likelihoods
may correspond to an extremely rare EoS, whereas the
Bayes factors provide an average over typical EoS behav-
ior. We therefore should trust statements about which
both statistics broadly agree.

Overall, we expect stronger constraints on features
that overlap with the observed mass range. In Figs. 6, 7,
and Table I, we indeed find the strongest constraints on
phase transitions that occur in NSs less massive than
1.6 M�, although constraints for M ∈ [0.8, 1.1) M� and
M ∈ [1.1, 1.6) M� are comparable. Indeed, in Fig. 6
the posterior for the latent energy is more constrained
with respect to the prior for masses below 1.6 M�. Fur-
thermore, Table I shows that the Bayes factor using all
astrophysical data disfavors the presence of large DI

M fea-
tures (∆(E/N) ≥ 100 MeV) at low and medium masses
(0.8–1.1 and 1.1–1.6M�) approximately three times as
strongly as at high masses (1.6–2.3M�).

As shown in Legred et al. [20], all NS observations are
consistent with a single radius near ∼ 12.5 km. We there-
fore expect the data to disfavor the existence of strong
phase transitions and place an upper limit on ∆(E/N).
Fig. 6 bears this out. It shows posterior distributions
on the properties of the DI

M feature with the largest
∆(E/N) that overlaps with the specified mass range (i.e.,
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FIG. 6. Marginalized (unshaded) priors and (shaded) posteriors for parameters that characterize phase transitions based on
current astrophysical data from pulsar masses, GWs, and X-ray mass-radius measurements. For each EoS we report the properties
of the transition with the largest ∆(E/N) that overlaps with each mass interval. We report (left to right), the latent energy
(∆(E/N)), the onset energy density (εt), the onset pressure (pt), the energy density at the end of the transition (εe), and the
onset mass scale (Mt) for three mass-overlap regions: 0.8–1.1M�, 1.1–1.6M�, and 1.6–2.3M�.

features with larger ∆(E/N) may exist in the EoS, but
they do not overlap with the mass range). Astrophysical
data place an upper limit on the largest phase transition
within an EoS, but are less informative about weaker
phase transitions.

Figure 6 shows the onset energy density and pressure

as well as the energy density at the end of the phase
transition. Beyond limiting the possible size of DI

M fea-
tures, astrophysical data also disfavor phase transitions
with large onset densities and pressures. This likely cor-
responds to the observation that the sound-speed must
increase rapidly around 3ρsat in order to support ∼ 2 M�
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TABLE I. Ratios of maximized and marginalized likelihoods for different types of features based on current astrophysical obser-
vations: (P) pulsar masses, (G) GW observations from LIGO/Virgo, and (X) X-ray timing from NICER. See Eqs. (3) and (4)
for an explicit definition of this notation. We consider multiple mass ranges (features must span stellar masses that overlap with
the specified range) and latent energies (where appropriate, there must be at least one feature with latent energy larger than the
threshold). We show the statistics for both the number of stable branches and DI

M features. Error estimates for Bayes factors (B)
approximate 1-σ uncertainty from the finite Monte Carlo sample size. See Tables in Appendix D for additional combinations of
subsets of astrophysical data.

M
[M�]

Stable Branches min ∆(E/N)
[MeV]

DI
M Features

maxLn>1
n=1(PGX) Bn>1

n=1(PGX) Bn>1
n=1(GX|P) maxLn>0

n=0(PGX) Bn>0
n=0(PGX) Bn>0

n=0(GX|P)

0.8–1.1 0.47 0.362± 0.036 2.219± 0.162

10 0.57 1.222± 0.020 0.684± 0.011

50 0.49 0.366± 0.011 0.588± 0.016

100 0.26 0.117± 0.008 0.292± 0.021

1.1–1.6 0.14 0.030± 0.006 0.291± 0.055

10 0.57 1.043± 0.020 0.552± 0.010

50 0.49 0.463± 0.013 0.552± 0.010

100 0.26 0.152± 0.009 0.267± 0.017

1.6–2.3 0.20 0.147± 0.028 0.120± 0.026

10 0.52 1.012± 0.035 0.385± 0.013

50 0.49 0.898± 0.034 0.385± 0.013

100 0.29 0.383± 0.023 0.256± 0.016

pulsars against gravitational collapse while remaining
compatible with observations at lower densities, primar-
ily from GW170817 [20]. The peak in the posteriors for
the onset parameters is likely due to a combination of the
(peaked) prior and these upper limits. This trend is also
encountered in the behavior of the p–ε bounds for EoSs
with multiple stable branches. That is, Fig. 8 in Legred
et al. [20] suggests it is more likely for phase transitions
to begin below ρsat than above it when the EoS supports
multiple stable branches.

Figure 1 provides an additional perspective on current
constraints by showing one-dimensional symmetric credi-
ble regions for the radius as a function of the gravitational
mass. While current astrophysical data generally disfa-
vor EoSs with large ∆(E/N), Fig. 1 nevertheless shows
that there are EoSs with large ∆(E/N) that are con-
sistent with observations. In particular, the maximum-
likelihood draw from the full PGX posterior conditioned
on ∆(E/N) ≥ 100 MeV places a sharp feature in the
M–R curve at high masses, just above J0740+6620’s ob-
served mass. Such behavior maximizes the likelihood
from the PSR masses due to the assumption that the
EoS itself is what limits the largest observed NS mass.
See discussions in [13, 76]. Furthermore, the maximum-
likelihood EoS favors smaller radii at low masses (in line
with GW170817) and larger radii at high masses (in line
with J0740+6620). Notably, the model-agnostic non-
parametric prior was not designed to favor this specific
behavior, which instead emerges from the data without
direct supervision or fine-tuning.

We quantify the degree to which data prefer EoSs with
different numbers and types of features in Table I and
Fig. 7. Table I shows the ratio of maximized likelihoods

as well as the ratio of marginal likelihoods for EoSs with
different numbers of features. We compare EoSs with
a single stable branch against EoSs with multiple sta-
ble branches, as well as EoSs with and without at least
one DI

M feature above a certain ∆(E/N). Generally,
these statistics are consistent with Fig. 6: the astrophys-
ical data disfavor large phase transitions (multiple stable
branches or large ∆(E/N)) more strongly than weaker
ones. However, the statistical evidence is still weak, and
further observations are required to definitively rule out
even the presence of multiple stable branches.

Figure 7 expands on Table I by examining the prefer-
ence for different numbers of features, rather than just
their absence or presence. That is, Table I in effect
provides a summary of Fig. 7 by marginalizing over all
EoS with more than one stable branch or at least one
DI

M feature. Overall, although current astrophysical ob-
servations cannot rule out the presence of a phase tran-
sition, they more strongly disfavor the presence of multi-
ple features. The astrophysical posterior strongly disfa-
vors EoSs with more than two stable branches and less
strongly disfavor EoSs with more than one large DI

M fea-
ture. This suggests that one may not need to consider
arbitrarily complicated EoS in order to model the ob-
served population of NSs, or at least that there is a limit
to how exotic astrophysical NSs are.

Finally, current astrophysical data carries little infor-
mation about the multiplicity of any phase transitions,
should they exist. Conditioning on the presence of a
phase transition, we find Bayes factors between ∼0.8–
1.5 in favor of multiplicity > 1 compared to multiplicity 1
for the feature with the largest ∆(E/N) within each EoS,
even for the strongest phase transitions. This should be
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FIG. 7. Ratios of probabilities conditioned on different numbers of features. Compare to Table I; see Eqs. (3) and (4) for an explicit
definitions of our notation. (left) Distributions over the number of stable branches and (right) distributions over the number of
DI

M features for EoSs with ∆(E/N) ≥ 10, 50, and 100 MeV, respectively for different mass-overlap regions: (top) 0.8–1.1M�,
(middle) 1.1–1.6M�, and (bottom) 1.6–2.3M�. We show the ratio of maximum likelihoods (black dots) and the posterior divided
by the prior (circles and x’s). As in Table I, we consider (PGX, red circles) the ratio of the posterior conditioned on PSR masses,
GW coalescences, and X-ray timing and compare it to our nonparametric prior as well as (blue x’s) the posterior conditioned on
only PSR masses. Error bars approximate 1-σ uncertainties from the finite size of our prior sample. In general, a single stable
branch without strong DI

M features is preferred.

expected. We cannot yet confidently determine whether
a phase transition exists, and it would therefore be sur-
prising if we could already identify even basic features of
the phase transition.

IV. FUTURE PROSPECTS WITH
GRAVITATIONAL WAVE OBSERVATIONS

Building upon current data, we now consider future
prospects from GW observations of inspiraling compact
binaries. Section IVA explores the prospects for detect-
ing the presence of phase transitions, and Sec. IVB con-
siders our ability to characterize them. In brief, we find
that we will not be able to confidently detect the presence
of even relatively extreme phase transitions with catalogs
of 100 events. Rather, we will need at least 200 events
or more. However, we will be able to rule out the pres-
ence of multiple stable branches at low mass scales with
100 GW events. Nevertheless, we will be able to infer
the correct Λ(M) for all M simultaneously regardless of
what the true EoS is, and obtain ∼ 6% (50%) relative
uncertainty in Λ1.2 (Λ2.0) after 100 GW detections.

To explore a range of potential behavior, we simulate
catalogs of GW events assuming a few representative CSS
EoSs based on DBHF [66]. We consider

• DBHF [66]: a hadronic EoS without phase transi-

tions.

• DBHF_3504: a modification to DBHF with a weak
phase transition at ∼ 1.9 M� and a causal CSS ex-
tension at higher densities.

• DBHF_2507: a modification to DBHF with a
strong phase transition at ∼ 1.5 M� and a causal
CSS extension at higher densities. This is the
Strong Maxwell CSS example in Fig. 2.

These EoSs are not drawn from our nonparametric prior,
and in fact their sharp features are relatively extreme
examples of possible EoS behavior. As such, we expect
them to be rigorous tests of the inference framework.

The simulated catalogs assume a network signal-to-
noise ratio (S/N ) detection threshold of 12, and they
approximate measurement uncertainty in the masses and
tidal parameters according to the procedure described
in Landry et al. [13]. We inject a population of non-
spinning NSs uniform in component masses between
1.0 M� and MTOV. Injections are drawn assuming
p(S/N ) ∼ (S/N )−4, consistent with a uniform rate per
comoving volume at low redshift. We assume the mass,
spin, and redshift distributions are known exactly and
therefore ignore selection effects. For more details, see
Refs. [13, 20].

For computational expediency, we consider the ability
of GW observations alone to constrain phase transition
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phenomenology. That is, we do not impose lower bounds
on MTOV from pulsar masses in order to retain a large
effective sample size within the Monte Carlo integrals.
We do assume, however, that all objects below MTOV

are NSs, and, therefore, placing a lower limit on Λ(M)
from GW observations will de facto place a lower limit
on MTOV. See Appendix C for more discussion.

A. Prospects for Detecting Phase Transitions

We first consider detection of a phase transition with
a catalog of GW events. Fig. 8 shows the statistics from
Table I for various simulated catalog sizes for injected
EoSs both with and without a phase transition. Gener-
ally speaking, we recover the expected behavior: confi-
dence in the presence (or absence) of a phase transition
grows as the catalog increases. Moreover, when a phase
transition is present, evidence grows the most in the mass
range where the phase transition occurs.

1. The Number of Stable Branches

We begin by considering the number of stable
branches, with the left panels of Fig. 8 showing Bayes
factors for multiple stable branches (n > 1) vs. a single
stable branch (n = 1). As none of the injected EoSs have
a phase transition at low masses and GW observations
should be able to confidently bound Λ� 0 at low masses,
we quickly obtain relatively high confidence that there is
only a single stable branch within 0.8–1.1M�. We find
Bayes factors as large as ∼ 100 : 1 in favor of a single
branch after 100 events.

For moderate masses (1.1–1.6M�), we again see the
expected evidence in favor of a single stable branch
for both DBHF (no phase transition) and DBHF_3504
(phase transition at ∼ 1.9 M�). The Bayes factors are
only ∼ 10 : 1 after 100 events, but nonetheless the trend
is clear. In contrast, DBHF_2507 (phase transition at
∼ 1.5 M� and multiple stable branches) exhibits a no-
tably different pattern. Although a strong preference is
not developed either way, Bayes factors begin to (cor-
rectly) favor multiple stable branches after 100 events.

Finally, we are not able to confidently distinguish be-
tween EoSs with a single stable branch or multiple stable
branches in the mass range 1.6–2.3M�. This is because
the individual events’ uncertainties on Λ are much larger
than the true Λ in this mass range.6 It will therefore
take the combination of many GW events to be able to
precisely resolve the true value of Λ at high masses.

6 Λ typically scales as Λ ∝M−5 and rapidly decreases at high masses.

2. The Number and Properties of DI
MFeatures

The remaining panels of Fig. 8 show similar trends
for DI

M features. We show Bayes factors for at least
one DI

M feature (n > 0) vs. no DI
M features (n = 0).

In general, the strongest preference for a DI
M feature is

for DBHF_2507, which has the largest phase transition
among the three EoSs we consider. The evidence in fa-
vor of at least one DI

M feature is nevertheless smaller
for the largest ∆(E/N) (≥ 100 MeV) compared to more
moderate values (≥ 50 MeV). This is true for all mass
ranges, suggesting that we will be able to constrain a
feature’s ∆(E/N) more easily than we may be able to
constrain the mass range over which it occurs. Addi-
tionally, we will need very large catalogs to confidently
detect the presence of a DI

M feature. At best, we find
Bayes factors of ∼ 10 : 1 after 100 events. This matches
previous estimates, which place the required number of
events between 200-400 [51, 52, 58]. See Sec. V for more
discussion. Furthermore, while there will not be unam-
biguous statistical evidence in favor of a DI

M feature at
high masses (1.6–2.3M�), we do see an upward trend
for DBHF_3504. This suggests that, even though our
individual-event uncertainties on tidal parameters are
large at these masses, we will nevertheless eventually
be able to detect small phase transitions at high masses
given enough events.

Occam factors are readily apparent in these results,
causing systematic shifts of comparable magnitude for all
three injected EoSs. These tend to favor the presence of
DI

M features, as it is likely that very stiff EoSs at interme-
diate densities (unlikely to have DI

M features) are quickly
ruled out by GW observations. As such, some fraction of
the prior is ruled out after only a few detections reducing
the evidence even though there are still many EoSs with-
out DI

M features that match the data well. Furthermore,
selecting EoSs with at least one feature at high masses
requires MTOV to be at least as high as the lower-edge
of this mass range because of how our DI

M feature ex-
traction algorithm works. Such EoSs are better matches
to the data for all the true EoSs considered. Even a few
detections can quickly rule out MTOV � 1.6 M�, which
penalizes EoSs for which our algorithm did not detect
a DI

M feature above 1.6 M� because the EoS’s MTOV

was below 1.6 M�. Nevertheless, these Ocaam factors
are typically . 2, implying that large Bayes factors can
still be interpreted at face value.

Finally, it may be difficult to completely rule out the
presence of DI

M features even if the true EoS does not
have any phase transitions. Fig. 8 shows a possible ex-
ception at the lowest masses considered, but even there
the Bayes factors are only ∼ 0.5 after 100 events. This
is yet another manifestation of the masquerade problem:
EoSs with and without DI

M features can produce similar
M–I relations, even for relatively large ∆(E/N).
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B. Prospects for Characterizing Phase Transitions

In addition to detecting the presence of a phase transi-
tion, we wish to determine its properties should it exist.
Fundamental to this is the ability to infer the correctM–
Λ relation. That is, to infer the correct Λ(M) for all M
simultaneously. Fig. 9 demonstrates that our nonpara-
metric inference is capable of this, regardless of the true
EoS used to generate injections. This is often not the case
for parametric models of the EoS (see [52, 58] and discus-
sion in Sec. V). Fig. 9 shows one-dimensional marginal
posteriors for Λ(M) at M = 1.2, 1.4, 1.6, 1.8, and
2.0M� for different catalog sizes and each of the three
injected EoSs. We find that the low-density (low-mass)
EoS is relatively well measured. Λ1.2 will have a relative
uncertainty (standard deviation divided by the mean)
between 6% (DBHF_3504) and 7% (DBHF_2507) at
M = 1.2 M� after 100 detections. However, it will gen-
erally take more events before we can confidently resolve
features at higher masses, even without the presence of a
phase transition. With catalogs of 100 events, we are only
able to constrain Λ2.0 to between 40% (DBHF_3504) and
55% (DBHF_2507). In agreement with Fig. 8, it is likely
to take more than 100 events to unambiguously distin-
guish between EoSs with and without phase transitions.
For example, the Λ2.0 posterior for DBHF_2507 still has

nontrivial support at the location of the DBHF’s Λ2.0,
and vice versa, even with the full catalog of 100 events.

Even though we identify phase transition features from
macroscopic relations, we expect the inferred microscopic
properties to be robust given the one-to-one mapping
between p–ε and, e.g., M–R [77]. Fig. 10 shows how
constraints on the onset mass (Mt) and ∆(E/N) evolve
with the catalog size for DBHF (no phase transition) and
DBHF_2507 (strong phase transition). In order to high-
light constraints on the transition mass, Fig. 10 addition-
ally reweighs the posterior so that it corresponds to a (as
much as possible) uniform prior in the transition mass. It
only shows EoSs that have at least one identified DI

M fea-
ture that overlaps with 0.8–2.3M�.

Characterizing onset properties is challenging because
of the wide variability in softening behavior during the
course of the phase transition. That is, the onset den-
sity as identified by a running local maximum in cs may
not correspond to any immediately obvious features in
macroscopic relations, as is the case in Fig. 3. Therefore,
we may expect a long tail towards low onset masses even
if the end of the transition is well determined.

Additionally, we sometimes observe unintuitive behav-
ior when we condition on the presence of features that do
not exist (left panel). For example, the marginal poste-
rior for Mt (conditioned on the existence of at least one
feature) peaks at Mt & 1.6 M� for DBHF. Transitions
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FIG. 9. Sequences of one-dimensional marginal posteriors for Λ(M) at (left to right) 1.2, 1.4, 1.6, 1.8, and 2.0 M� for different
simulated EoSs: (top, blue) DBHF, (middle, orange) DBHF_3504 (phase transition at ∼ 1.9 M�) and (bottom, green) DBHF_2507
(phase transition at ∼ 1.5 M�). These posteriors show the distributions of Λ(M) > 0 (i.e., they only consider EoSs with
MTOV ≥ M). These posteriors are conditioned only on simulated GW events (no real observations), and a line’s color denotes
the number of simulated GW events within the catalog (light to dark : fewer to more events) along with the true injected values
(vertical black lines). The prior is shown for reference (grey shaded distributions). For very small Λ, primarily associated with
DBHF_2507 at high masses, the true value falls near the lower bound in the prior. The primary effect of additional observations
is to reduce support for larger values of Λ. While significant uncertainty in Λ(M) remains after 100 events, the nonparametric
prior is able to correctly infer Λ(M) at all M simultaneously, including sharp changes in Λ(M) over relatively small mass ranges.

that begin at these masses are difficult to detect with
GW observations alone, see Figs. 8 and 9. Therefore,
these EoSs are not strongly constrained by observations,
particularly compared to EoSs that have transitions that
begin at lower masses. This explains why the posterior
tends to disfavor low Mt, and the peak at higher masses
should be interpreted primarily as a lower limit.

However, transitions that begin at very high masses
(Mt & 1.8 M�) are also disfavored by the data. This is
unintuitive, as we expect very weaker tidal constraints
for high mass systems. However, by conditioning on the
presence of at least one identified DI

M feature, which in
turn are only identified by our algorithm if the EoS does
not collapse to a BH as part of the transition, we de facto
require EoSs with large onset masses to be rather stiff.
That is, only the stiffest EoS can have an DI

M feature
begin at high mass and not collapse directly to a BH. At
the same time, these EoSs are ruled out by observations
at smaller masses, which favor more compact stars and
soft EoSs. Therefore, a highMt is disfavored by low-mass
observations and the correlation induced within the prior
by requiring at least one identified DI

M feature at high
mass.

We contrast this with DBHF_2507, in which there is
a phase transition near 1.5 M� (right panel). Here, we

find a similar peak in the one-dimensional marginal pos-
terior for Mt, but there is additional information in the
joint posterior for Mt and ∆(E/N). The joint poste-
rior for DBHF mostly follows the prior, particularly for
Mt ∼ 1.6 M�, whereas for DBHF_2507 it is shifted rela-
tive to the prior towards the injected values and disfavors
large ∆(E/N). These considerations highlight the fact
that low-dimensional marginal posteriors conditioned on
specific, sometimes ad hoc, features will require care to
interpret correctly. It may be better, then, to consider
sets of marginal distributions for macroscopic observ-
ables, such as Fig. 9, at the same time. At the very least,
the latter can provide context for inferred constraints on
proxies for microphysical properties.

V. DISCUSSION

We summarize our main conclusions in Sec. VA be-
fore comparing them to existing work in the literature in
Sec. VB. We conclude by discussing possible extensions
to our study in Sec. VC.
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FIG. 10. Joint posteriors for ∆(E/N) and transition onset mass (Mt) inferred from simulated GW catalogs for (left, blue) DBHF
and (right, green) DBHF_2507. Grey curves denote the (reweighed) prior, color denotes the size of the catalog, and contours in
the joint distribution are 50% highest-probability-density credible regions. Solid lines denote the true parameters for DBHF_2507;
there are no such lines for DBHF because it does not contain a phase transition. As in Fig. 6, extracted parameters correspond to
the feature with the largest ∆(E/N), but here we only require features to overlap the broad range 0.8–2.3M�.

A. Summary

We introduced a new algorithm to identify phase tran-
sitions within the EoS of dense matter based on NS prop-
erties and the underlying cs behavior. This algorithm
does not rely on a parametrization, and as such works
for both parametric and nonparametric representation
of the EoS. Our approach improves upon previous stud-
ies by demonstrating that physically meaningful density
scales can be extracted directly from NS observables. We
further demonstrated that nonparametric EoS inference
can recover the correct macroscopic properties, such as
Λ(M), at all masses simultaneously. As such, we suggest
that extracting physical quantities from nonparametric
EoS draws is preferable to directly modeling of the p–
ε relation with ad hoc parametric functional forms, as
different choices for the parametrization can introduce
strong model-dependence on the conclusions [60].

This approach is similar in spirit to efforts to con-
strain the nuclear symmetry energy and its derivatives
(slope parameter: L) with nonparametric EoSs [45, 46].
Studies based on parametric EoS models described in
terms of L have suggested tension between terrestrial
experiments and astrophysical observations [17, 78, 79].
Refs. [45, 46] instead extracted L from nonparametric
EoS realizations by imposing β-equilibrium at ρsat with-
out relying on an explicit parametrization far from ρsat.
They demonstrated that any apparent tension was due

to model assumptions rather than the data, as nonpara-
metric models were able to accommodate both terrestrial
constraints on L and astrophysical observations of NSs.

Returning to this work, we showed that current as-
trophysical data disfavor only the strongest phase tran-
sitions and the presence of multiple phase transitions.
However, the data are still consistent with two stable
branches and/or one moderate phase transition. We also
showed that we will not be able to confidently detect the
presence of a phase transition with catalogs of ≤ 100
GW events. Although we do not directly estimate how
many events will be needed for computational reasons,
extrapolating Fig. 8 suggests that we may need several
hundred events to reach Bayes factors & 100, often taken
as a rule-of-thumb for confident detections [80]. We can,
however, expect to confidently rule out the presence of
multiple stable branches at low masses after 100 events.
While the exact rates of NS coalescences and future GW-
detector sensitivities are still uncertain, it is unlikely that
we will obtain a catalog of this size within the lifetime of
the advanced LIGO and Virgo detectors [65].

B. Comparison to other work

As discussed briefly in Sec. I, several authors have pro-
posed tests based on features in the distribution of macro-
scopic observables. Chen et al. [50] investigated a piece-
wise linear fit of the M–R relation with two segments
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that captures phase transitions through a change in the
slope. However, beyond possible systematics associated
with the simplicity of the piecewise linear model, quanti-
tative conclusions hinge on the assumption that the mea-
surement uncertainty on R from GW events is roughly
the same for all masses. This is unrealistic for massive
systems in which the relative uncertainty in the tidal de-
formability grows quickly. Chatziioannou and Han [51]
pursued a related method that models the population of
detections hierarchically and searches for a second pop-
ulation with significantly different radii at high masses.7
They found that phase transitions could be identified
with O(100) events if hybrid stars emerge at ∼ 1.4 M�.
Landry and Chakravarti [52] introduced a method for
identifying the presence of twin stars, which can arise due
to strong first-order phase transitions, in the population
of merging binary NSs based on gaps in the joint distribu-
tion of masses and binary tidal deformabilities. However,
these and related approaches that directly model the M -
Λ relation [82, 83] offer no obvious pathway to micro-
scopic EoS properties nor the ability to enforce physical
precepts such as causality and thermodynamic stability.
What is more, not all microscopic models that contain
phase transitions produce macroscopic observables with
this phenomenology (the masquerade problem), and this
phenomenology might be caused by other effects, such
as a mix of binary NS and NS-BH binaries at the same
masses [81] or even dark matter [84].

Alternative approaches involve modeling the p–ε rela-
tion directly. Several authors have attempted this with
parametric models of varying complexity. Pang et al.
[58] introduced a piecewise-polytropic model for first-
order phase transitions and carried out model selection
between models that do and do not support phase tran-
sitions, respectively. They concluded that a strong phase
transition could be identified with 12 GW events, each
with signal-to-noise ratio S/N > 30.8 However, in addi-
tion to technical issues associated with their Bayes factor
calculation, their results appear to be affected by model
systematics within their EoS parametrization. They ar-
rive at counterintuitive conclusions: weaker phase tran-
sitions are detected more easily than stronger ones (their
Fig. 5), and the inference precision is largely unaffected
by the observation of more events (their Fig. 9).9 We

7 Chen and Chatziioannou [81] proposed a similar technique to distin-
guish between binary NS and NS-BH systems. In this case, a reduced
inferred radius is attributed to the presence of a BH in the binary
(which does not exhibit tidal effects) rather than a softening in the
EoS.

8 Assuming merging binaries are uniformly distributed in volume
within a Euclidean universe, the S/N is distributed as p(S/N ) ∝
(S/N )−4. This means that to observe 12 events with S/N > 30
requires a total of > 187 events above the detection threshold used
in Sec. IV (S/N = 12) and 324 events above the more realistic
detection threshold S/N = 10 [85, 86].

9 For most parameters, statistical uncertainty roughly scales as
N−1/2, where N is the number of detections. Systematic uncer-
tainty is independent of N .

speculate that the cause is the fact that their paramet-
ric EoS model does not closely reproduce either of their
injected EoSs, leading to model systematics [60]. If sys-
tematic issues are less severe for the injected EoS with a
weak phase transition than the one with a strong transi-
tion, the former could be more easily distinguished from
EoSs without phase transitions.

Two other recent studies have looked at the astro-
physical evidence for or against the presence of phase
transitions. Both Tan et al. [57] and Mroczek et al.
[87] constructed EoS models by adding features to the
speed of sound such as spikes, dips, and plateaus. As
explained in Tan et al. [57], these features are motivated
by specific theoretical expectations of phase transition
phenomenology. Mroczek et al. [87] employs underlying
EoS realizations drawn from a few simple GP priors, re-
sulting in what they call a modified Gaussian Process.
In comparison, our nonparametric prior inherently gen-
erates broad ranges of phase transition morphology with-
out the need to modify realizations post hoc. Mroczek et
al. [87] must add features by hand because their original
GP was constructed with long correlation lengths and
small variances. As such, it only produces smooth EoSs
without phase-transition-like features by itself. Addition-
ally, Mroczek et al. [87] report a Bayes factor for models
with or without such features, finding no strong evidence
either way. Though this generally agrees with our conclu-
sions, the quantitative comparison might be affected by
the fact that their prior is first “pruned” by rejecting EoSs
that do not fall within broad boundaries that represent
realistic EoS. Inevitably, these boundaries carry informa-
tion about current astrophysical observations. Therefore,
it may not be surprising that subsets of different pri-
ors (each chosen to resemble current astrophysical data)
predict the current observed data with comparable fre-
quency, which is what is implied by a Bayes factor ∼ 1.

Several other authors have investigated models in-
tended to test specifically for the presence of deconfined
quarks in NS cores, e.g. [88–90]. Many of these studies
base the evidence for the presence of quark matter on
the behavior of the polytropic index (γ = d log p/d log ε)
in addition to using various parametric and nonparamet-
ric representations of the EoS and approximations to as-
trophysical likelihoods. For example, Annala et al. [90]
present approximate ranges for γ, cs, and other statistics
and propose that massive NS cores likely contain matter
displaying approximate conformal symmetry, which may
be indicative of a transition to deconfined quarks. These
studies typically focus on the composition of matter at
the highest densities possible within NSs (near MTOV).
Some studies have even claimed evidence for the presence
of deconfined quark matter based on γ at high densities.
Our DI

M features are more agnostic about the composi-
tion of new matter and are sensitive over a broad range
of masses. They should therefore provide a complemen-
tary approach to direct modeling based on assumptions
about NS composition and microphysical interactions.

Finally, several other authors have introduced EoS
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models with many parameters and increased model free-
dom, some of which are implemented as neural networks
of varying complexity [73, 91–94]. Our conclusions based
on current observations are broadly consistent with these
other approaches, and therefore we only remark that our
DI

M feature could be extracted from any EoS, regard-
less of the underlying model (or lack thereof). It should
be straightforward to investigate phase transition phe-
nomenology with realizations from any EoS prior in the
literature, although this is beyond the scope of our cur-
rent study.

C. Future work

Finally, we discuss possible extensions and the impact
that additional assumptions may have on our analysis.

As mentioned in Sec. III, we intentionally condition
our nonparametric prior on very little information from
nuclear theory or experiment beyond causality and ther-
modynamic stability. It would be of interest to better un-
derstand how terrestrial experiments or ab initio theoret-
ical calculations such as chiral EFT at low densities may
impact our conclusions. For example, Fig. 3 from Essick
et al. [61] shows that improved constraints at very low
densities (. ρsat/2) can improve uncertainty in the pres-
sure at higher densities (∼ 3ρsat) when combined with
astrophysical data. Furthermore, theoretical calculations
suggest a moderate value of L, which would remove even
the hint that a phase transition may occur at low densi-
ties found in Essick et al. [46] when they assumed L was
large.

At the other extreme, it is worth clarifying the impact
of pQCD calculations. Several conflicting reports exist in
the literature, suggesting that the pressures at very high
densities (∼ 40ρsat) limit the pressures achieved in the
highest-mass NS [25, 95], while other studies point out
that these conclusions depend on the details of how the
densities relevant for NSs are extrapolated to the pQCD
regime [26]. Indeed, the current proposal for mapping
pQCD calculations to lower densities [24] maximizes the
likelihood over the extrapolation rather than marginal-
izing over the EoS within the extrapolation region, al-
though Gorda et al. [95] marginalize over a nonpara-
metric extrapolation based on GPs for at least part of
the extrapolation region (up to ∼ 10ρsat but not all the
way to ∼ 40ρsat). The fact that the conclusions depend
on the choice of where the extrapolation begins suggests
that they could depend strongly on the prior assumptions
for EoS behavior within the (unobserved and unobserv-
able) extrapolation region between the central density of
MTOV stars and the pQCD regime.

Additional information about the EoS will be im-
printed in post-merger signals from coalescing NS sys-
tems. An extensive literature exists (e.g., Refs. [96, 97])
mostly focusing on the ability to resolve the dominant
frequency of the post-merger emission thought to be as-
sociated with the fundamental 2-2 mode of the massive

remnant. Additional work will be needed to connect our
nonparametric inference based on tides observed during
the GW inspiral to the complicated physics at work dur-
ing the post-merger. See, e.g., Wijngaarden et al. [98] for
a way to model the full GW signal. This may include ex-
tending our nonparametric EoS representation to include
finite-temperature effects [99].

In addition to incorporating more information within
the inference, we may be able to dig deeper into fea-
tures of the current data. As mentioned in Sec. II B,
our procedure does not identify phase transitions that re-
sults in the direct collapse to a BH, although we do find
that the sharpness of the final decrease in arctan(DI

M )
may correlate with whether the collapse was due to only
self-gravity or assisted by a sudden decrease in cs. Fu-
ture work may develop additional features targeting this
phenomenology, as it could have implications for the be-
havior of merger remnants that may or may not power
electromagnetic counterparts depending on how long the
remnant survives [100–102].

Assuming a phase transition is identified, an open chal-
lenge is to extend the inference to determine the order of
the phase transition (e.g., first- vs. second-order). A
smooth crossover from hadronic to quark matter may,
for example, be mimicked by either a weak first-order
phase transition or a second-order one [103]. Condensa-
tion of pions or kaons may also give rise to a second-order
phase transition [104]. Our feature is able to detect a va-
riety of possible morphologies, but additional statistics
will need to be developed to further categorize the cs
behavior within the phase transition’s extent.

Finally, we would also be remiss if we did not re-
mind the reader that our feature specifically targets phe-
nomenology associated with decreases in cs and asso-
ciated increase of compactness. If, instead, a smooth
crossover as realized in, e.g., quarkyonic matter [22, 23,
33] only manifests as a sudden increase in the speed of
sound, the features introduced here will not detect it.
Additional features targeting such behavior would need
to be developed. To that end, it may be of general in-
terest to more carefully study the types of correlations
between cs at different densities that are preferred by as-
trophysical data. In the future, we will interrogate our
nonparametric posteriors to not only constrain cs but
also how quickly cs can vary. For example, we do not ex-
pect periodic, extremely rapid oscillations in cs to have
a significant impact on NS properties, and therefore they
may only be very weakly constrained by the data. See,
e.g., Tan et al. [57] for more discussion. However, this will
likely require more advanced sampling techniques to effi-
ciently draw representative sets from our nonparametric
processes. See Appendix C.
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Appendix A: Incompressible Newtonian Stars with
Two Phases

We examine the feature extraction procedure laid out
in Sec. II B within a simpler context: incompressible stars
with two phases in Newtonian gravity. Despite its sim-
plicity, this demonstrates the main features of more real-
istic stars while greatly simplifying the mathematics.

We consider incompressible stars with a piecewise con-
stant density ρ as a function of the pressure p separated
by a transition pressure pT

ρ(p) =

{
ρL if p ≤ pT
ρH if p > pT

. (A1)

We combine this EoS with the Newtonian equations of
stellar structure

dm

dr
= 4πr2ρ , (A2)

dp

dr
= −Gmρ

r2
, (A3)

and a central pressure pc, where m is the enclosed mass
up to radius r.

For pc ≤ pT , the solution is trivial as the star is de-
scribed by a single fluid:

R =

√
3pc

2πGρ2L
, (A4)

M =
4π

3
ρLR

3 , (A5)

I =
2

5
MR2 , (A6)

for the radius R, mass M and moment of inertia I. In
this case, the star is always stable as dM/dpc > 0 and
DI

M = d log I/d logM = 5/3 is constant.
For pc > pT , the star contains a core of high-density

matter with radius

Rc =

√
3(pc − pT )

2πGρ2H
. (A7)

The entire star’s macroscopic properties are then implic-
itly determined by

pT =
4πGρL(ρH − ρL)R3

c

3

(
1

Rc
− 1

R

)

+
2πGρ2L

3

(
R2 −R2

c

)
, (A8)

M =
4π

3

[
(ρH − ρL)R3

c + ρLR
3
]
, (A9)

I =
8π

15

[
(ρH − ρL)R5

c + ρLR
5
]
, (A10)

In this case, the star can become unstable (dM/dpc < 0)
if ρH is much larger than ρL. Regardless of stability,
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FIG. 11. Stellar sequences for incompressible two-phase
Newtonian stars with ρL = 2ρsat = 5.6 × 1014g/cm3, pT =
5×1034dyne/cm2, and various values of ρH . We plot (top) the
M -I relation and (bottom) arctan(DI

M ) as a function of the
stellar mass. Stable branches are shown with solid lines, and
unstable branches are shown with dotted lines. The bottom
panel inset focuses near the discontinuity for curves with; ticks
on the y-axis correspond to the values in Eq. A11.

DI
M is discontinuous whenever ρH ≥ ρthr ≡ 3ρL/2.

Fig. 11 shows that

lim
pc→p+

T

d log I

d logM
=





+5/3 if ρH < ρthr
+5/4 if ρH = ρthr
−5/3 if ρH > ρthr

. (A11)

Similar threshold behavior is encountered in other pa-
rameters combinations, for example the mass, radius or
tidal deformability, as also shown for relativistic poly-
tropic NSs with 1st-order phase transitions [35].

Appendix B: The role of thresholds within feature
extraction

As part of the feature identification algorithm in-
troduced in Sec. II B, we included a threshold on the
amount the sound-speed must decrease within a candi-
date DI

M feature. We now discuss the motivation for and
impact of this and other thresholds in more detail.

We represent our uncertainty in the EoS as a random
process for cs as a function of pressure with support for

every possible causal and thermodynamically stable EoS.
We can therefore think of the behavior of our feature ex-
traction algorithm in terms “fluctuations” in cs under dif-
ferent realizations of this random process. Specifically, by
selecting the running local maximum, we de facto set a
threshold on cs that subsequent local maxima must pass
if they are to be associated with the start of a phase tran-
sition. This means that small fluctuations in the height of
subsequent local maxima, either above or below the pre-
vious running local maximum, can change the features
extracted. These changes can sometimes be dramatic, as
the proxy for the onset density selected may jump to a
much lower density. By imposing a threshold on Rc2s

, we
make this type of selection explicit within the algorithm.
Although this does not remove the issue of small fluctua-
tions qualitatively changing the estimated onset density,
it at least provides a more concrete way to control the
types of features selected. Fig. 4 demonstrates the im-
pact of a large threshold on Rc2s

for one EoS realization.
Although not used within our main analysis, we

implement an additional threshold on the change in
arctan(DI

M ) observed within the candidate phase tran-
sition. That is, we define ∆ arctan(DI

M ) as the difference
between the maximum arctan(DI

M ) for any density be-
tween the onset and end points and the local minimum
in arctan(DI

M ) that defines the end point. If this value
is small, it will likely be difficult to detect such a feature
from macroscopic properties of NSs. One may wish to re-
move them at the time of extracting features. In practice,
though, we choose to record all features, regardless of how
small ∆ arctan(DI

M ) is, and then filter them post hoc by
selecting subsets of features with different ∆(E/N).

Fig. 12 shows the impacts of threshold on both Rc2s
and

∆ arctan(DI
M ) for an EoS realization with rapid oscilla-

tions in cs. Our main results require ∆ arctan(DI
M ) ≥ 0

(satisfied axiomatically) and Rc2s
≥ 1.1.

Appendix C: Computational Challenges

As discussed in Sec. IV, our current nonparametric
sampling methods (i.e., direct Monte Carlo sampling)
may not scale to catalogs of & 100 detections. This
is perhaps not surprising. That is, the total likelihood
becomes increasingly peaked with more detections, and
the majority of realizations from the nonparametric prior
will have vanishingly small likelihoods. As such, they do
not contribute to the posterior. With our current set of
∼ 310, 000 prior samples, we retain ∼ 19, 300 effective
samples in the posterior conditioned on real astrophys-
ical data. Heavy pulsar mass measurements alone rule
out the largest portion of our prior, about 80%. See,
e.g., Fig. 4 of Essick et al. [61].

The number of effective samples is substantially higher
in our simulation campaigns if we do not include massive
pulsars (Fig. 13). Since our main goal is to explore how
well GWs can constrain phase transitions, we only con-
sider catalogs of simulated GW events in Sec. IV and do
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FIG. 12. An additional example of the impact of thresholds within the feature extraction algorithm with an EoS realization with
a relatively short correlation length. (top) trivial thresholds; (middle) threshold on the size of ∆ arctan(DI

M ); (bottom) threshold
on the amount c2s must decrease (analogous to Fig. 4). The rapid oscillations in c2s are identified when selecting based on Rc2s

but
they are rejected when selecting based on ∆ arctan(DI

M ); their relatively small ∆(E/N) do not produce significant changes in the
M -I relation.

not include the heavy pulsars.
Although the existing set of EoS realizations from the

nonparametric prior process will be sufficient for the cat-
alog sizes expected over the next few years (current data
and an additional O(10) GW detections [13]), analyzing
larger simulated catalogs might be challenging. Fig. 13
shows the number of effective EoS samples in the poste-
rior as a function of the simulated GW catalog size and
for different simulated EoS. Solid lines only include simu-
lated GW events; dashed lines include both heavy pulsars
and simulated GW events. Although there are differences
between the injected EoS, we observe an approximately
exponential decay in the number of effective posterior
samples with the size of the catalog. This implies we will
need exponentially more draws from the current prior in
order to analyze larger catalogs, which is computation-
ally untenable in the long run.

However, given the expected rate of detections over the
next few years, brute force may still be sufficient in the
short run. That is, given the low computational cost of
producing additional EoS realizations, we may be able

to draw more samples from the existing prior processes,
solve the TOV equations, and compute the corresponding
astrophysical weights fast enough to keep up. With the
current implementation, this takes O(10) sec/EoS, which
is tractable compared to the expected rate of GW detec-
tions of O(few)/year.

However, this approach will not work indefinitely. We
would be much better off spending (finite) computational
resources in regions of the (infinite dimensional) vector-
space of EoS with significant posterior support. This
is one motivation for sampling from the posterior using
a Monte Carlo Markov Chain (MCMC) rather than di-
rect Monte Carlo sampling. Some authors in the broader
GP literature have investigated implementations of GPs
within MCMC schemes. These typically involve evolv-
ing a handful of reference points used to model the GP’s
mean function along with the hyperparameters of the co-
variance kernel (see, for example, Titsias et al. [105]).
This de facto parametrizes the EoS prior with a handful
of hyperparameters, at which point standard techniques
for sampling from parametric distributions in hierarchi-
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FIG. 13. The effective number of EoS samples from the pos-
terior process as a function of catalog size for (solid) catalogs
comprised of only mock GW observations and (dashed) cata-
logs that include real pulsar mass measurements in addition to
mock GW observations. For each of the three true EoS consid-
ered in Sec. IV, we find an approximately exponential decrease
of the number of effective samples with the catalog size.

cal inference can be employed. Other authors have sug-
gested neural networks as a computationally efficient way
to generate EoS proposal, but many (if not all) of these
proposal are also de facto parametric representations of
the EoS itself or uncertainty in the EoS, which are then
sampled with standard techniques [73, 91–94].

An alternative method to focus computational efforts
in high-likelihood region is to use the posterior from ini-
tial analyses with small catalogs to draw additional EoS
proposals for future (larger) catalogs, similar to simu-
lated annealing [106]. The rate of detection is likely to
be slow enough that new posteriors could be periodically
developed (along with emulators to efficiently draw more
samples) without the need for extensive automation. As
long as the noise at the time of each event is indepen-
dent, this may be a computationally efficient path for-
ward. However, we leave exploration of such methods for
future work.

Appendix D: Additional Representations of Current
Astrophysical constraints

Here we present additional representations of the con-
straints on phase transition phenomenology with current
astrophysical data. Similar to Fig. 1, Fig. 14 shows
posteriors for macroscopic observables conditioned on
EoSs with either small (∆(E/N) ≤ 10 MeV) or large
(∆(E/N) ≥ 100 MeV) phase transitions for masses be-
tween 1.1–2.3M�. In general, we see that there are
weaker correlations between macroscopic properties at
low masses (1.4 M�) and high masses (2.0 M�) for EoSs
with large phase transitions than for EoSs with small

phase transitions, even though the marginal uncertainty
for each is approximately the same. Notable exceptions
are that EoS with small ∆(E/N) can support smaller
R1.4 and larger MTOV than EoS with large ∆(E/N).

Tables II–V show additional detection statistics for dif-
ferent types of features conditioned on different subsets
of the data, analogous to Table I. We report different
combinations of (P) pulsar mass measurements, (G) GW
tidal measurements, and (X) X-ray pulse profiling with
NICER. Tables II and III report the evidence for multi-
ple stable branches. Tables IV and V report the evidence
for DI

M features. Note that one can compute additional
Bayes factors for different combinations of the data based
on these numbers. For example,

B(GX|P ) =
B(GXP )

B(P )
(D1)

Appendix E: Additional Examples of Phase Transition
Phenomenology

This appendix includes additional examples of phase
transition phenomenology using both EoSs with known
microphysical descriptions (Fig. 15) as well as realiza-
tions from our nonparametric prior (Figs. 16 and 17).

Fig. 15 shows an EoS with mixed phases, analogous
to Fig. 3. The more complicated structure in cs demon-
strates two shortcomings of the new feature introduced
in Sec. II B. The feature does not always identify the cor-
rect beginning and end of the phase transition; the mi-
crophysical model used to construct this transition has
the mixed phase extend beyond the end of the identified
region. The true end of the phase transition occurs near
ρ ∼ 1015 g/cm3 and M ∼ 1.5 M�. Also, some features
may be difficult to identify as they are overwhelmed by
the final collapse to a BH, which often means there is no
local minimum in arctan(DI

M ). This is the case for the
true end of this transition.

Figs. 16 and 17 show a few realizations from our
nonparametric prior with particularly complex behavior,
such as multiple strong phase transitions leading to three
disconnected stable branches. These demonstrate that
our DI

M feature identifies and classifies a broad range of
behavior, some of which may not have been anticipated
with parametric descriptions. For example, Tan et al. [57]
and Mroczek et al. [87] introduced a variety of paramet-
ric features in the sound-speed and attempted to classify
which types of features led to observable effects within
macroscopic relations. Our procedure can identify rele-
vant density scales associated with these behaviors and
others without access to the underlying parametric con-
struction.

This flexibility is due to the fact that our nonparamet-
ric prior contains support for multiple different correla-
tion length scales and marginal variances in the speed
of sound, particularly compared to some others in the
literature, e.g., Refs. [7, 87, 95]. This is achieved by
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TABLE II. Additional ratios of maximized likelihoods for the number of stable branches based on current astrophysical observations:
(P) pulsar masses, (G) GW observations from LIGO/Virgo, and (X) X-ray timing from NICER.

M [M�]
Stable Branches

maxLn≥2
n=1(P) maxLn≥2

n=1(G) maxLn≥2
n=1(X) maxLn≥2

n=1(PG) maxLn≥2
n=1(PGX)

0.8-1.1 1.00 0.84 0.45 0.79 0.47

1.1-1.6 1.00 0.81 0.33 0.23 0.14

1.6-2.3 1.00 0.75 0.68 0.69 0.20

TABLE III. Additional ratios of marginal likelihoods for the number of stable branches based on current observations.

M
[M�]

Stable Branches

Bn≥2
n=1(P) Bn≥2

n=1(G) Bn≥2
n=1(X) Bn≥2

n=1(PG) Bn≥2
n=1(PGX) Bn≥2

n=1(G|P) Bn≥2
n=1(GX|P)

0.8-1.1 0.169± 0.012 0.872± 0.010 0.115± 0.010 0.421± 0.043 0.362± 0.036 2.485± 0.181 2.219± 0.162

1.1-1.6 0.102± 0.009 1.369± 0.014 0.042± 0.005 0.029± 0.005 0.030± 0.006 0.282± 0.064 0.291± 0.055

1.6-2.3 1.007± 0.043 0.586± 0.017 0.384± 0.028 0.088± 0.027 0.147± 0.028 0.088± 0.026 0.120± 0.026

TABLE IV. Additional ratios of maximized likelihoods for the number of DI
M features based on current observations.

M
[M�]

min ∆(E/N)
[MeV]

DI
M Features

maxLn≥1
n=0(P) maxLn≥1

n=0(G) maxLn≥1
n=0(X) maxLn≥1

n=0(PG) maxLn≥1
n=0(PGX)

0.8-1.1

10 1.00 1.01 0.95 0.88 0.57

50 1.00 1.01 0.73 0.86 0.49

100 1.00 1.01 0.68 0.31 0.26

1.1-1.6

10 1.00 1.01 0.83 0.85 0.57

50 1.00 1.01 0.73 0.78 0.49

100 1.00 1.01 0.68 0.31 0.26

1.6-2.3

10 1.00 0.91 0.83 0.78 0.52

50 1.00 0.91 0.73 0.78 0.49

100 1.00 0.83 0.68 0.31 0.29

TABLE V. Additional ratios of marginal likelihoods for the number of DI
M features based on current astrophysical observations.

M
[M�]

min ∆(E/N)
[MeV]

DI
M Features

Bn≥1
n=0(P) Bn≥1

n=0(G) Bn≥1
n=0(X) Bn≥1

n=0(PG) Bn≥1
n=0(PGX) Bn≥1

n=0(G|P) Bn≥1
n=0(GX|P)

0.8-1.1

10 1.781± 0.014 1.244± 0.005 1.519± 0.016 0.897± 0.017 1.222± 0.020 0.504± 0.009 0.684± 0.011

50 0.624± 0.008 1.379± 0.007 0.451± 0.008 0.355± 0.011 0.366± 0.011 0.570± 0.017 0.588± 0.016

100 0.373± 0.010 1.393± 0.010 0.254± 0.009 0.067± 0.005 0.117± 0.008 0.180± 0.013 0.292± 0.021

1.1-1.6

10 1.865± 0.016 1.250± 0.006 1.420± 0.016 0.778± 0.018 1.043± 0.020 0.417± 0.009 0.563± 0.010

50 0.950± 0.012 1.426± 0.008 0.682± 0.011 0.368± 0.011 0.463± 0.013 0.388± 0.012 0.481± 0.013

100 0.516± 0.011 1.377± 0.009 0.350± 0.011 0.073± 0.004 0.152± 0.009 0.142± 0.009 0.267± 0.017

1.6-2.3

10 2.671± 0.028 0.457± 0.006 1.761± 0.030 0.512± 0.020 1.012± 0.035 0.192± 0.007 0.387± 0.013

50 2.265± 0.029 0.512± 0.007 1.596± 0.030 0.469± 0.020 0.898± 0.034 0.207± 0.009 0.399± 0.015

100 1.366± 0.027 0.604± 0.009 0.914± 0.026 0.170± 0.010 0.383± 0.023 0.124± 0.008 0.256± 0.016
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FIG. 14. Distributions of radii and tidal deformabilities at reference masses as well as MTOV conditioned on current data. These
distributions de facto exclude EoSs with MTOV < 2 M� by requiring Λ2.0 > 0 (enforced through the logarithmic scale). As in
Fig. 1, there are much weaker correlations between low-mass and high-mass observables.

marginalizing over covariance-kernel hyperparameters as
described in Essick et al. [53] so that the overall prior

process contains O(150) different GPs, each of which gen-
erates different types of correlation behavior.
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FIG. 15. An additional example of an EoS with mixed phases (Gibbs construction) from Han et al. [67], analogous to Fig. 3.
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FIG. 16. Several realizations from our nonparametric prior, each with a single stable branch but with different numbers of phase
transitions.
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FIG. 17. Additional realizations from our nonparametric prior, each with multiple stable branches. Typically, we always identify
a phase transition associated with the loss of stability between stable branches, even if the stable branches are small (bottom row).
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We compute the structure of the exotic even nuclei 20−34Ne and 34−40Mg using interactions from
chiral effective field theory (EFT). Our results for the ground-state rotational bands in 20−32Ne and
36−40Mg agree with data. We predict a well-deformed 34Ne and find that 40Mg exhibits an oblate
deformed band close to the prolate ground-state, indicating the emergence of shape co-existence at
the neutron dripline. A global sensitivity analysis shows that the subleading singlet S-wave contact
and a pion-nucleon coupling strongly impact deformation in chiral EFT.

Introduction.— Neutron-rich nuclei beyond the magic
neutron number N = 20 are interesting because of the
breakdown of this shell closure and the interplay between
nuclear deformation and weak binding in the so-called is-
land of inversion [1–9]. In neon (proton number Z = 10)
the dripline nucleus is 34Ne [10, 11], and signatures of
rigid rotation (with relatively low-lying Jπ = 2+ states
whose energies decreases with increasing N) are found
for isotopes with N = 20, 22 [12–15]. In magnesium
(Z = 12) shape co-existence [16–18] has been observed in
32Mg [19], the dripline is thought to be beyond N = 28,
and nuclei are deformed for N ≥ 20 [20–25]. The struc-
ture of the weakly bound dripline nucleus 40Mg is puz-
zling and intriguing: The lowest 0+ and 2+ states are
known and it is not clear how to place a state associated
with a second observed γ-ray transition into the spec-
trum [26]. Recent calculations suggest that the low-lying
spectrum signals shape co-existence, and that the cou-
pling to continuum degrees of freedom impacts its struc-
ture [27, 28].

In this Letter we revisit even neon and magnesium
nuclei from an ab initio perspective [29], building on
the most recent works [30–32], and aiming at two goals:
First, we use the chiral interaction 1.8/2.0 (EM) of
Ref. [33] to more accurately predict the structure of the
dripline nuclei 34Ne and 40Mg; we also employ an ensem-
ble of chiral potentials to arrive at quantified uncertain-
ties. Second, we employ emulators and a global sensitiv-
ity analysis to investigate how chiral interactions impact
deformation in this region of the nuclear chart.

The question “What drives nuclear deformation?” has
captivated generations of nuclear physicists. We briefly
summarize relevant milestones: Bohr [34], Bohr and
Mottelson [35], and Nilsson [36] explained deformations
as the surface vibrations of a liquid drop and the mo-
tion of independent nucleons confined inside [37]. In the
1960s, Baranger and Kumar [38] performed Hartree-Fock
Bogoliubov calculations in two active shells and showed
that the competition of pairing and quadrupole interac-
tions determine nuclear deformation [39]. A decade later
Federman and Pittel [40] demonstrated that deformation
in the shell model sets in when isoscalar neutron-proton

interactions dominate over isovector pairing interactions.
Dufour and Zuker [41] revisited deformation in the nu-
clear shell model and found it useful to decompose the
Hamiltonian into monopole and multipole parts [42, 43].
Here, the monopole essentially is the one-body normal-
ordered term of the shell-model interaction, while the
multipole terms are two-body operators; they contain the
residual pairing and quadrupole interactions. These re-
sults have been succinctly summarized by Zuker’s “Multi-
pole proposes, monopole disposes”[44], i.e., the competi-
tion between pairing and quadrupole interactions might
suggest deformation while the monopole—the effective
spherical mean field—acts as a referee.

We clearly have a good phenomenological understand-
ing about nuclear deformation but lack a more micro-
scopic understanding of which parts of the nucleon-
nucleon interaction impact deformation. While the pair-
ing interaction is readily identified with the nucleon-
nucleon interaction in the 1S0 partial wave, the origin
of the quadrupole interaction is opaque. With view
on Ref. [40], one might be tempted to identify the
quadrupole interaction with the isoscalar 3D2 partial
wave (which is attractive). However, the quadrupole in-
teraction is long range—in contrast to the short-range
nucleon-nucleon interaction—and it is applicable only in
model spaces consisting of one-to-two shells [38]. Thus,
our understanding of nuclear deformation is still lim-
ited to a low-resolution picture. The ab initio computa-
tions [30–32, 45–47] reproduced deformed nuclei but did
not investigate how they are shaped by the underlying
forces. In this work, we seek to understand what impacts
deformation at the highest resolution scale possible to-
day, i.e., based on chiral effective field theory (EFT) [48–
50]. This is currently as close as we can get in tying
low-energy nuclear structure to quantum chromodynam-
ics (QCD) without actually solving QCD.

Hamiltonian, methods, and model space.— We use the
intrinsic Hamiltonian

H = T − TCoM + VNN + VNNN . (1)

Here VNN is the nucleon-nucleon (NN) potential, VNNN
the three-nucleon (NNN) potential, T the total kinetic
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energy, and TCoM the kinetic energy of the center of
mass. We employ the chiral NN and NNN interac-
tion 1.8/2.0 (EM) [33], which yields accurate binding en-
ergies and spectra of light-, medium-, and heavy-mass
nuclei [51–56]. We also used an ensemble of about 100
chiral (next-to-next-to-leading order) NNLO NN and
NNN interactions with explicit Delta degrees of free-
dom (with non-local regulators and a momentum cutoff
of 394 MeV/c [57, 58]). This ensemble consists of non-
implausible interactions filtered out by history match-
ing [59–61] to scattering phase shifts, deuteron proper-
ties, the 3H, 4He, 16O binding energies and charge radii,
and ground- and excited states in 22,24,25O [62]. We as-
signed posterior weights conditional on the Jπ = 2+ and
4+ rotational states in 24Ne and then used importance
resampling [63, 64] to make posterior predictive distri-
butions for rotational states in other nuclei. Hu et al.
[61] used a similar approach to predict the neutron-skin
thickness of 208Pb.

Our coupled-cluster computations [65–68] start from
an axially symmetric Hartree-Fock reference state with
prolate deformation [32, 69]. The inclusion of full NNN
forces increases the computational cost significantly, and
we would therefore like to work with the normal-ordered
two-body approximation [70–72]. However, the normal-
ordered two-body Hamiltonian based on a deformed ref-
erence state breaks rotational symmetry. To avoid this
problem we follow Frosini et al. [73] and first perform a
spherical Hartree-Fock computation based on a uniform
occupation of the partially filled shells. The resulting
density matrix is then used to make the normal-ordered
two-body approximation, and the Hamiltonian is finally
transformed back to the harmonic oscillator basis. This
spherical two-body Hamiltonian is the starting point for
our axially symmetric Hartree-Fock computation which
yields the reference state |Φ0〉.

Our Hartree-Fock computations use a spherical har-
monic oscillator basis of up to thirteen major shells while
the NNN interaction is further restricted by an energy
cut E3max = 16~Ω. To gauge the convergence of our
results we varied the harmonic oscillator frequency (~ω)
from 10–16 MeV. Due to computational cost our angular-
momentum projected coupled-cluster calculations are re-
stricted to 8–9 major shells, which are sufficient to con-
verge quadrupole deformed states in neon isotopes [32].

We employ the coupled-cluster singles-and-doubles
approximation [67]. For a more accurate angular-
momentum projection than in Ref. [32] we use the bi-
variational coupled-cluster energy functional [67, 74, 75]

E(J) =
〈Ψ̃|PJH|Ψ〉
〈Ψ̃|PJ |Ψ〉

. (2)

Here PJ is the angular-momentum projection operator
(and contains a rotation operator R), |Ψ〉 ≡ eT |Φ0〉 is

the right coupled-cluster state and 〈Ψ̃| ≡ 〈Φ0|(1 + Λ)e−T

is the corresponding left ground-state. In the singles-
and-doubles approximation of coupled cluster, the ex-
citation operator T and the de-excitation operator Λ
are truncated at the two-particle–two-hole (2p–2h) level.
We evaluate Eq. (2) via the disentangled approach by
Qiu et al. [76]. This approach applies the Thouless
theorem [77] to act with the rotation operator R on
the symmetry broken reference state, i.e., 〈Φ0|R =
〈Φ0|R|Φ0〉〈Φ0|eV , with V being a 1p–1h de-excitation op-
erator. Next, one expands eV eT = eW0+W1+W2.... The
series of np–nh excitation operators Wn does not trun-
cate and includes up to Ap–Ah excitations for a nucleus
with mass number A. We only keep the disentangled
amplitudes W0,W1, and W2 and compute them as the
solution of a set of ordinary differential equations [76].
The truncation at W2 implies that the projection opera-
tor PJ is not treated exactly, and angular momentum is
only approximately a good quantum number. The Sup-
plemental Material [78] might be useful to experts.

Results for neon and magnesium isotopes.— Figures 1
and 2 show the computed energies E(2+) and E(4+) of
the lowest 2+ and 4+ states in the even nuclei 20−32Ne
and 34−40Mg, respectively, and compares with available
data. For neon isotopes, the angular-momentum pro-
jected coupled-cluster results based on the 1.8/2.0 (EM)
interaction include estimates of uncertainties coming
from truncated model-spaces by taking the spread of the
results obtained for Nmax = 6−8 and ~ω = 10−16 MeV.
Using the Delta-full NNLO interaction ensemble we aim
to quantify all relevant uncertainties. We employ a fixed
model-space of Nmax = 7 and ~ω = 14 MeV and assign
normally distributed method errors with relative (one
sigma) errors of 10% (5%) for 2+ (4+) excitation ener-
gies (corresponding to about 100 − 150 keV). Similarly,
we assign a 10% relative EFT truncation error for all
excitation energies.

Overall, theory agrees with data, though the uncer-
tainties are substantial. For nuclei outside of the island
of inversion the ensemble of NNLO Delta-full interactions
give somewhat too compressed spectra when comparing
centroids to data and to the 1.8/2.0 (EM) interaction
(which includes NN forces at N3LO). Our most precise
results are obtained for 32,34Ne, and the centroids for the
ensemble of Delta-full interactions agree with the results
for the 1.8/2.0 (EM) interaction. For 34Ne no data is
available, and we predict that the 2+ and 4+ states are
similar to the corresponding excited states in 32Ne. The
computed R42 ≡ E(4+)/E(2+) values [79] of 34Ne are
3.37 ± 0.13 for the ensemble (68% confidence interval)
and 3.38 for 1.8/2.0 (EM); both are close to the value
10/3 of a rigid rotor. Thus, we expect 34Ne to be as
rotational as 32Ne. Overall, ab initio theory agrees with
data, with the exception of E(2+) in 30Ne which is signif-
icantly higher than experiment and therefore indicates an
artificially large N = 20 shell gap. The persistence of the
N = 20 shell gap in this region of the nuclear chart was
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FIG. 1. Energies of lowest 2+ and 4+ states in the even nuclei 20−34Ne, computed using angular-momentum projected coupled-
cluster with the interaction 1.8/2.0 (EM) [33] (red diamonds with uncertainties from finite model-spaces), and posterior predic-
tive distributions from importance resampling using the ensemble of Delta-full (∆) interactions including sampling of method
and model errors (68% and 90% credible intervals as a thick and thin vertical bar, respectively, and the median marked as a
white circle) compared to data (black horizontal bars).

also seen in the projected generator-coordinate-method
computations of 30Ne [31] and coupled-cluster computa-
tions of charge radii of neutron-rich neon and magnesium
isotopes [69]. These findings hint at deficiencies of the
employed interactions in correctly describing the bound-
aries of the island of inversion. One could speculate that
our computed 0+ ground-state of 30Ne corresponds to the
observed spherical shape co-existent 0+ state in 32Mg at
1 MeV of excitation energy [19].
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FIG. 2. Energies of lowest 2+ and 4+ states in even nuclei
34−40Mg, as a function of the oscillator frequency and for
various model spaces, computed using projected Hartree-Fock
with the chiral interaction 1.8/2.0 (EM) [33] and compared
to data (dashed horizontal lines). For 40Mg we show both the
prolate and oblate rotational bands; the latter band head is
about 3 MeV above the prolate ground state.

For 34−40Mg we employ the 1.8/2.0 (EM) interaction
and use angular-momentum projected Hartree-Fock in
larger model-spaces. This simplification is justified based

on Ref. [32] and the comparison of the rotational bands
obtained from Hartree-Fock and coupled-cluster theory
in the neon nuclei. For the dripline nucleus 40Mg we
also include coupling to the particle continuum by using
a Woods-Saxon basis consisting of bound and scatter-
ing states for the neutron p3/2 partial wave, following
Ref. [80]. The results are close to data where those are
available, see Fig. 2. One expects an inversion of the
p3/2 and f7/2 single-particle orbitals close to the mag-
nesium dripline. This is supported by the observation
that 37Mg is a deformed p−wave halo nucleus [81] and
mean-field computations accounting for deformation and
continuum coupling [82, 83]. Indeed our calculations
for 38,40Mg show an inversion of the Ωπ = 7/2− and
Ωπ = 1/2− single-particle orbitals (where Ω denotes the
single-particle angular-momentum component along the
axial symmetry axis). We find that 34−40Mg are all pro-
late in their ground-state, with rotational bands that are
close to data (see Fig. 2). Interestingly, for 40Mg we
also find an oblate Hartree-Fock state that is close in
energy to the prolate ground state. Performing coupled-
cluster calculations for these two references we find that
the oblate band head is about 3 MeV above the prolate
ground-state, indicating an onset of shape co-existence
and a possible interpretation of the third observed ex-
cited state [26]. This picture is also consistent with the
Monte-Carlo shell-model computations of Tsunoda et al.
[27]. Figure 2 shows both the prolate and oblate 2+ and
4+ states, and we observe that the rotational structure
of these two bands are very similar and close to that of
a rigid rotor.

Global sensitivity analysis of deformation.— We want
to illuminate how the individual terms of the chiral in-
teraction at NNLO impact deformation in the island-
of-inversion nuclei 32,34Ne and 34Mg, and compare this
to the deformed and stable nucleus 20Ne. To that
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FIG. 3. Main effects of the R42 deformation measure in 20,32Ne and 34Mg as obtained in a global sensitivity-analysis of 106

emulations of projected Hartree-Fock computations using Delta-full chiral EFT at NNLO. Left panel: main effects of the
low-energy constants. Right three panels: Histograms of R42 for 20Ne (top), 32Ne (middle),and 34Mg (bottom).

purpose we perform a variance-based global sensitivity-
analysis [84, 85] of the ratio R42 in 20,32Ne and 34Mg. We
partition the total variance of R42 into variances condi-
tional on each of the low-energy constants in chiral EFT.
The dimensionless ratio of a conditional variance and the
total variance in R42 is called the main effect, and a
greater value indicates a greater sensitivity of R42 to the
corresponding low-energy constant.

We consider all 17 low-energy constants of the Delta-
full chiral EFT interaction model in the sensitivity anal-

ysis: The leading-order S-wave contacts C̃3S1
and C̃

(τ)
1S0

with τ = nn, np, pp denoting the isospin projections
1, 0,−1, the subleading contacts C1S0

, C3S1
, C3P0

, C1P1
,

C3P1
, and C3P02 (acting in a partial wave as indicated

by the subscript), and CE1 acting in the the off-diagonal
triplet S−D channel. In addition there are four sublead-
ing pion-nucleon couplings c1,2,3,4, as well as the cD and
cE couplings governing the strengths of the short-range
three-nucleon potential.

The variance integrals underlying the sensitivity anal-
ysis are evaluated on a hypercubic domain centered on
the ∆NNLOGO(394) parameterization [58]. Drawing on
recent Bayesian analyses [86, 87] we use ±0.05 GeV−1

as the relevant range for each of the pion-nucleon cou-
plings ci and ±0.05 × 102 GeV−2 for the sub-leading
constants Ci. The leading-order contact couplings C̃i
are somewhat small (in units of 104 GeV−4), in accor-
dance with naturalness expectations, and their intervals
are limited to ±0.005×104 GeV−4. We use Monte Carlo
integration to evaluate the variance integrals and this
requires 18 · 216 ≈ 106 samples to keep the sampling un-
certainty small. Our results are robust when re-scaling
all side-lengths of the hypercube by factors of 1/2 and
2. Larger domains result in noticeable higher-order sen-
sitivities which we did not analyze further.

It is sufficiently accurate to solve for the excited-state
energies E(2+) and E(4+) in 20,32Ne and 34Mg using
projection-after-variation Hartree-Fock [31, 32]. How-
ever, the Monte Carlo sampling in a global sensitivity
analysis requires prohibitively many projected Hartree-
Fock computations. Thus, we develop emulators, i.e.,
computationally efficient and accurate models that mimic

the full ab initio calculation [85, 88], using eigenvec-
tor continuation [89] of angular-momentum projected
Hartree-Fock. All emulators were trained following a
strategy similar to Ref. [85], i.e., using Ntrain = 68 ex-
act Hartree-Fock states each for the 0+, 2+, 4+ states
and training values for the low-energy constants drawn
according to a space-filling latin hypercube design within
20-30% variation of of their ∆NNLOGO(394) values. A
comparison with 400 exact Hartree-Fock calculations in-
dicates at most 1% discrepancies (on the 1σ-level) for the
R42 emulators and even better for the emulation of ex-
citation energies. The Supplemental Material [78] might
be useful to experts.

Figure 3 shows the main effects for R42 in 20,32Ne and
34Mg. A majority of the output have R42 ≈ 10/3 which
indicates an axially-deformed rigid rotor and emergent
symmetry-breaking. We find that more than 97% of the
variance in R42 is explained via main effects. For all
three nuclei, about 40% of the deformation is driven by
the subleading pion-nucleon coupling c3 and singlet S-
wave contact. The former determines the strength of the
NNLO two-pion exchange in the nucleon-nucleon and the
three-nucleon potentials. Together with the main effect
of C̃, proportional to the leading singlet S-wave contact,
we can explain most of the observed variance in R42. For
34Mg, with two protons more than 20,32Ne, deformation
becomes more sensitive to the isospin-breaking S-wave
contact in the proton-proton channel. Towards the neu-
tron dripline, deformation is more sensitive to the short-
range three-nucleon forces and the pion-nucleon coupling
c2.

We can also use the ensemble employed in Fig. 1 to
probe what impacts deformation. The relevant parts of
the nuclear interaction can be identified by studying cor-
relations between the observable R42 in 32Ne and individ-
ual low-energy constants. We find that the correlation is
strongest for C1S0

(with a correlation coefficient r = 0.73,
i.e., an increase in the repulsive C1S0

increases deforma-
tion), but it is also sizeable for the three-nucleon contact
cE . Comparing these results with the conditional vari-
ances from the global sensitivity analysis confirms the
importance of pairing via the 1S0 channel. We note that
the domain of low-energy constants used in the global
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sensitivity analysis is smaller than the non-implausible
volume spanned by the interaction ensemble from his-
tory matching.

Conclusions.— We reported on ab initio computations
of neutron-rich neon and magnesium nuclei. For neon, an
ensemble of chiral interactions and the 1.8/2.0 (EM) in-
teraction yield accurate results (except for N = 20), and
we predict that 34Ne is well deformed. For 34−38Mg our
calculations with the 1.8/2.0 (EM) interaction are close
to data, and we predict a prolate ground-state rotational
band and an excited oblate band in 40Mg. A global sen-
sitivity analysis and a study of correlations reveal that
a few low-energy constants strongly impact deformation.
This is the first step in understanding nuclear deforma-
tion at a high resolution scale.

This work was supported by the U.S. Department of
Energy, Office of Science, Office of Nuclear Physics, under
Award Nos. DE-FG02-96ER40963 and DE-SC0018223,
by SciDAC-5 (NUCLEI collaboration), by the Quantum
Science Center, a National Quantum Information Sci-
ence Research Center of the U.S. Department of En-
ergy, by the European Research Council (ERC) under the
European Unions Horizon 2020 research and innovation
program (Grant Agreement No. 758027), the Swedish
Research Council (Grants No. 2017-04234, No. 2020-
05127 and No. 2021-04507). Computer time was pro-
vided by the Innovative and Novel Computational Im-
pact on Theory and Experiment (INCITE) programme.
This research used resources of the Oak Ridge Lead-
ership Computing Facility located at Oak Ridge Na-
tional Laboratory, which is supported by the Office of
Science of the Department of Energy under contract
No. DE-AC05-00OR22725 and resources provided by the
Swedish National Infrastructure for Computing (SNIC)
at Chalmers Centre for Computational Science and Engi-
neering (C3SE), and the National Supercomputer Centre
(NSC) partially funded by the Swedish Research Council
through grant agreement no. 2018-05973.

[1] E. K. Warburton, J. A. Becker, and B. A. Brown, “Mass
systematics for a=29–44 nuclei: The deformed a∼32 re-
gion,” Phys. Rev. C 41, 1147–1166 (1990).

[2] J. Terasaki, H. Flocard, P.-H. Heenen, and P. Bonche,
“Deformation of nuclei close to the two-neutron drip
line in the mg region,” Nuclear Physics A 621, 706–718
(1997).

[3] R. R. Rodriguez-Guzman, J. L. Egido, and L. M. Rob-
ledo, “Quadrupole collectivity of neutron rich neon iso-
topes,” Eur. Phys. J. A 17, 37–47 (2003).

[4] M. Yamagami and Nguyen Van Giai, “Pairing effects on
the collectivity of quadrupole states around 32Mg,” Phys.
Rev. C 69, 034301 (2004).

[5] Kosho Minomo, Takenori Sumi, Masaaki Kimura,
Kazuyuki Ogata, Yoshifumi R. Shimizu, and Masanobu
Yahiro, “Deformation effect on total reaction cross sec-

tions for neutron-rich ne isotopes,” Phys. Rev. C 84,
034602 (2011).

[6] Takenori Sumi, Kosho Minomo, Shingo Tagami, Masaaki
Kimura, Takuma Matsumoto, Kazuyuki Ogata, Yoshi-
fumi R. Shimizu, and Masanobu Yahiro, “Deformation
of ne isotopes in the region of the island of inversion,”
Phys. Rev. C 85, 064613 (2012).

[7] Lulu Li, Jie Meng, P. Ring, En-Guang Zhao, and Shan-
Gui Zhou, “Deformed relativistic hartree-bogoliubov the-
ory in continuum,” Phys. Rev. C 85, 024312 (2012).

[8] E. Caurier, F. Nowacki, and A. Poves, “Merging of the
islands of inversion at n = 20 and n = 28,” Phys. Rev.
C 90, 014302 (2014).

[9] P. Marević, J.-P. Ebran, E. Khan, T. Nikšić, and
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T. D. Morris, P. Navrátil, T. Papenbrock, S. Quaglioni,
A. Schwenk, S. R. Stroberg, and K. A. Wendt, “Dis-
crepancy between experimental and theoretical β-decay
rates resolved from first principles,” Nature Physics 15,
428–431 (2019).

[56] K. Hebeler, V. Durant, J. Hoppe, M. Heinz, A. Schwenk,
J. Simonis, and A. Tichai, “Normal ordering of three-
nucleon interactions for ab initio calculations of heavy
nuclei,” Phys. Rev. C 107, 024310 (2023).

[57] A. Ekström, G. Hagen, T. D. Morris, T. Papenbrock,
and P. D. Schwartz, “∆ isobars and nuclear saturation,”
Phys. Rev. C 97, 024332 (2018).

[58] W. G. Jiang, A. Ekström, C. Forssén, G. Hagen, G. R.
Jansen, and T. Papenbrock, “Accurate bulk proper-
ties of nuclei from A = 2 to ∞ from potentials with
∆ isobars,” arXiv e-prints , arXiv:2006.16774 (2020),
arXiv:2006.16774 [nucl-th].

[59] Ian Vernon, Michael Goldstein, and Richard G. Bower,
“Galaxy formation: a bayesian uncertainty analysis,”
Bayesian Anal. 5, 619–669 (2010).

[60] Ian Vernon, Junli Liu, Michael Goldstein, James Rowe,
Jen Topping, and Keith Lindsey, “Bayesian uncertainty
analysis for complex systems biology models: emulation,
global parameter searches and evaluation of gene func-
tions,” BMC Systems Biology 12, 1 (2018).

[61] Baishan Hu, Weiguang Jiang, Takayuki Miyagi, Zhong-
hao Sun, Andreas Ekström, Christian Forssén, Gaute
Hagen, Jason D. Holt, Thomas Papenbrock, S. Ragnar
Stroberg, and Ian Vernon, “Ab initio predictions link the
neutron skin of 208pb to nuclear forces,” Nature Physics
18, 1196–1200 (2022).

[62] Y. Kondo et al., (2023), in preparation.
[63] A. F. M. Smith and A. E. Gelfand, “Bayesian statistics

without tears: A sampling-resampling perspective,” Am.
Stat. 46, 84–88 (1992).

[64] Weiguang Jiang and Christian Forssén, “Bayesian prob-
ability updates using sampling/importance resampling:
Applications in nuclear theory,” Front. in Phys. 10,
1058809 (2022), arXiv:2210.02507 [nucl-th].
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SUPPLEMENTAL MATERIAL: HOW CHIRAL
FORCES SHAPE NEUTRON-RICH NE AND MG

NUCLEI

Convergence of projection-after-variation
Hartree-Fock and the disentangled coupled-cluster

approach

Figure 4 shows the 2+ and 4+ rotational states in
20Ne obtained with the NNLOopt nucleon-nucleon in-
teraction [91], and using the projection-after-variation
Hartree-Fock and disentangled approaches with the
“naive” and the bi-variational (linear-response) coupled-
cluster ansatz [76], respectively. We observe that both
states are well converged with respect to the model-space
size for projection-after-variation Hartree-Fock. For the
disentangled approach there is a slightly larger depen-
dence on the employed model-space. This is likely so
because the disentangled coupled-cluster approach does
not restore the broken symmetry exactly [32, 76]. We
also observe that projection-after-variation Hartree-Fock
and the bi-variational disentangled coupled-cluster agree
with benchmarks from symmetry-adapted no-core shell-
model calculations [93], while the “naive” disentangled
approach yields more compressed spectra.
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FIG. 4. Comparison between projection-after-variation
Hartree Fock (HF), projected coupled-cluster (CCSD), and
projected linear-response coupled-cluster method (LR-CCSD)
for the excited 2+ and 4+ in 20Ne using the NNLOopt nucleon-
nucleon interaction. The dashed lines show the results from
symmetry-adapted no-core shell-model computations using
the same interaction.

Figure 5 shows the 2+ and 4+ excited states in 20−34Ne
obtained with the interaction 1.8/2.0 (EM) [33] and com-
pared to data for different model-space sizes. We find
(with the exception of 20Ne at ~ω = 16 MeV) that the
states are well converged with respect to model-space
size. The variation of the results with respect to the
model-space is shown as an uncertainty in Fig. 1 in the

main text.

Emulating projection-after-variation Hartree-Fock
using eigenvector continuation

To construct the Hartree-Fock emulators we exploit
that the Delta-full NNLO Hamiltonian can be written
in a form that depends linearly on the 17 low-energy
constants (~α) of interest, i.e.,

H(~α) = H0 +

17∑
i=1

αiHi. (3)

Here, H0 = Tkin + V0 is independent of the low-energy
constants we consider here and includes the intrinsic ki-
netic energy Tkin and potential terms V0 such as one-pion
exchange, leading two-pion exchange, and the Fujita-
Miyazawa [92] three-nucleon interaction.

To proceed we write the full Hamiltonian in normal-
ordered form with respect to an arbitrary Hartree-Fock
reference state, i.e. H = EHF + F + W . Here EHF cor-
responds to the Hartree-Fock (vacuum) energy, F is the
Fock-matrix (i.e. the normal-ordered one-body term),
and W contains two- and three-body normal-ordered
terms. We note that F is diagonal in the Hartree-Fock
representation. We can then write the one-body Hartree-
Fock Hamiltonian as HHF = EHF + F . We seek to emu-
late the Hartree-Fock energy for some target value ~α =
~α}. To that end, we expand the target wave-function in
a set of Hartree-Fock states |φ}〉 =

∑nt

i ci|φi〉, where |φi〉
is a Hartree-Fock state obtained for the training point of
low-energy constants ~αi, i.e.

HHF(~αi)|φi〉 = EHF(~αi)|φi〉 , (4)

and HHF(~αi) is the Hartree-Fock Hamiltonian for ~αi.
The emulator step relies on expressing the eigenstates
of the target Hamiltonian HHF(~α}) as the solution to
the generalized eigenvalue problem∑

ij

〈φi|HHF(~α})|φj〉cj = E}

∑
ij

〈φi|φj〉cj , (5)

where E} ≈ EHF(~α}) and the sums run over the Ntrain

eigenstates obtained during the training step. In the fol-
lowing we write h = HHF for simplicity of notation. To
evaluate the norm and Hamiltonian kernels we utilize the
Thouless theorem [77], and follow an approach similar
to the one used for the disentangled coupled-cluster ap-
proach [76].

The Hartree-Fock solution |φi〉 for training point ~αi is
connected to the Harmonic oscillator unrestricted refer-
ence state |Φ0〉 via a unitary transformation, i.e. |φi〉 =
Ui|Φ0〉. The norm and Hamiltonian kernels for eigenvec-
tor continuation are

〈φi|φj〉 = 〈Φ0|Oij |Φ0〉, (6)

〈φi|h(~α})|φj〉 = 〈Φ0|Oijhj(~α})|Φ0〉. (7)
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FIG. 5. Energies E of the lowest 2+ and 4+ states in even nuclei 20−34Ne, computed with the interaction 1.8/2.0 (EM) from
chiral effective field theory [33] and compared to data.

Here Oij = U†i Uj is a unitary matrix, and hj(~α}) is the
target Hamiltonian normal-ordered with respect to the
Hartree-Fock state of training point ~αj , i.e. hj(~α}) =

u†jh(~α})uj . We note that the Hamiltonian kernel in
Eq. (7) is not symmetric, and the Fock matrix, Fj(~α}), is
not diagonal for ~α} 6= ~αj . This is an important point and
it ensures that – at a training point – the solution of the
generalized eigenvalue problem is indeed an eigenstate
of the Hartree-Fock Hamiltonian (and not a generator-
coordinate-method solution that is lower in energy). The
norm kernel for non-orthogonal reference states is given
by [95]

〈Φ0|Oij |Φ0〉 = det
(
Ohhij

)
, (8)

here Ohhij is the matrix of overlaps between occupied
(hole) states in 〈φi| and |φj〉. To evaluate the Hamil-
tonian kernel we utilize the Thouless theorem [77] and
write,

〈Φ0|Oij = 〈Φ0|Oij |Φ0〉〈Φ0|eV , (9)

with V being a 1p–1h de-excitation operator. The matrix
elements of V in the hole-particle (hp) space is given by
the matrix product [76],

V hp =
(
Ohhij

)−1Ohpij . (10)

Inserting Eq. (9) into Eq. (7) we obtain the algebraic
equation,

〈φi|HHF(~α})|φj〉 = 〈φi|φj〉

EHF +
∑
hp

V hp F
p
h

 . (11)

Here EHF and F are the vacuum energy and one-body
normal ordered terms, respectively, of HHF(~α}) with re-
spect to |φj〉.

We note that the norm and Hamiltonian Hartree-
Fock kernels can also be evaluated using a generalized

Wick’s theorem [90, 94–96]. We verified that this al-
ternative approach gives results that agree with the one
used in this work. Having obtained the emulated target
Hartree-Fock state by diagonalizing the generalized non-
symmetric eigenvalue problem in Eq. (5), we evaluate the
projected target Hartree-Fock energies from

E
(J)
} =

〈φ}|PJH(~α})|φ}〉
〈φ}|PJ |φ}〉

. (12)

Here the full target Hamiltonian in Eq. (3) enters, and
PJ is the projection operator.

Sensitivity analysis of deformation in neutron-rich
neon isotopes

Figure 6 shows the main effects for the R42 ratios and
the ground and excited state energies (i.e., E(0+), E(2+),
and E(4+)) in 20,32Ne and 34Mg. All results are based
on the same set of samples as in the main text. Here, we
also include the total effects [97] (shown as white bars
on top of colored bars of the main effects) and they are
nearly identical to the main effects. This indicates that
the (sum of) higher-order sensitivities are very small in
the present domain.

The main effects for the R42 ratios is discussed in the
main text. Here we comment of the energies E(0+),
E(2+), and E(4+). There are three main trends in Fig. 6.
First, the variance of E(0+), i.e., the energy of the ground
state, is explained almost entirely by the subleading pion-
nucleon coupling c2 and the leading S−wave contact C̃3S1

in all three nuclei. The latter coupling is directly propor-
tional to the deuteron binding energy. Second, the main
effects are distributed over more couplings for the nuclei
32Ne and 34Mg that are closer to the neutron dripline.
Third, the ground and excited state energies exhibit dif-
ferent main effect patterns for neutron-rich Ne and Mg
compared to 20Ne indicating that the structure of their
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FIG. 6. Results of the global sensitivity-analysis for the structure of 20,32Ne and 34Mg (top, center, and bottom panels). All
Monte Carlo samples obtained as in the main text. Left panels: the mains effects (colored bars) for R42 ground state energy
(Egs) and excited 2+ and 4+ states. The vertical black bars indicate the respective 95% confidence intervals of the sensitivity
indices as obtained using bootstrapped sampling. Here we also include total effects (white bars on top). Groups of right four
panels: histograms displaying the variation of the 1,179,648 samples for each output. All energies were obtained using an
emulator based on eigenvector continuation of projected Hartree-Fock.

respective wave functions likely differ.
Figure 7 shows the accuracy of the R42 emulators as

measured by comparison with exact projected Hartree-
Fock calculations. The standard deviation of the differ-
ences indicates a relative precision of 1% for the interval
of R42 values relevant to the global sensitivity analysis.
The emulation of excitation energies is accurate on the
10 keV level.

Correlation analysis of deformation in neutron-rich
neon isotopes

Figure 8 shows the strongest correlations between the
low-energy constants of the Delta-full NNLO Hamilto-
nian and the observables R42 and E(2+) of 32Ne for the
ensemble of interactions from history matching.
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FIG. 7. Accuracy of the R42 emulator as measured by the difference with respect to 400 exact calculations. Shown are the
subsets of results for which R42 ∈ [2, 4], i.e., the range relevant to the global sensitivity analysis. The horizontal dashed lines
indicate precision as they are spaced by two standard deviations of the projected histograms (shown in side panels).

2.8 3.0 3.2 3.4 3.6
R42 (32Ne)

2.2 2.4 2.6 2.8
C1S0

r=0.73

0.5 0.0 0.5
cE

r=0.62

0.36 0.34 0.32
C1S0np

2.8

3.0

3.2

3.4

3.6

R
42  ( 32Ne)

r=-0.60

0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7 0.8
E(2 + ; 32Ne)

0.36 0.34 0.32
C1S0np

r=0.62

0.5 0.0 0.5
cE

r=-0.64

2.2 2.4 2.6 2.8
C1S0

0.4

0.5

0.6

0.7

0.8

E(2
+; 32Ne)

r=-0.85

FIG. 8. Correlation between the low-energy constants of the Delta-full NNLO Hamiltonian and the observables R42 (upper
row), E(2+) (lower row) of 32Ne. The scatter plots include the ≈ 100 interaction samples from the history matching ensemble
while the histograms show the distribution for the respective observable. The Pearson correlation coefficient, r, is extracted for
the samples for each pair of variables. All other low-energy constants have correlation coefficients with an absolute magnitude
smaller than 0.4 and are not shown.
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