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Abstract: The conventional ultralight QCD axion is typically rendered invisible at collider
experiments by its large decay constant. What could also hint at its possible existence is the
observation of other (heavy) particles that are characteristically related to the light axion.
One such scenario is afforded within the framework of the clockwork mechanism where the
axion can have suppressed couplings with the gluons or photons while its companion axion-
like particles (ALPs) have relatively unsuppressed couplings. We study a minimal clockwork
model for the QCD axion invoking a KSVZ-like setup and examine the visibility of the ALPs
(an) at the LHC through the process pp → an (+ additional jets), an → γγ. The model
contains N ALPs with a decay constant f and masses defined by a scale m characteristic of
the nearest-neighbour interactions of the scalar fields. For 10 ≲ m ≲ 100 GeV, f ∼ 1 TeV
and N ∼ O(10), the full spectrum of ALPs is accessible and the corresponding diphoton
invariant mass distribution comprises a unique signature of a wide band of resonances. For
the case of light ALPs (m ∼ O(10GeV)) with the axion being a dark matter candidate,
the mass-splittings among the former are so small that the signal profile mimics that of a
single broad resonance, or an axion iceberg. The effect subsides for heavier ALPs, albeit still
exhibiting undulating peaks. For light ALPs, the scenario is imminently testable by the end
of LHC’s Run 3 phase, with the estimated cumulative significance reaching the discovery
threshold for an integrated luminosity of ∼ 300 fb−1. While the signals for the heavier ALPs
in this minimal setup may not be as prominent within the ongoing LHC operation, one could
expect to probe a wider parameter space of the model at the forthcoming HL-LHC.
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1 Introduction

The strong CP problem is, perhaps, one of the strongest motivations to look for new dy-
namics beyond the Standard Model (SM) of particle physics, in particular towards probing
the existence of the light pseudoscalar particle predicted by the Peccei-Quinn (PQ) mech-
anism [1–3] which is, arguably, the simplest and the most elegant solution to the problem
proposed to date. The mechanism entails a pseudoscalar field ϕ (popularly called an ax-
ion or, more specifically, the QCD axion), that couples to gluons via the interaction term
(ϕ/f)G̃G. A shift in the field can, then, counter the CP violating topological term (θG̃G)

appearing in the SM as a result of the nontrivial structure of the QCD vacuum. There exist
interesting alternatives to the PQ scenario as well, most notable among them are solutions
based on a massless up quark [4–8] and those invoking spontaneous CP violation (a la the
Nelson-Barr mechanism) [9, 10]. However, the mu = 0 solution within the standard theory
currently stands in tension with the lattice QCD result of the topological mass contribution
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[11] and models based on the Nelson-Barr mechanism are also subject to several theoretical
challenges [12]. Of course, the axion solution is no less prone to problems of its own. The
quality problem and domain wall formation are some of the theoretical and cosmological
issues that still plague the mechanism’s general viability, although there have been several
noteworthy developments towards mitigating these issues [13–16]. Nevertheless, the ax-
ion solution offers an interesting, albeit important, domain to explore phenomenologically,
more so because the axion can potentially also play the role of an ultralight dark matter
candidate [17, 18].

The axion is typically expected to have a very large decay constant (f ≳ O(1010 GeV))
depending on its mass so as to be consistent with the current experimental limits on its
effective couplings with photons (as also electrons and nucleons) [19, 20]. Furthermore, in
the minimal scenarios the QCD axion mass scales inversely with the decay constant and,
hence, a large f also implies a very light mass for the axion. The light mass and extremely
feeble couplings render the minimal QCD axion nearly invisible to most of the current and
future experimental probes. For such scenarios the sensitivities of collider experiments are,
understandably, quite poor. Indeed, most current collider searches concentrate, instead, on
axion-like particles that either have no role in the strong CP issue [21–23] or have other
sources (new or extended confining sectors) which raise their masses substantially [24–29].
This raises the question as to whether the discovery of a masive axion-like particle would
necessarily negate the existence of the light QCD axion. We address this by exploring a
theoretical scenario wherein the light and nearly invisible QCD axion is naturally accom-
panied by heavy pseudoscalars having couplings with the gluons and photons large enough
to be visible at hadron colliders. One such scenario is realized in the context of a warped
5D (Randall-Sundrum) geometry where the axion field lives in the bulk and the resulting
4D theory contains the invisible axion as the zero mode along with a tower of massive
Kaluza-Klein states [30].

In this work, we focus on a relatively new alternative based on the clockwork mecha-
nism which was originally introduced in the context of relaxions [31, 32] and later extended
to general field theories [33]. The mechanism primarily entails the generation of hierarchi-
cal couplings or mass scales through the localization of the lightest particle in the theory
space lattice defined by N fields which interact with each other through nearest-neighbour
couplings with a strength characterized by a parameter q. The massive modes, on the
other hand, would be delocalized over the entire lattice. With a clockwork theory of N +1

pseudoscalars, then, the zero mode would correspond to the invisible axion with an expo-
nentially large decay constant towards one end of the lattice compared to that of the N

delocalized heavy axions in the spectrum. The unsuppressed couplings of the heavy exci-
tations raises the possibility that these may be produced at the LHC in numbers sufficient
enough to be detectable. As it turns out, the individual heavy resonance continues to be
barely visible over the background. However, their closeness in mass (a consequence of the
clockwork paradigm) results in an intriguing signal at the LHC. A similar model has been
discussed before in [34], although with the primary focus on enhancing the photon coupling
and studying the attendant phenomenology of the light axion, and in [35] in the context of
the now obsolete 750 GeV diphoton excess..
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The structure of the paper is as follows. In section, 2 we define a minimal clockwork
model for a KSVZ-like QCD axion and briefly comment on how it addresses the strong CP
problem. In addition to the light QCD axion, the model comprises a characteristic spectrum
of massive axion-like particles (ALPs). We identify, in section 3, three benchmark points
of the model suitable for probing the ALPs through the gluon-fusion channel at the LHC.
In section 4, we discuss the corresponding signal and background profiles for

√
s = 13 TeV

and an integrated luminosity L = 138 fb−1. Section 5, on the other hand, briefly describes
the implications of the vector-like quark and the heavy radial scalars present in the model.
Finally, we summarize the results and conclude in section 6.

2 The model

We begin by constructing a clockwork realization of the minimal QCD axion, adopting a
KSVZ-like [36, 37] scenario. In the ensuing, we first detail the structure and spectrum
of the clockwork sector and then proceed towards describing how the KSVZ setup can be
implemented in the context of the clockwork mechanism.

2.1 Clockwork scalars

We define the clockwork (CW) sector in terms of N + 1 complex scalars Φj , each charged
under a global Abelian group U(1)j described by the Lagrangian

LCW = L1 + L2

L1 ≡
N∑
j=0

[
(∂µΦ

†
j)(∂

µΦj)− λ
(
Φ†
jΦj − f2

)2]
.

L2 ≡ λ′Λ3−q
∑N−1

j=0 Φ†
jΦ

q
j+1 + h.c. ,

(2.1)

where λ, λ′ are dimensionless real constants and Λ (≪ f) is a characteristic scale associated
with L2 (the exponent q being, as yet, unspecified). In the absence of L2 (i.e., in the
limit λ′ → 0), the Lagrangian has a U(1)N+1 global symmetry, the spontaneous breaking
of which, at the scale f (through ⟨Φ†

jΦj⟩ = f2 for all j) would lead to (N + 1) Goldstone
bosons πj , with the complex scalars being representable as

Φj =
1√
2
(ϕj + f)eiπj/f , (2.2)

where ϕj are the corresponding massive scalars. Note that this breaking mechanism still
retains the additional global discrete symmetry Φj ↔ Φk inherent in L1.

The large global symmetry, discrete or continuous (and the attendant plethora of Gold-
stones in the broken phase) is neither well-motivated nor desirable. Clearly, it can be broken
by arbitrary terms expressing interactions between the scalars. On the other hand, at least
a single U(1) needs to be present1 so that its spontaneous breaking could lead to the ax-
ion. The interaction Lagrangian L2 serves exactly this purpose. Representing perhaps the

1Understandably, an exact global symmetry is unrealistic because even in the absence of new symmetry
breaking effects one would expect the global U(1) to be explicitly broken by quantum gravity effects. The

– 3 –



simplest set of operators which preserve a single U(1) while exhibiting the clockwork mech-
anism, it can be understood in terms of nearest-neighbour interaction terms2 that exhibit
locality in a theory space and, hence, the lattice defined by the fields Φj (each specifying a
site in the theory space) can be regarded as the fifth dimension, although a continuum limit
of such a construction is difficult to realize. As for the exponent q in L2, a non-integer value
would imply compositeness, thereby adding a further layer of complications. The clockwork
mechanism, which will be employed in the following discussions, necessitates q > 1. On the
other hand, for q > 3 one would obtain nonrenormalizable operators in LCW implying that
the explicit symmetry breaking takes place due to new dynamics operational at the heavy
scale Λ ≫ f and beyond. This, however, is inconsistent with the notion that U(1)N+1

is spontaneously broken at the lower scale f . To avoid such issues and for simplicity we
consider a renormalizable theory with 1 < q ≤ 3.

With the introduction of L2, the erstwhile discrete symmetry is completely broken,
whereas the U(1)N+1 symmetry breaks explicitly to one combination U(1)CW corresponding
to the generator,

QCW =
∑
j

Qj

qj
, (2.3)

with Qj being the generators (charges) corresponding to the individual U(1)j ’s. Conse-
quently, only one combination of the πj ’s would now be a true Goldstone boson, while
all the rest would gain masses much smaller than f . In other words, the latter are now
pseudo-Nambu-Goldstone bosons (pNGBs). To be specific, the full scalar Lagrangian, in
the broken phase, can be written as,

LFull
Φ =

N∑
j=0

[1
2
∂µϕj∂

µϕj −
1

4
λ (ϕj + f)4

]
+ 2(1−q)/2λ′Λ3−q

N−1∑
j=0

(ϕj + f)(ϕj+1 + f)q cos
πj − qπj+1

f
.

(2.4)

The mass eigenvalues of the pseudoscalar system are given by

m2
n =

0 n = 0

m2
[
1 + q2 − 2q cos nπ

N+1

]
n ̸= 0

, (2.5)

Planck suppressed symmetry violating terms thus generated can, in general, have serious implications for
the QCD axion potential to be discussed later [38]. There are, however, several interesting ways of increasing
the degree of Planck suppression, e.g. by considering the scalars to be composites of entities belonging to
a new confining sector [39].

2In general, one could also have non-nearest neighbour interactions while keeping the CW symmetry
intact, an example being a term of the form Φ†

jΦ
q/p
j+1...Φ

qp/p
j+p . With reference to eq.(2.5) such a term adds,

to the average mass scale of the pNGBs, a contribution m
(p)
a ∼ m(qp/p) [40]. For the case q = 2 (which

would be our primary choice as a benchmark for the collider analysis to be discussed) renormalizability
necessitates p = 1, 2 for which the overall pNGB mass scale changes only slightly with ma ∼

√
2m

(1)
a . The

case for q = 3 is a little different with ma ∼ 3m
(1)
a , although the qualitative aspects of our results and

conclusions in this work would be applicable just as well.
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where m2 ≡ 2(1−q)/2λ′Λ3−qf q−1 (thus, m2
n ≪ f2 as was expected). The transformation

relation between the unphysical basis (πj) and the physical basis (an) is specified by a
matrix C (viz. an ≡∑N

j=0Cnjπj) with elements

C0j = N0q
−j , Cnj = Nn

[
q sin

jnπ

N + 1
− sin

(j + 1)nπ

N + 1

]
. (2.6)

Here N0 and Nn are the normalization factors,

N0 =

√
q2 − 1

q2 − q−2N
, Nn>0 =

m

mn

√
2

N + 1
. (2.7)

It is evident from eq.(2.6) that while the heavy pseudoscalars are nearly delocalized over
the lattice, the massless mode — which will subsequently assume the role of the QCD axion
(a0) — is localized towards the j = 0 site, i.e. it has an exponentially suppressed overlap
with πN by virtue of the clockwork mechanism. Interestingly, this feature will eventually
ensure that the light axion has a hierarchically large decay constant3 as compared to the
heavy axions in the spectrum.

2.2 A KSVZ axion

Now that we have a massless pseudoscalar in the clockwork spectrum, we would like to
promote it to the status of a realistic QCD axion. This is most easily carried out by
embedding the clockwork sector in any one of the usual QCD axion models. Owing to
the singlet nature of the CW scalars the KSVZ construction is the simplest one. To this
end, we introduce one generation of Weyl fermions ΨL,ΨR with the following nontrivial
charges under the SM gauge group and the N -th (global) Abelian group4 of the CW sector
(GSM × U(1)N ),

Field SU(3)c SU(2)L U(1)Y U(1)N

ΦN 1 1 0 ξ

ΨL 3 1 YΨ ξL
ΨR 3 1 YΨ ξR

,

with the restriction that ξ = ξL− ξR. This is reminiscent of the chiral PQ charges typically
assigned to the new (i.e., non-SM) fermions in KSVZ models. The SM fields are assumed
to be uncharged under the new U(1)’s. For ξL ̸= ξR, the new singlet quark cannot have a
bare mass term. On the other hand, for the aforementioned choice of ξ = ξL − ξR, the new
fermion may now interact with the CW sector through a Yukawa term localized at the N -th
site of the lattice. However, with just this interaction, the new quark would be absolutely
stable and, hence, phenomenologically untenable. The situation can be remedied only if
it couples with the SM fermions which, for our charge assignments, can be most simply

3Note that the usage of the terminology “decay constant” here is different from that encountered in the
context of processes such as π± → l±ν, where π± are the charged QCD pions.

4While it is possible to have the ψL,R charged under all the additional U(1)s, this only adds a layer of
complexity without any qualitative changes.
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ensured when ξR = 0 (and, thus, ξL = ξ) alongwith an appropriate choice of YΨ. To be
specific, we choose YΨ = 2/3, thereby allowing Ψ to mix with the up-type quarks. The
complete set of Yukawa interactions is, thus, given by

LΨ ⊃ −λΨΦN Ψ̄LΨR −
3∑

α=1

y
(α)
Ψ Q̄

(α)
L H̃ΨR −

3∑
α=1

y
′(α)
Ψ ΦN Ψ̄Lu

(α)
R + h.c. , (2.8)

where Q
(α)
L are the SM quark doublets, u

(α)
R the up-type singlets and H the SM Higgs

doublet. As for the dimensionless couplings λΨ, y
(α)
Ψ and y

′(α)
Ψ , the first determines the

mass of the Ψ while the other two determine its decay rate. For the sake of simplicity,
we assume that ΨL,R couple to only the third-generation quarks, thereby precluding large
flavour-changing neutral currents.

In addition, the CW sector can also couple with the SM Higgs through5,

LΦ−H = −λΦH

N∑
j=0

Φ†
jΦjH

†H (2.9)

We will come back to reviewing the dynamics of the heavy radial scalars and the quarks,
alongwith the flavour constraints on the Yukawa couplings, in a later section. Alluding to
the core objective of the study, we first describe the low-energy physics of the pseudoscalars
in the discussions below.

After SSB in the clockwork sector, we have

LΨ ⊃ − 1√
2
λΨ(ϕN + f)eiξπN/f Ψ̄LΨR − yΨQ

(3)
L H̃ΨR − 1√

2
y′Ψ(ϕN + f)eiξπN/f Ψ̄Lq

(3)
R + h.c. .

(2.10)
A rephasing of the new fermions with respect to the Goldstone field πN leads to the following
interaction terms with the SM gauge bosons via the chiral anomaly (see appendix A for a
discussion)

LπV V = −gπGG πNGAµνG̃A
µν − gπBB πNBµνB̃µν , (2.11)

with the coefficients given by

|gπGG| =
g2s

32π2feff
, |gπBB| =

2Ncg
′2Y 2

Ψ

32π2feff
, (2.12)

and an effective scale defined through feff ≡ f/|ξ|. Note that while f continues to determine
the masses of the Ψ and the ΦN , it is feff that encapsulates the pNGB decay constants.

2.2.1 The Peccei-Quinn Mechanism

In order for the light pseudoscalar to be the quintessential QCD axion, it must pose a
solution to the strong CP problem. Although ref.[34] already has a brief discussion in this
context, we outline here, for completeness, how the clockwork Lagrangian can be consistent
with the usual Peccei-Quinn mechanism. The foremost requirement for the mechanism is

5For simplicity, we assume uniform value of the coupling λΦ−H for all j. Relaxing this only adds layers
of complications without any qualitative change.
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the presence of a global symmetry (atleast an accidental one) in the theory. In our case this
symmetry would correspond to the residual clockwork symmetry described in the preceding
section (see eq.(2.3)). Now, in eq.(2.11), we can perform a shift in the πN field so as to
exactly cancel the CP violating topological term −θ̄(αS/8π)G̃

µνGµν . This, however, is a
true cancellation, and a potential solution to the strong CP problem, only when πN does not
acquire a nonzero vacuum expectation value (VEV) after employing the constant shift. It
is important to note that the explicit breaking of the [U(1)]N+1 symmetry in the clockwork
sector, courtesy the nearest-neighbour interactions, does not generate a nonzero VEV for
the pseudoscalar fields thanks to the residual shift symmetry U(1)CW [41]. The only other
source from where πN gets a potential is due to nonperturbative effects below the QCD
confinement scale. This potential would have the approximate form,

V (πN ) ∼ Λ4
QCD

[
1− cos

(
πN
feff

)]
, (2.13)

which shows that πN does not, indeed, acquire a nonzero VEV6. Going to the mass basis
of the CW axions, the lightest axion, i.e. the KSVZ QCD axion, would then obtain a mass
given by [42, 43],

ma0 ≃ fπmπ

feff qN

√
mumd

(mu +md)
, (2.14)

where fπ and mπ are the pion decay constant and mass, respectively, and mu,d are the
masses of the light SM quarks u and d. Clearly, the light axion has a mass that is exponen-
tially suppressed by the factor qN as a result of the clockwork localization. Consequently,
one need not assume a very large scale f in this scenario to accommodate a QCD axion. For
example, with q = 2 and N ≳ 15 one obtains sub-eV masses for the a0 even for f <∼ 1 TeV
(equivalently, feff in the few hundred GeVs range). From eq.(2.11), it is apparent that
such an additional suppression also appears in the axion’s coupling with gluons and the
electroweak bosons above the confinement scale in the form of the effective decay constant
f0 = qNfeff . Therefore, with a nominal choice of values for the CW parameters q and N ,
and a PQ-esque scale feff which is not too far from the EW scale, we can have a viable QCD
axion that is well within the current experimental bounds on f0 with respect to the light
axion mass [20, 44]. These constraints are summarised in Fig.1 where the yellow line reflects
the mass vs f0 relation as given in eq.(2.14) for a QCD axion. The plot shows limits from
various EDM experiments [45–47] as well as atomic and molecular transition experiments
[48, 49]. On the other hand, the observational limits shown include those obtained from
axion star decays (assuming post-inflationary SSB and axion star formation) [50], BBN
(constraining axion DM) [51], black hole spins [52–54], pulsars and solar core [55], binary
neutron star gravitational wave [56], CMB (Planck) and baryon acoustic oscillation (BAO)
[57], SN1987a [58] and white dwarfs [59].

It is perhaps useful to remark here that the potential in eq.(2.13) is a special case
which defines a unique vacuum with a domain wall number NDW = 1. This is a direct

6Naively, the potential would have a degenerate set of minima at ⟨πN ⟩ = 2nπfeff for integral values of n.
However, such nonzero VEVs are unphysical as they can always be shifted to zero by the residual symmetry
transformation πN → πN + 2nπfeff as a result of the 2π periodicity of the potential.
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Figure 1: Limits on the effective decay constant f0 of the light QCD axion vs its mass.
Plot adapted from ref.[20].

consequence of the fact that we have invoked only a single generation of the extra SU(2)

singlet coloured fermion Ψ. Similar to the NDW > 1 scenarios, cosmological domain walls
would also form in this case at temperatures near the QCD phase transition scale, albeit
with a simple structure where each wall is bounded by an individual cosmic string. Such
a simple string-wall network, however, is highly unstable and would be prone to a rapid
collapse [60–62]. Thus, apart from the obvious simplicity, the choice of a single species
of the singlet heavy quark possesses the important feature of alleviating the domain wall
problem [63] typical to axion models.

2.3 Axion physics above the QCD confinement scale

Concerned with the physics observable at high energy colliders, it suffices to consider the
theory at energy scales below the EW symmetry breaking scale but significantly above the
QCD confinement scale. At these scales, the axion Lagrangian becomes

Lπvv = −gπgg πNGAµνG̃A
µν − gπγγ πNFµνF̃µν − gπγZ πNFµνZ̃µν − gπZZ πNZµνZ̃µν . (2.15)

The coefficients in this case are given by,

gπgg =
αs

8πfeff
, gπγγ =

2NcαEMY 2
Ψ

8πfeff
,

gπγZ =
−4Ncs

2
wαEMY 2

Ψ

8πfeffswcw
, gπZZ =

2Ncs
4
wαEMY 2

Ψ

8πfeffs2wc
2
w

.

(2.16)
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where sw ≡ sin θw and cw ≡ cos θw with θw being the Weinberg angle. The effective
couplings of the physical axions are then readily obtained using eq.(2.6),

|g(n)agg| =
αs

8πfn
, |g(n)πγγ | =

2NcαEMY 2
Ψ

8πfn
,

|g(n)aγZ | =
4Ncs

2
wαEMY 2

Ψ

8πfnswcw
, |g(n)πZZ | =

2Ncs
4
wαEMY 2

Ψ

8πfns2wc
2
w

(2.17)

where fn ≡ feff/|CnN | denotes the effective decay constant of the n-th physical axion. It is
then readily apparent that the decay constants of the heavy pseudoscalars are hierarchically
smaller than that of the light axion. For a SSB scale f ∼ O(TeV), this engenders signifi-
cantly enhanced couplings of the heavy axions with gluons and the electroweak bosons as
compared with those associated with typical light ALP candidates. This enhancement, in
principle, can facilitate resonant production of the heavy CW axions at hadron colliders,
which is going to be the main subject of discussion in the ensuing sections.

3 Clockwork axions at colliders

As is already described above, the (light) axion, when compatible with the constraints
from astrophysical and low-energy experiments [64], is nearly invisible at high energy col-
lider experiments. What seems promising, instead, is the prospect of probing the heavy
pseudoscalars (hereafter, also referred to as axion-like-particles or ALPs) at the LHC and
its forthcoming high-luminosity upgrade (HL-LHC). In this case, the production would be
dominated by the gluon fusion channel with the hadronic cross-section given by

σ̂(pp → an) = K0
σ

dLgg

dŝ

∣∣∣∣∣
ŝ=m2

n

π2

8mn
Γ(n)
gg δ(ŝ−m2

n), (3.1)

where dLgg/dŝ is the gluon-gluon luminosity and the K-factor K0
σ encapsulates the higher

order QCD corrections. Using the MSTW2008nnlo68 parton densities, ref.[65] estimates
K0

σ ≈ 3.7. (including the full NNLO and approximate N3LO corrections [66–69]) over the
pseudoscalar mass range 40− 125 GeV . In the absence of a full computation of the QCD
corrections, we make the reasonable extrapolation that K0

σ ∼ 3.7 for the mass range 10−125

GeV. For ALP masses beyond 150 GeV we assume a more conservative K0
σ = 2.5 [69].

The leading (two-body) decay channels and the corresponding widths for the ALPs are

Γ(an → gg) ≡ Γ(n)
gg = KggC

2
n,N |g(xn)|2

α2
S

32π3

m3
n

f2
eff

Γ(an → γγ) ≡ Γ(n)
γγ = 9Y 4

ΨC
2
n,N |g(xn)|2

α2
EM

64π3

m3
n

f2
eff

Γ(an → Zγ) ≡ Γ
(n)
Zγ = 9Y 4

ΨC
2
n,N |g(xn)|2

α2
EM tan2 θw

8π3

(m2
n −m2

Z)
3

m3
nf

2
eff

Γ(an → ZZ) ≡ Γ
(n)
ZZ = 9Y 4

ΨC
2
n,N |g(xn)|2

α2
EM tan4 θw

64π3

(m2
n − 4m2

Z)
3/2

f2
eff

, (3.2)
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where xn ≡ 4m2
Ψ/m

2
n and the loop-integral g(x) is defined as,

g(x) ≡


x
[
sin−1(x−1/2)

]2
x ≥ 1

−x

4

[
ln

1 +
√
1− x

1−
√
1− x

− iπ

]2
x < 1 .

(3.3)

In the expression for Γgg, the QCD correction amounts to Kgg = 2.1 [70]. Clearly, the ALPs
decay dominantly to two gluons followed by decays to photons (and to Zγ and ZZ depend-
ing on kinematic feasibility). It is easy to infer in the narrow width approximation that the
dijet cross-section would exceed the diphoton one by a factor of [2/(9Y 4

Ψ)]Kgg(α
2
S/α

2
EM ).

However, as far as detection at hadron colliders is concerned, the diphoton final state, un-
derstandably, offers better sensitivity as compared to the dijet channel. We will, therefore,
consider only the processes pp → an → γγ for the case in hand.

The diphoton final state has been extensively studied in the literature in the context of
spin-0 and spin-2 resonances, with dedicated searches from the ATLAS and CMS collabora-
tions spanning almost the entire range of masses accessible with current sensitivities. With
no discernible excess of events over the SM background reported thus far, the most recent
analyses from ATLAS [71–73] and CMS [74, 75] place the strongest limits to date on the
pp → γγ fiducial cross-section for spin-0 resonances over a wide mass bracket ranging from
nearly 10GeV to a few TeVs. Being optimistic that some new physics indeed exists beyond
the SM, this broadly implies two possibilities — one, that the energy scale of new physics
lies beyond the reach of the LHC and, two, that new dynamics exist within the LHC’s en-
ergy reach, albeit with feeble interaction strengths with the SM so as to be inaccessible with
the current luminosity reach. In the following, we choose the latter viewpoint and explore
viable scenarios where the diphoton cross-sections for the CW pseudoscalar spectrum could
be very close to the current exclusion limits at the LHC obtained from the Run-2 data,
such that a sizable enhancement in the signal significance can be achieved by the end of the
ongoing Run-3 phase. This is interesting because even if a 5σ discovery looks improbable
at the LHC, such enhancements could hint at a potential discovery at the HL-LHC taking
into account the projected integrated luminosity of ∼ 3000 fb−1, i.e. nearly 20 times the
luminosity achieved by the end of LHC Run-2 (∼ 138 fb−1). We consider for our study
three benchmark points categorized by the ALP masses in the range 10− 30 GeV, 35− 105

GeV (with two sub-categories in this case) and 150 − 450 GeV, respectively, and have as
guiding references the ATLAS analyses carried out in [71–73].

For each of the benchmark points, we choose ξ = 3 and q = 2 (as the middle point of
the theoetically allowed range) and also assume YΨ = 2/3 so that the Ψ may mix with the
top quark. The other particulars are as follows—

Benchmark I: We assume the parameter values N = 28, m = 10 GeV and f = 1000

GeV in the CW sector. The resulting light axion mass in this case is ma0 ∼ 6.4×10−5 eV and
the ALP masses span the range ∼ 10−30 GeV. This particular choice of the CW parameters,
especially the sizable number of particles N , is also motivated by the fact that this allows for
the light axion to be a DM candidate [76]. With these choices in place, we can determine the
diphoton cross-section in the narrow-width approximation (NWA). Fig.2a shows the cross-
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Figure 2: (a) Masses and couplings for individual ALPs and corresponding diphoton cross-
sections for benchmark I. The vertical axis on the right shows the extent of the field πN
contained in the mass eigenstates an. (b) Mass-splittings between consecutive ALPs for
benchmark I.

sections for each of the ALPs (integrated over the full final state phase-space) computed
for a center of mass energy

√
s = 13 TeV using the NNPDF2.3LO PDF set [77]. Note that

the cross-section peaks for an intermediate mode of the spectrum, the exact identity of
which depends on the periodic variation of the couplings due to the clockwork mixing as
well as the energy dependence of the parton-parton luminosity. Fig.2b, on the other hand,
shows ∆mn (the mass-splitting between consecutive CW modes) along the full spectrum,
with the average mass-splitting being given by ∆m ∼ 2m/N . It is interesting to note that,
with the consecutive differences ∆mn ≲ 1 GeV over the entire extent of the ALP spectrum,
the splittings are comparable with the prevailing detector resolution. Consequently, the
individual resonances may not be entirely resolved and the events corresponding to the full
spectrum (subject to the assumed bin size) may even appear as a single broad resonance7

within an envelope of mass width ∼ ∆m in the diphoton invariant mass distribution.
Benchmark II: (a) The parameter configuration in the CW sector for this case is

— m = 35 GeV, N = 28 and f = 1000 GeV. The light axion mass remains the same as
in benchmark I while the ALP masses now range from 35 to 105 GeV. The corresponding
diphoton cross-sections are shown in Fig.3a. Due to an increase in the value of the parameter
m (by a factor of 3.5) the mass-splittings in this case, readily inferred from eq.(2.5), are
nearly triple in value compared to that in the preceding case. Therefore, in stark contrast
with benchmark I, one expects to discern at least a few individual peaks in the invariant
mass distribution of the signal events. We will see that this is indeed the case.

(b) Now, eschewing the notion of a0 as a DM candidate, we assume a larger set of
CW scalars, namely N = 40, while keeping the rest of the parameters the same as in II(a).
Then, from eq.(2.14) it is clear that the light axion mass lowers to a value ma0 ∼ 1.5×10−8

eV. The mass splittings in this case fall in the range ∼ 0.5− 2.7 GeV — smaller than what

7This was also hinted at in ref.[35].
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Figure 3: Masses and couplings for individual ALPs and corresponding diphoton cross-
sections. (Left) benchmark II(a) and (right) benchmark II(b).
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Figure 4: Diphoton cross-sections and mass-splittings for benchmark III.

we obtained in benchmark II(a) but not small enough to be completely unresolved at the
detector. Consequently, the distribution of signal events, as a function of the diphoton
invariant mass is expected to be an undulating one.

Benchmark III: Exploring ALPs heavier than the SM Higgs, we consider m = 150

GeV, N = 40 and f = 1600 GeV. Due to the increase in the SSB scale f , the QCD axion
mass is now even slightly lower than that in benchmark II(b), namely ma0 ≈ 9.7 × 10−9

eV. As before, Fig.4 shows the diphoton cross-sections for the ALP spectrum as well as the
characteristic mass-splittings.

With the model parameters defined, we now simulate the diphoton signal events and
compare with the corresponding SM backgrounds for the 13 TeV LHC. We write the Feyn-
man rules of the models in Feynrules [78] and generate UFO files that are then imported
in the MadGraph5 [79] event generator for a Monte Carlo simulation of the signal. Further,
Pythia8 [80, 81] is used for parton showering and hadronization. Final state objects at
the detector level are reconstructed using the fast simulation tool Delphes [82]. Within
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Delphes we choose to simulate the detector effects using the ATLAS detector card for the
entirety our study.

The SM diphoton (with and without jets) background at the LHC has been very well-
studied by both the ATLAS and CMS collaborations, not only in the context of the SM
Higgs, but also for other exotic resonances, light and heavy. Indeed, there have been oc-
casional reports of excesses, only to largely vanish on account of an even more careful
recalibration of the backgrounds. We would be largely using the ATLAS analyses to es-
timate the backgrounds and, by extension, use the same kinematical restrictions etc. to
estimate the signal strength as well.

4 Signal and Background profiles

While we would be concentrating on ALPs being produced in gluon fusion and decaying
into a diphoton pair, note that the exact final state would be dependent on the average mass
of the ALPs. In particular, a very light ALP, produced sans any accompanying high-pT
particle, would result in a pair of relatively soft photons that would, typically, fail trigger
requirements. In other words, a minimal number of high-pT entities must be present, and
thus, both signal and background estimations would need to be done accordingly.

4.1 Light ALPs

For Benchmark Point I, the ALP masses are in the 10−30GeV range, and the final state
photons need to be boosted to overcome the detector’s trigger level energy threshold. To
achieve this, we follow the strategy employed in the ATLAS search [71] (and also ref.[65]) for
low mass diphoton resonances and consider a diphoton final state with upto two additional
jets. To simulate the signal events we first generate8 pp → an+0/1/2 partons at the leading
order (LO), using MadGraph5, for

√
s = 13 TeV with the NNPDF2.3LO PDF set, followed

by the two-body decay of the on-shell ALPs9. This is followed by parton showering and
hadronization via Pythia8 [80, 81]. Matching and merging of the matrix elements (including
the avoidance of overcounting) for showering is automated using the MLM matching scheme.

As mentioned previously, for a detector level simulation of the showered events we use
the Delphes tool. The following summarizes the criteria used to identify and isolate final
state objects.

Jets: Within Delphes, jets are reconstructed using the FastJet package [84]. Jet clus-
tering is performed using the anti-kT algorithm [85] with the jet cone radius parameter R

chosen to be 0.4. To be consonant with the ATLAS analyses, we require the minimum trans-
verse momentum of jets pTj to be 20 GeV and its pseudorapidity to satisfy |ηj | < 2.5. Fi-
nally, any two jets must be separated by ∆R(j, j) > 0.7 where (∆R) ≡

[
(∆η)2 + (∆ϕ)2

]1/2
is the separation in the pseudorapidity-azimuthal angle plane.

8Understandably, this is overwhelmingly dominated by the subprocesses wherein the final state partons
are gluons.

9Given that the ALPs are spinless, there are no non-trivial spin correlations. Furthermore, given that
they are very narrow, there is no real loss of information or accuracy in the neglect of possible off-shell
effects, as can also be confirmed by the use of tools such as the Madspin [83] module.
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Photons: For identification and isolation of photons, a cone size of ∆R = 0.2 around
the photon candidate is considered. Denoting the ratio of the sum of transverse momenta of
isolated objects (tracks, calorimeter towers, etc) to the candidate’s transverse momentum
as pratio

T , it is demanded that pratio
T < 0.05. Also incorporated is a pT -dependent photon

identification efficiency (following the ATLAS analysis of ref.[71]) that ranges from ≈ 70%

at pT = 22 GeV to ≈ 90% for pT > 50 GeV.
In addition, we ensure angular separation between photons or jets by demanding that

∆R(γ, γ) > 0.2 and ∆R(γ, j) > 0.4. Finally we demand events with at least two photons
and at least a jet in the final state by imposing Nγ ≥ 2 and Nj ≥ 1. The above conditions
are summarised in Table 1 for quick reference.

Channel Acceptance Cuts
Photon identification

pp → an + 0/1/2 jets ∆R = 0.2, pT > 0.5 GeV, pratio
T (γ) < 0.05

an → γγ Jet identification
∆R = 0.4 (anti-kT ), pjT > 20 GeV, |ηj | < 2.5

Isolation
∆R(γ, γ) > 0.2, ∆R(γ, j) > 0.4, ∆R(j, j) > 0.7

Nγ ≥ 2, Nj ≥ 1

Table 1: Acceptance cuts for the final state objects in benchmarks I and II [71].

As for the QCD corrections to the process, within the narrow width approximation,
we may factorise these separately for the production and the subsequent decay. For such
masses of the ALPs, the QCD corrections to the production cross section can largely be
summarised in terms of K-factors, with K1

σ ∼ K2
σ ≃ 2 [86] where the superscript indicates

the number of jets in the final state. As for the decay, while the correction to the photonic
branching fraction is small, that to the gluonic one is substantial, viz. Kgg = 2.1 [70], and
serves to scale the diphoton branching fraction (since BRγγ ≈ Γγγ/Γgg). For the effective
K-factor, then, K1,2

σ /Kgg ≈ 1 for the two benchmark points with light ALPs.
Using MadAnalysis5 [87] to analyze the signal events following the acceptance cuts, we

order the photons and the jets (wherever applicable) in terms of their pT and present, in
Fig.5 (left), the corresponding distributions, for an integrated luminosity of L = 138 fb−1.
In this, we use a bin size of 1 GeV, as in the ATLAS analysis [71]. While the sharp edges
(at 20 GeV) in the jet pT 10 distributions are but reflections of the acceptance cut imposed,
the fast fall off at higher pT s is characteristic of QCD radiation. The positions of the peaks
are just caused by an interplay of the two effects. As for the photons, the decay of an ALP,
in its rest-frame, is isotropic with each daughter photon having an energy equalling half the
ALP mass. This distribution, of course, has to be convoluted with the pT of the ALP itself
(as counterbalancing the jet pT s). And, finally, there are additional convolutions with both
the ALP mass-spectrum and the corresponding production cross sections.

10Note that the events with 2 jets are only a subset of the accepted set of events.
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Figure 5: BP-I: event distributions, after applying acceptance cuts alone, vide. Table 1.
(left) pT distributions for the leading photon (γ1), sub-leading photon (γ2), leading jet (j1)
and the sub-leading jet (j2) and (right) the two-photon invariant mass.

Of particular interest is the diphoton invariant mass distribution (Fig.5 (right)) which
encompasses the contributions of the entire spectrum of the 28 ALPs. It is instructive to
note the difference with the total production cross section (as in Fig.2a) which shows a
maximum for ma ≈ 15 GeV, owing, as we have discussed, to a combination of the variation
in the coupling strength as well as the gluon-gluon flux. However, once the extra jets are
required to be radiated, the kinematics (and the mass-dependence of the flux) does change
considerably. Even more importantly, the requirements11 on pT (γ) serve to suppress the
contribution from the very low mass ALPs, resulting in the significantly shifted maximum
(now around mγγ ≈ 20 GeV) as in Fig.5 (right).

For the background, diphoton (associated with additional jets) initiated by qq̄– as well
as gg- within SM are considered. However, since there is a finite probability for a putative
jet masquerading as a photon in the detector (this is especially true of a low energy jet
depositing a large fraction of its energy in the electromagnetic calorimeter), one needs to
consider such contributions as well. Thus, the backgrounds emanate primarily from

• pp → γγ,

• pp → γj,

• pp → jj.

in each case, accompanied by upto two additional jets.
Other backgrounds emanate from e± not leaving discernible tracks, thereby faking

photons. These, though, contribute negligibly and can, therefore, be ignored. For an
estimate of the relevant background distribution in the diphoton spectra we again refer to
the ATLAS analysis [71] wherein the fiducial region in the phase-space is defined using the

11Further corrections arise from the pT -dependence of the detector efficiencies.
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selection cuts on Eγ
T , pγγT and ηγ as mentioned in Table 2. The diphoton background12 thus

determined in the analysis has an uncertainty which is predominantly statistical.

Channel Event Selection Criteria
Nγ = 2, 1 ≤ Nj ≤ 2,

pp → an + 0/1/2 jets |ηγ | < 2.37 (excluding barrel-to-endcap region 1.37 < |ηγ | < 1.52),
an → γγ ET (γ) >22 GeV, pγγT > 50 GeV

Table 2: Selection cuts applied to form the fiducial signal regions for benchmarks I and II
[71].

To examine the viability of the diphoton signal in the light of the ATLAS analysis,
we must subject the former to the same selection criteria as the latter. These are listed in
Table 2. As an examination of Fig.5 (left) shows, the ET (γ) cut, especially when applied to
the subleading photon, does eliminate a non-negligible fraction of the signal events. Even
harder is the cut on pT (γγ), for this requires that the ALP (and, hence, the radiated off
jets) must carry a substantial pT . The consequent reduction of events is reflected in the
mγγ distribution as shown in Fig.6.
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Figure 6: BP-I: Diphoton invariant mass distribution after applying selection cuts.

A striking aspect to note here (this was already evident in Fig.5 (right)) is that although
the diphoton distribution receives contributions from all the ALPs in the spectrum, the
separation between the individual resonances is smeared by the detector resolution13 to a
degree that the entire distribution appears as a single broad resonance — an iceberg of
axions, so to say — with a FWHM ∼ 16 GeV. This feature, as previously mentioned, is
peculiar to the clockwork spectrum for any mass scale m as long as N is adequately large.

12The background distribution as estimated in the ATLAS analysis [71] for a bin size of 1 GeV is available
at https://atlas.web.cern.ch/Atlas/GROUPS/PHYSICS/PAPERS/HIGG-2019-23/.

13We have made use of the energy resolution function for the ATLAS detector’s ECAL [88] as implemented
within Delphes. For the phase-space region of interest throughout the presented analysis (i.e. for BP-I, II
and III), the energy resolution of the individual photons varies roughly in the range ∼ [0.32, 2.3] GeV.
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We can now estimate the significance of the signal events over the background bin-by-
bin using S = Nsig/

√
Nsig +Nbkg, where Nsig and Nbkg denote the number of signal and

background events, respectively, in a particular bin. Since the background uncertainty is
statistics dominated, this gives quite a robust estimate of the sensitivity and can be bettered
only by a dedicated search. The bin-wise significances (and the corresponding p-values) are
depicted in Fig.7, and the maximum individual significance of S1GeV

138 ∼ 1σ is obtained in
the bin corresponding to mγγ ∼ 21−22 GeV. It is tempting to increase the bin widths as this
would be expected to substantially increase the per-bin significance owing to the individual
peaks being closely packed within the invariant mass range 10 − 30 GeV. However, since
the existence of a wide band of resonances is characteristic to the clockwork scenario, the
shape of the invariant mass distribution could itself behave as a discriminator— more so
in the case of small mass-splittings— and by enlarging the bin width one would, obviously,
lose information about the underlying profile of the spectrum. In particular, this would
help discriminate between a broad resonance and multiple sharp ones14. A more useful
method of estimating the total signal significance would be to consider the sum

∑
i S

2
i

which, of course, is χ2-distributed for the appropriate degrees of freedom. Using this, we
find for this benchmark point, the expected cumulative significance to be Sc,138 = 3.38σ for
L = 138 fb−1. On the same note, it is worth alluding to the prospect that the significance
can further build up by a sizable amount with an increase in the luminosity, even by as
early as the end of the ongoing Run-3 phase of the LHC with a projected luminosity reach
of ∼ 300 fb−1. A simple estimate of this can be obtained by scaling the current significance
with the luminosity, i.e.

Sc,300 = Sc,138 ×
√

300

138
≈ 4.98σ , (4.1)

which makes this benchmark point imminently testable by the end of Run 3.
Apropos of the current benchmark point, Fig.8 shows the variation of Sc with the SSB

scale f for the 138 fb−1 luminosity case alongwith a projection for the 300 fb−1 reach of
the LHC. The variation follows the relation Sc ∝ f−2 which can be understood from the
fact that for a particular choice of the CW parameters the pertinent cross-sections scale
roughly as f−2 with the pole masses being quite insensitive to it.

4.2 Intermediate mass ALPs

With an intermediate mass range set by the parameters m = 35 GeV and f = 1000 GeV,
the analysis particulars in this case are largely the same as described for benchmark I. With
the ALP masses in this case spanning the range 35 − 105 GeV, a sizable fraction of the
spectrum still falls in the low mass region for which we require the final state photons to
be boosted due to reasons delineated for benchmark I. We, therefore, choose to adopt the
same strategy as in benchmark I for the collider simulation and consider a signal consisting
of CW axions produced in association with upto two jets (and the axions further decaying

14A further discriminant here would be the comparison between the width of the resonance and the total
signal size. For a resonance, production cross section is simply related to the total width, whereas the size of
the signal is just the product of the cross section, the branching fraction and the overall detector efficiency
(the last being a known quantity).
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Cumulative Significance = 3.38σ

Figure 7: Bin-wise significance for benchmark I at the LHC for L = 138 fb−1.

Figure 8: Cumulative significance as a function of the SSB scale f for benchmark-I at the
Run 2 (red curve) and Run 3 LHC (blue curve).

to two photons). Photons and jets are reconstructed using the same criteria as in the case
of Benchmark point I (see Table 1).

4.2.1 Benchmark Point II(a)

The pT distributions for the leading and the sub-leading photons thus obtained for the
signal events alongwith the corresponding distributions for the jet pT ’s are shown in Fig.9
(left), assuming a bin size of 1 GeV. The distributions are similar in nature to what was
obtained for benchmark point I, albeit with a shift in the photon distributions towards
higher pT values due to the ALPs being heavier in this case. The attendant diphoton
invariant mass distribution is shown in Fig.9 (right). As for the SM backgrounds, for
the mass range mγγ ∈ [10, 80] GeV, once again we adopt the ATLAS analysis [71]. For the
[80, 110] GeV window, in the absence of an appropriate analysis15, we choose to overestimate

15The ATLAS search for diphoton resonances in the mass range mγγ = 66 − 110 GeV [89] does provide
a background estimation in the region of interest. However, the event selection criteria employed therein
is different than that in the low mass analysis that we refer to, which makes it difficult to match the
background events corresponding to the low and intermediate mass ranges in a meaningful way.
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Figure 9: BP-II(a): event distributions, after applying acceptance cuts alone, vide. Ta-
ble 1. (left) pT distributions for the leading photon (γ1), sub-leading photon (γ2), leading
jet (j1) and the sub-leading jet (j2) and (right) the two-photon invariant mass.
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Figure 10: BP-II(a): Diphoton invariant mass distribution after applying selection cuts.

the background, by holding it at the level at mγγ = 80 GeV. Thus, our significance estimate
would be somewhat conservative.

To obtain the signal diphoton distribution in the fiducial region we employ the selection
cuts mentioned in Table 2. As for benchmark I, the kinematic cuts substantially reduce
the number of events in the signal distribution, shown in Fig.10. Given the characteristic
mass-splittings of this benchmark, we see that a large portion of the spectrum (consisting of
28 ALPs) in the diphoton distribution could potentially be resolved at the detector. Now,
a bin-wise significance estimation, under the conservative assumption of the background
events beyond mγγ ≈ 80 GeV, leads to a distribution as shown in Fig.11 with a cumulative
significance Sc,138 = 2.12σ over the signal region.

4.2.2 Benchmark Point II(b)

As the only modification we have in this case is the increase in the number of ALPs to
N = 40, we follow the same strategy for the analysis as before. The signal’s diphoton
invariant mass distribution post acceptance cuts is shown in Fig.12. In contrast with the
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Cumulative Significance = 2.12σ

Figure 11: Bin-wise significance for benchmark II(a) at the LHC for L = 138 fb−1.
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Figure 12: BP-II(b): Diphoton invariant mass distribution after applying acceptance cuts
alone.

outcome for benchmark II(a), the sizes of the individual peaks have decreased, with the
cross-sections scaling as ∼ |CnN |2/N , and their smearing is now relatively more pronounced
as a result of the smaller mass-splittings, both effected by the increase in the number
of ALPs. The corresponding distribution in the fiducial region is presented in Fig.13,
exhibiting, expectedly, the same signal shape as in Fig.12, although with a reduced number
of events. The bin-wise significance estimate is shown in Fig.14 with the corresponding
cumulative significance being Sc,138 = 1.97σ.

Clearly, the two cases lead to slightly different projections for the 300 fb−1 luminosity
reach, viz. S

(a)
c,300 ≈ 3.12σ and S

(b)
c,300 ≈ 2.9σ. Thus, it may not be an overestimate to say

that, upon a proper treatment, if the background distribution is found to saturate or slowly
fall beyond mγγ ∼ 80 GeV, then benchmark II could also be potentially probed by the end
of LHC’s Run 3 phase.

– 20 –



40 60 80 100 120 140
0

10

20

30

40

50

Figure 13: BP-II(b): Diphoton invariant mass distribution after applying selection cuts.

Cumulative Significance = 1.97σ

Figure 14: Bin-wise significance for benchmark II(b) at the LHC for L = 138 fb−1.

4.3 Heavy ALPs

For ALPs that are significantly heavier than considered hitherto, the decay photons would
be expected to carry sufficient energy (and pT ) for the event to be triggered even without
any additional jet. An example is afforded by the aforementioned Benchmark III, wherein
the ALP masses span the range ∼ 150 − 450 GeV. However, although extra jets are not
needed for triggering, events with such jets do contribiute significantly to the signal cross
sections. Hence, we define the signal as a semi-inclusive one composed of a pair of energetic
photons with upto two additional jets16. The corresponding K-factors, for this mass range,
are taken from refs.[69, 90].

The background, thus, would receive contributions from essentially the same channels as
assumed in the low mass case. The signal profile being different, we, though, would need to
adequately tune the assessment, and, in this, we are guided by the ATLAS diphoton analysis
[72] germane to this mass range. Post showering and hadronization, using Pythia8, we take
for the identification and isolation of photons in the Delphes detector simulation a cone
size of ∆R = 0.4 around the photon candidate. The requirement on the parameter pratioT ,

16The inclusion of three or more jets does not improve the signal to noise ratio.
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Channel Acceptance Cuts
Photon identification

pp → an ∆R = 0.4, pT > 0.4 GeV, pratio
T (γ) < 0.12

an → γγ Jet identification
∆R = 0.4 (anti-kT ), pjT > 20 GeV, |ηj | < 2.5

Isolation
∆R(γ, γ) > 0.4, ∆R(γ, j) > 0.4, ∆R(j, j) > 0.7

Nγ ≥ 2

Table 3: Acceptance cuts for the final state objects in benchmark III [72].

as defined earlier, is now reset to pratioT < 0.12. The complete photon and jet identification
criteria, as adapted from the ATLAS analysis ref.[72], are displayed in Table 3. The pT
distributions of the photons and the jets for the generated signal17 events are shown in
Fig.15, adopting a bin size of 16 GeV as in the ATLAS search[72].

Fig.15 (right) shows the corresponding diphoton invariant mass distribution. Taking
cue from ref.[72], we then apply the selection cuts mentioned in Table 4 in order to define
the fiducial volume in the phase space.

Channel Event Selection Criteria
Nγ = 2, Nj ≤ 2

pp → an |ηγ | < 2.37 (excluding barrel-to-endcap region 1.37 < |ηγ | < 1.52),
an → γγ ET (γ1) > 0.3mγγ , ET (γ2) > 0.25mγγ

pjT > 20 GeV, |ηj | < 2.5

Table 4: Event selection cuts applied to form the fiducial signal regions for benchmark III
[72].

The resulting diphoton invariant mass distribution is shown in Fig.16, whereas Fig.17
shows the corresponding bin-wise significance (with the background profile adopted from
ref.[72]) over the diphoton signal region with a cumulative significance Sc,138 ≈ 1.58σ. For
this case, the projected enhancement for a 300 fb−1 luminosity reach is Sc,300 ≈ 2.33σ. Thus,
in contrast to benchmarks I and II, the high mass scenario will not be readily accessible
in the LHC’s Run 3. It is perhaps worth speculating, though, that benchmark III, with
heavy ALPs, could potentially reach the discovery threshold during the forthcoming high
luminosity phase of the LHC with a projected luminosity enhancement by a factor of nearly
20 times the current value.

17In contrast with benchmarks I and II, events without jets in the final state also contribute significantly
in this case and, therefore, N(2j) < N(1j) < NTot.
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Figure 15: BP-III: event distributions, after applying acceptance cuts alone, vide. Table 3.
(left) pT distributions for the leading photon (γ1), sub-leading photon (γ2), leading jet (j1)
and the sub-leading jet (j2) and (right) the two-photon invariant mass.
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Figure 16: BP-III—Diphoton invariant mass distribution after applying selection cuts.

Cumulative Significance = 1.58σ

Figure 17: Bin-wise significance for benchmark III at the LHC for L = 138 fb−1.
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5 Vector-like quarks and heavy scalars

Beyond the low energy spectrum of the pseudoscalars, the model, as described in section 2,
also contains a heavy quark with the SU(3)c×SU(2)L×U(1)Y charge assignment (3, 1, 2/3)
as well as N + 1 heavy radial scalar singlets (the partners of the pseudoscalars). Although
not germane to the main objectives of our analysis, it is worth outlining here the dynamics
of both the VLQ and the heavy scalars so as to establish the consistency of the model,
especially in view of the fact that the assumed mass scales (characterised by the SSB scale
f) of these heavy particles are, in principle, accessible at the LHC.

Considering that m2 ≪ f2 in all the benchmarks, the off-diagonal quadratic terms for
the radial scalars in the Lagrangian (eq.(2.4)) are hierarchically smaller than the diagonal
mass terms governed by the coupling λ, which is presumed to assume O(1) values. Con-
sequently, all the radial scalars are nearly degenerate with masses ∼

√
3λf . To simplify

matters, we assume the other new quartic coupling, viz. λΦH , is also small, thereby auto-
matically relaxing constraints from the stability of the SM Higgs potential, triviality, etc.
Similar to the pseudoscalars, these heavy scalars have effective interactions with the gluons,
photons and the EW vector bosons with the respective couplings given by gπV V /ξ, where
gπV V represent the pseudoscalar couplings as listed in eq.(2.16).

As stated in the discussion following eq.(2.8), we assume, for the sake of simplicity, that
the singlet VLQ mixes predominantly with the SM top quark, thereby automatically sup-
pressing FCNCs involving the first two generations of quarks. Post-EWSB, the two quarks
mix and the corresponding transformations can be expressed (in the limit of neglecting the
very small mixings with the first two generations) as

(
ΨL u

(3)
L

)T
= U (TL tL)

T , and
(
ΨR u

(3)
R

)T
= V (TR tR)

T , (5.1)

where T, t represent the mass eigenstates and U, V are the (special unitary) mixing matrices.
Since ΨR and u

(3)
R have identical quantum numbers, there is no gauge-mediated FCNC

involving TR and tR and the weak gauge couplings of the VLQ-like state T can be expressed
as

LT−V =

(
g√
2
UtT

)
Wµ b̄Lγ

µTL +

(
g

2cw
U∗
ttUtT

)
Zµ t̄Lγ

µTL

+
g

cw
Zµ T̄ γ

µ

[
− 2

3
s2w +

g

2cw
U∗
TtUtTPL

]
T + h.c.

(5.2)

where PL,R are the usual chiral projection operators. On the other hand, the FCNCs
involving the scalars, as derived from eq.(2.10), are given by

LT−ϕ = − 1√
2
t̄L
[(
λΨU

∗
tTVTT + y′ΨU

∗
tTVtT

)
ϕN + (λhU

∗
ttVtT + yΨU

∗
ttVTT )h

]
TR

− 1√
2
T̄L

[(
λΨU

∗
TTVTt + y′ΨU

∗
TTVtt

)
ϕN + (λhU

∗
TtVtt + yΨU

∗
TtVTt)h

]
tR + h.c..

(5.3)

To obtain the pseudoscalar FCNCs, it is perhaps the most convenient to make use of the
shift symmetry and rescale the field ΨL → eiξπN/fΨL in eq.(2.10). This, in turn, results in
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a pseudovector FCNC term in the full Lagrangian through the kinetic term of the field ΨL,
namely,

LT−π =
∂µπN
f

T̄Lγ
µ (U∗

TTUTt) tL + h.c., (5.4)

with πN being expressed in terms of the mass eigenstates an through πN =
∑

C−1
Nkak

with the matrix C as defined in eq.(2.6). For f ≳ 1000 GeV and mT ∼ λΨf/
√
2 >

(mW,Z,h,ϕ +mt), the primary decay channels for the VLQ are clearly T → bW , T → t Z,
T → t h, T → t ϕN (if kinematically allowed) and T → t an (see appendix B for the decay
width expressions [91]). Note that the decays to the new scalars and pseudoscalars appear
in addition to the conventional VLQ decay modes to the SM particles and, therefore, it is
worth comparing the branching fractions pertaining to the different channels. As this needs
specifying a few further parameters, we begin by doing so for each of the benchmark points:

BP-I and II: We assume λΨ = 2.2, yΨ = ϵy′Ψ, λ = 1.8 and y′Ψ ≲ 0.1 with ϵ = 0.1. This
choice of λΨ is motivated by the experimental lower bound on the VLQ mass (mT ≳ 1500

GeV) to be discussed below. However, as can be expected from such a large value of the
coupling, the evolution is fast and an examination of the three-loop renormalization group
equations [92] leads to the conclusion that the theory becomes a very strongly coupled
one at a scale µ ∼ 10 TeV, signalling that new physics must take over well before this
scale. Given that the clockwork model is not a UV-complete one, this, per se, may still be
overlooked. However, we return to this point in the next section.

BP-III: The considerably larger value of the SSB scale f allows us the luxury of
choosing a relatively smaller value for the Yukawa coupling λΨ, and we consider, instead,
λΨ = 1.5, λ = 0.7 and yΨ = ϵy′Ψ, y′Ψ ≲ 0.1 with ϵ = 0.1. For such a choice, the running of
λΨ is significantly slower and the strong coupling phase of the theory lies near 108 GeV.

While in eqs.(5.2 & 5.3), we have not listed any alterations in the SM couplings of the
top-quark, it is obvious that certain changes would be wrought. However, these changes
are only higher-order in the T–u3 mixing UtT , and with the latter not being large, are well
below the current sensitivity limits (the strongest being that for the SM CKM element Vtb

[19]), whether from flavour physics or from top-decay.
The constraints on the VLQ sector would, thus, come from direct observations at

colliders. At the large hadron collider, the overwhelmingly leading production mechanism
is the QCD-driven one18. Once pair-produced, the T s would decay promptly. Table 5
lists the leading VLQ branching ratios for the three benchmark points19 It can be readily
ascertained that the branching fractions have a very small dependence on the free parameter
y′Ψ.

As the table shows, the branching fractions relevant to the standard search algorithms
are not overly affected. Consequently, the derived limits are only slightly relaxed at best.
On the other hand, it might be interesting to consider exotic channels such as T → t+an →
t+γγ. Hitherto (largely) unexplored, these might be of interest at future runs of the LHC.

18With UtT not being large, single production is suppressed and the consequent bounds [93] are relaxed.
19For the chosen set of couplings, a decay of T to radial scalars is kinematically forbidden. For any

phenomenologically viable set of couplings, the branching fractions remain much smaller than those listed
in the table.
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Branching Ratios
Channel SM BP-I & II BP-III

T → bW 0.5 0.44 0.47
T → t Z 0.25 0.21 0.23
T → t h 0.25 0.23 0.25
T → t a(all) — 0.12 0.05

mT lower limit 1540 GeV [94, 95] 1500 GeV ≈ 1540 GeV

Table 5: VLQ branching fractions for BP-I,II and III (The SM column refers to the
assumed branching fractions for VLQ searches [93, 94]). The bottom row displays the
resulting lower bounds on mT , as derived from the limits on the VLQ pair-production
cross-section presented in ref.[94]

.

6 Summary and Conclusion

We have examined the minimal QCD axion model within the clockwork paradigm and
investigated the prospects of observing the massive ALPs that the model engenders at
current and future hadron colliders. To this end, we employ a KSVZ-like setup with a
heavy SU(2)L singlet quark (as a top-partner) which couples to the CW sector at the site
j = N through an analogue of the PQ symmetry and naturally addresses the strong CP
problem in the traditional manner. Thus, the lightest pNGB in the CW sector identifies
as the QCD axion while the accompanying heavier pNGBs in the spectrum behave as
ALPs with a characteristic mass scale ∼ mq. Through the chiral anomaly, these axions
then couple to the gluons, the photon and the Z boson, albeit with hierarchically different
decay constants for the QCD axion and the ALPs, namely f0 ∼ q−Nf and fn>0 ∼ f ,
thanks to the CW mechanism. Being naturally consistent with the current experimental
and observational constraints, the large suppression in the effective couplings of the light
axion renders it practically invisible at high energy colliders. Therefore, for a reasonable
parameter configuration such as q > 1, N ∼ O(10), m ≳ 10 GeV and f ∼ 1 TeV, what seems
more plausible instead is the production and detection of the ALPs, especially at hadron
colliders such as the currently operating LHC and its future derivatives. To perform a
quantitative analysis, we classify three benchmark scenarios according to the ALP masses
in the range 10− 30 GeV (BP-I), 35− 105 GeV (BP-II) and 150− 450 GeV (BP-III). Such
varied mass scales for the ALPs is enabled by the fact that the CW mechanism is based
on the premise of localization in the theory space and, thus, is practically independent of
the mass scales assumed in the theory. We performed an analysis of the expected signal
profiles pertaining to the three benchmark points for the production of ALPs (with upto
two additional jets) via gluon fusion and their subsequent decay to two photons at the LHC
for an integrated luminosity of 138 fb−1. As anchor points for the analysis and for estimates
of the pertinent background distributions, we referred to the ATLAS searches for diphoton
resonances in the relevant invariant mass regions [71, 72]. What stands out as particularly
interesting is the case of the light ALPs where the number of particles N that is consistent
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with the QCD axion being a dark matter candidate also induces very small mass-splittings
among the ALPs. The resulting diphoton invariant mass distribution for the signal events
turns out to be such that the individual resonances are smeared by the detector’s resolution
(implemented in the form of a fast simulation of the ATLAS detector) and, thereby, overlap
with each other to a certain extent. Therefore, such scenarios suggest that the existence of a
CW spectrum of light ALPs might, in principle, also manifest in the observation of a single
broad resonance instead of the typical signatures of distinct, well-separated, resonances.
Treating the spectrum as a whole also offers the possibility of a better, more inclusive,
estimation of the signal’s statistical significance over the background. For instance, the
simplistic cumulative estimation defined in this work gives a sizable significance value of
Sc ∼ 3.4σ in BP-I, even though the significance estimates of the individual bins in the signal
distribution are comparatively small. Moreover, when scaled by the projected luminosity
reach of the ongoing Run 3 phase of the LHC, viz. ∼ 300 fb−1, the cumulative significance
gets enhanced to Sc ∼ 5σ. Of course, a dedicated search for such signals would call for a
more detailed statistical analysis that is tailored to the fact that the individual resonances
of the CW spectrum are characteristically correlated. As for the heavy ALPs, e.g. those
encountered in BP-III, one may not be very hopeful within the LHC era, with the cumulative
significance falling below 3σ even at the 300 fb−1 level. What is exciting, though, is the
prospect of probing a wide window of the CW ALPs at the HL-LHC with a planned
luminosity reach of ∼ 3000 fb−1, where larger portions of the diphoton invariant mass
profile could start to become apparent — the structure of the axion iceberg revealing itself
— and even scenarios like BP-III could possibly surpass the discovery threshold.

A key issue in our analysis has been the opposing pull on the SSB scale f from the
need to increase the effective ALP–gluon–gluon coupling (scaling as f−1) on the one hand
and the lower bound on the VLQ mass (scaling as f) on the other. While modifying the
number of sites N , or the exponent parameter q does make a difference, the effect is a
muted one (especially given that renormalizability of the low energy theory requires that
q ≤ 3). However, given that the light ALP solutions presented here (benchmark points I &
II) indicate that further new physics must exist by ∼ 10 TeV scale, such a restriction might
seem unwarranted and q > 3 may be considered. However, since the ALP couplings to the
gluons and photon have a dependence on q which appears only through the elements of the
CW transformation matrix, namely C(n>0)N , the corresponding gain is marginal. It can
be similarly argued that a change in the position of the VLQ coupling over the CW lattice
(i.e., to assume j < N) also does not lead to a substantial gain.

Naively, a second possibility would be to postulate additional VLQs such that the effec-
tive angg coupling may be raised by way of all the VLQs contributing in the loop diagram.
However, the corresponding change in the axion potential would putatively lead to the for-
mation of stable domain walls in the early Universe and is phenomenologically disfavoured.
While one might attempt to mitigate the issue by invoking some of the solutions proposed
in the literature, e.g. by assuming a soft breaking of the discrete symmetry or an inflation-
induced statistical bias in the axion potential, the model would, nevertheless, be severely
constrained due to the inherent drawbacks of such solutions [96]. Consider, instead, the
introduction of a one (or more) vector-like lepton (VLL). This, then, does not contribute
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to the angg couplings (thereby evading the domain wall constraints), but does contribute
to the anγγ couplings, which now get enhanced by a factor of

1 +
1

3Y 2
Ψ

∑
NLQ

2
L

where NL is the number of VLLs of charge QL. Even the simplest choice of a single VLL
of charge Q = −1 enhances the coupling by a factor of 1.75, thereby allowing on a similar
enhancement in f without changing the rates. This, in turn, allows for a smaller Yukawa
λΨ, and postponement of the strong coupling phase until a cutoff scale µ ≳ 107 GeV. As
for the VLL phenomenology, the LHC limits are understandably much weaker. For it to
decay, it must have at least a small Yukawa coupling with a SM lepton, and postulating
this to be the τ would not only escape low-energy constraints, but also allow for intriguing
signals at the LHC.

An entirely different mechanism of raising f without suppressing the signal is afforded
by the choice of the U(1)N charge ξ for the ΨL and ΦN . Increasing ξ and f proportionately
keeps feff (and, therefore, the angg coupling) unchanged.

Whatever such mechanisms may be, it is quite apparent that the clockwork-axion-ALP
scenario would be manifested at the LHC in terms of interesting signals, perhaps the most
interesting being the case of the strong coupling phase itself.

A The axial anomaly

In the KSVZ model described in this work, the left and the right-handed projections of
the heavy fermion Ψ are chirally charged under the global symmetry U(1)N . As is usually
the case in KSVZ models, the chiral (or axial) U(1)N (analogous to U(1)PQ in the original
setup) symmetry is anomalous which, in turn, results in the couplings of the pseudoscalar
πN to gluons and the hypercharge boson given in eq.(2.11). This is most succinctly realized
in the path integral formulation of the KSVZ theory, with the partition function given by

Z[0]A =

∫
DΨ̄DΨexp

[
i

∫
d4xLΨ

]
. (A.1)

Here, the subscript A denotes a fixed background with respect to the gauge fields and
LΨ[Ψ, Ψ̄, DµΨ, DµΨ̄] marks the full Lagrangian for Ψ including the kinetic terms as well.
Post SSB (at the scale f), the Yukawa term for Ψ given in eq.(2.10) (ignoring the mixing
terms with the SM fermions for brevity) can be rewritten in the convenient form

−λΨ√
2
(ϕ+ f)eiξπNγ5/f Ψ̄Ψ. (A.2)

The anomalous nature of U(1)N is apparent when we see that while the tree level action
is invariant under the chiral transformation

Ψ′ = UΨ = e−iξβγ5/(2f)Ψ , πN → πN + β, (A.3)

where β is a constant transformation parameter, the measure of the path integral is not.
The measure would transform as,
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DΨ̄DΨ → |J |−2DΨ̄DΨ , (A.4)

where J is the Jacobian corresponding to the chiral transformation. The Jacobian, after
appropriate regularisation, is given by [97, 98]

J =
i

64π2
exp

[∫
d4x

ξ β

f
Tr{FµνF̃µν}

]
. (A.5)

where FµνF̃µν ≡ FAµνF̃B
µνT

ATB which stands for the gauge fields for all the local symme-
tries under which Ψ is charged with TA being the respective generators. For brevity, we
define TA such that they include the corresponding gauge couplings. Tr denotes trace over
the gauge representation of the field Ψ. Therefore, the anomaly term which appears in the
full Lagrangian is given by

A(x) = − ξ β

32π2f
Tr{FµνF̃µν}. (A.6)

Similarly, if we use the freedom to redefine the field Ψ so as to absorb the pseudoscalar
field through the chiral transformation

Ψ → e−iξπNγ5/(2f)Ψ, (A.7)

we obtain the corresponding anomaly term in the Lagrangian given by

A(x) = − ξ πN
32π2f

Tr{FµνF̃µν}. (A.8)

A straightforward evaluation of the trace in the preceding expression leads to the terms in
eq.(2.11).

B VLQ decay widths

In the following we list the decay width expressions for the heavy fermion Ψ with the labels
q and V denoting the SM quarks (b, t) and the EW gauge bosons (W,Z) respectively.

Γ(T → qV ) =|gVL |2
√

m4
q − 2m2

q

(
m2

T +m2
V

)
+
(
m2

T −m2
V

)2
32πm3

T m2
V[ (

m2
T −m2

q

)2
+m2

V

(
m2

T +m2
q

)
− 2m4

V

]
≈|gVL |2

32π

m3
T

m2
V

(for mT ≫ mq,V ) .

(B.1)

Here, the couplings gVL are given by

gWL =
g√
2
UtT , gZL =

1

2

g

cw
U∗
ttUtT , (B.2)

– 29 –



whereas the corresponding (off-diagonal) right-handed couplings vanish identically thanks
to an analogue of the GIM mechanism.

For decays to scalars we ignore the small mixing between the SM Higgs and the heavy
scalars ϕn. The corresponding expressions are

Γ(T → t h) =

√
m4

h − 2m2
h

(
m2

T +m2
t

)
+
(
m2

T −m2
t

)2
64πm3

T

×
{(

|yhTt|2 + |yhtT |2
) [

m2
T +m2

t −m2
h

]
+ 2

(
yh∗Tty

h
tT + yhTt y

h∗
tT

)
mTmt

}
≈
(
|yhTt|2 + |yhtT |2

)
64π

mT (for mT ≫ mt,h) ,

(B.3)

Γ(T → t ϕN ) =

√
m4

ϕN
− 2m2

ϕN

(
m2

T +m2
t

)
+
(
m2

T −m2
t

)2
64πm3

T

×
{(

|yΦTt|2 + |yΦtT |2
) [

m2
T +m2

t −m2
ϕN

]
+ 2

(
yΦ∗
Tt y

Φ
tT + yΦTt y

Φ∗
tT

)
mTmt

}
≈
(
|yΦTt|2 + |yΦtT |2

)
64π

mT

(
1− 2

m2
ϕN

m2
T

+
m4

ϕN

m4
T

)
(for mT,ϕN

≫ mt)

(B.4)

and

Γ(T → t an) =
ξ2C2

nN

√
m4

n − 2m2
n

(
m2

T +m2
t

)
+
(
m2

T −m2
t

)2
32πf2m3

T(
|UTT |2|UTt|2

) [(
m2

T −m2
t

)2 − (m2
T +m2

t

)
m2

n

]
≈ λ2

Ψ ξ2C2
nN |UTT |2|UTt|2
32π

mT (for mT ≫ mt,an) ,

(B.5)

where the effective Yukawa couplings are given by

yhTt ≈ λhU
∗
TtVtt , yhtT = λhU

∗
ttVtT + yΨU

∗
ttVTT ,

yΦtT ≈ λΨU
∗
tTVTT , yΦTt = λΨU

∗
TTVTt + y′ΨU

∗
TTVtt .

(B.6)
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