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Abstract

Axion-like particles can couple to Standard Model gluons, electroweak gauge

bosons, and massive fermions. A future multi-TeV muon collider provides a favor-

able environment to probe axion-like particles through multiple production chan-

nels, including vector boson fusion via electroweak gauge boson couplings and the

top-associated production mediated by direct fermionic couplings. Motivated by

the quality issue of the QCD axion, we focus on axion-like particles with masses

and decay constants around the TeV scale. We explore how different axion-like

particle couplings shape its production and decay modes, revealing a rich and

intricate phenomenological landscape.
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1 Introduction

Axion-like particles (ALPs) are generic pseudo-Nambu-Goldstone bosons of broken ap-

proximate global chiral U(1) Peccei-Quinn (PQ) symmetry. They naturally emerge as

zero modes of p-form gauge fields in theories with compactified extra dimensions such as

string theories [1, 2] or as phase components of complex scalar fields [3–5]. They are in-

spired by the QCD axion, which addresses the strong CP problem [6–8], however, unlike

the QCD axion, the mass and coupling of an ALP can vary independently. Their exis-

tence has profound implications in astrophysics, cosmology, and particle physics, driving

significant experimental efforts to detect them (see, e.g., Refs. [9–11] for reviews).

Being representative of a compact direction, the ALP a entails a mass scale fa that

is referred to as its decay constant. The U(1) symmetry is realized as a shift symmetry

for the ALP which protects its mass. However, the ALP can obtain a mass as a result of

the explicit breaking of the U(1). Of particular interest are ALPs with TeV-scale masses

and decay constants. Heavy axions are motivated by the axion quality problem, i.e., the

requirement of retaining exceptionally precise global U(1) symmetry, as even tiny explicit

symmetry-breaking effects other than the QCD instantons (e.g., quantum gravity effects)

could spoil the solution to the strong CP problem [12–16]. If the axion is heavy enough,

this problem might be alleviated [17–31]. Ref. [32] envisaged embedding of an invisible

QCD axion model in a warped three 3-brane geometry, where the intermediate brane is

associated with the PQ breaking, while the electroweak (EW) symmetry is broken by

TeV-brane localized Higgs. This simultaneously addresses the origin of the intermediate

PQ-breaking scale and the EW naturalness problem. As an interesting consequence,

there exist visible Kaluza-Klein excitations of the invisible QCD axion zero-mode at the

TeV brane which manifests itself as a TeV scale ALP with TeV scale decay constant. 1

A future multi-TeV muon collider supports a clean environment and high center

of mass (CM) energy for the studies of high-energy physics, including for, e.g., Higgs

and precision electroweak analyses [36–38] and dark matter [39–41]. Owing to their

large masses, TeV scale ALPs decay promptly, making them ideal candidates for high-

energy collider searches. The nature of an ALP’s couplings depends on whether the

associated U(1) symmetry is anomalous under QCD, EW gauge groups, or whether

Standard Model (SM) fermions carry a U(1) charge. As a result, ALPs can interact

with gluons, EW gauge bosons, and SM fermions. Since a high-energy muon collider

also effectively functions as a vector boson collider, most studies have focused on ALP

1A cosmological consequence of this model is a multi-peak gravitational wave signature corresponding

to the associated phase transitions in the early Universe [33]. For recent applications of multi-brane

setup, also see, e.g., Refs. [34, 35].
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interactions with EW gauge bosons [42–44], though some have also explored the ALP-

top quark coupling [45–47]. The interplay between different couplings gives rise to a

diverse ALP phenomenology at a muon collider, with dominant production and decay

channels varying depending on the coupling structure. This necessitates dedicated search

strategies tailored to distinct phenomenological regimes, which will be the focus of this

work.

We employ the ALP effective Lagrangian framework to systematically evaluate var-

ious ALP production and decay channels in a model-independent manner. We then

classify the phenomenologically distinct regions of the coupling parameter space and

analyze them separately. The key distinctions arise from whether the ALP is produced

via vector boson fusion or in association with a top-quark, and whether it decays into

a pair of gauge bosons or a top-quark pair. We demonstrate that a dedicated forward

muon (FM) detector is essential for isolating the ALPs produced by vector boson fusion

(VBF) while effectively suppressing a wide range of non-VBF SM backgrounds. For the

parameter region where the ALP decays into a pair of top quarks, the choice of the cone

size parameter R in jet clustering, optimized based on the ALP mass range, as well as

correlations in the azimuth angles and transverse momenta of the jets, further refine the

signal selection. We reconstruct the peak structure in the dijet invariant mass spectrum

and apply a likelihood analysis to quantify the signal significance. Finally, we project

the resulting sensitivity of a future muon collider to the ALP parameter space. We also

discuss the challenges associated with reconstructing ALP decays into gluons, while a

strategy to make further progress is outlined.

The remainder of the paper is structured as follows. Section 2 introduces the ALP

effective theory framework, outlining the various production and decay channels and

categorizing them based on distinct phenomenological regions. Sections 3, 4, 5 provide

a detailed analysis of each region, including the event selection strategy and statistical

treatment. Section 6 contains our conclusions and further discussions.

2 Setup

Here we define our effective theory of ALP and introduce its couplings to the SM. Various

ALP production and decay channels are analyzed, identifying phenomenologically dis-

tinct regions in the coupling parameter space. Among these, two regions are considered

in the literature, while three new regions are yet to be explored.
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2.1 EFT Framework

Let us extend the SM with a CP-odd ALP a with mass ma and decay constant fa. As we

are interested in the dynamics of TeV-scale ALPs, the effective Lagrangian should be full

SM gauge group invariant, i.e., invariant under GSM = SU(3)c⊗SU(2)L⊗U(1)Y [48–50],

Leff = LSM +
1

2
(∂µa)(∂

µa)− 1

2
m2
aa

2 −
( gs
4π

)2
CGAG̃ −

( g
4π

)2
CWAW̃

−
(
g′

4π

)2

CBAB̃ − CaΦ
2

∂µa

fa

∑
ψ=Q,L

ψ̄γµγ5σ3ψ + h.c. , (2.1)

where the Q,L represent the SM quark and lepton doublets, and σ3 acts on the weak

isospin space. gs, g, g
′ are the corresponding coupling constants of SU(3)c, SU(2)L, and

U(1)Y , respectively, while the symbol AX̃ denotes

AX̃ = XµνX̃
µν a

fa
, (2.2)

for a gauge field X ∈ {G,W,B}, where Xµν and X̃µν are the field strength tensor and its

dual X̃µν = ϵµνρσXρσ/2, respectively. In Eq. (2.1), higher-order powers of a/fa have been

neglected, and the coefficients CW , CB, CG, CaΦ represent the corresponding coupling

strengths. We have followed the convention where the loop factor is not absorbed in the

definition of the ALP-gauge boson couplings. After the electroweak symmetry breaking,

the ALP couplings with the Bµ and W 3
µ get converted into the ALP couplings with the

γ and Z boson.

Utilizing Eq. (2.1), one can evaluate the partial decay widths of the ALP to dominant

two-body SM final states as follows [51, 44]

Γ(a→ ff̄) =
3mam

2
f

8πf 2
a

|CaΦ|2
√
1−

4m2
f

m2
a

, (2.3)

Γ(a→ γγ) =
α2
emm

3
a

64π3f 2
a

(CB + CW )2 , (2.4)

Γ(a→ gg) =
α2
s(ma)m

3
a

8π3f 2
a

|CG|2
[
1 +

83

4

αs(ma)

π

]
, (2.5)

Γ(a→ γZ) =
α2
emm

3
a

32π3f 2
a

(CW cot θW − CB tan θW )2
[
1−

(
mZ

ma

)2
]3

, (2.6)

Γ(a→ ZZ) =
α2
emm

3
a

64π3f 2
a

(
CW cot2 θW + CB tan2 θW

)2 [
1−

(
2mZ

ma

)2
]3/2

, (2.7)
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Figure 1: Representative Feynman diagrams for the top-associated production (left) and VBF of ALP.

Here V = γ, Z,W and ℓµ = µ, νµ depending on V .

Γ(a→ W+W−) =
α2
emm

3
a

32 sin θ4Wπ
3f 2
a

|CW |2
[
1−

(
2mW

ma

)2
]3/2

, (2.8)

where f is a massive SM fermion with mass mf , αem is the fine structure constant,

αs(µ) ≡ g2s(µ)/(4π) is the running strong coupling constant in MS scheme, θW is the

weak mixing angle and we have included the one-loop correction to the a → gg decay

rate. The running coupling constants are to be evaluated at the scale ma.

2.2 ALP production and decay channels

In Fig. 1, we show a few representative diagrams from a class of ALP production dia-

grams, classified broadly into the top-associated production channel (left) or the VBF

production channel (right). The top quark is the most relevant for TeV scale ALPs as

the corresponding coupling scales with the SM quark/lepton mass. The branching ratio

of the ALP decay to any final state (f.s.) can be evaluated as

B(a→ f.s.) =
Γ(a→ f.s.)

Γtotal

, (2.9)

where Γ(a→ f.s.) denotes the partial decay width of the specific channel a→ f.s., while

Γtotal denotes the total ALP decay width. Depending on the relative size of the ALP-

SM couplings, the dominant decay channel of ALP will be different. For illustrative

purposes, in Fig. 2, we demonstrate the interplay of ALP-SM couplings in determining

the dominant production and decay channels for a 1 TeV ALP in a future muon col-

lider. In the left subfigure, we show the different dominant ALP decay channels in the

ALP-fermion (CaΦ) and ALP-gluon coupling (CG) parameter subspace, while keeping

CW/fa = CB/fa = 1 TeV−1. The ALP dominantly decays to tt̄ in the gray region, to gg

in the red region, to electroweak gauge bosons V V ′ with V, V ′ = γ, Z,W in the green
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ma = 1 TeV, s = 5 TeV, cG /fa = 3 TeV−1, cB = cW

f(VBF)

prod
× ℬ(a → t t̄ ) ≥ 50 %

f (VBF)
prod × ℬ(a → gg) ≥ 50 %

f(top)

prod
× ℬ(a → t t̄ ) ≥ 50 %

ℬ
(a

→
gg

) ≥
50

%

f(V
B

F)
pr

od
×

ℬ
(a

→
V

V′
 ) ≥

50
%

f(
top

)

pro
d
×

TT

TG

VG

V
V

VT

ℬ(a
→

t t̄ )
≥ 50 %

ℬ
(a

→
gg

) ≥
50

%

ℬ(a → V V ) ≥ 50 %

ma = 1 TeV, cW /fa = cB /fa = 1 TeV−1

Figure 2: Interplay of ALP couplings in determining the dominant production and decay channels of

the ALP.

region, while the ALP has multiple competitive decay channels in the marginal white

region. Similarly, in the right sub-figure, we show the dominant, phenomenologically

distinct regions for the ALP production and decay channels. Specifically, we identify

the regions for which f
(ch)
prod × B(a → f.s.) > 50%, where f

(ch)
prod is the fraction of the ALP

production cross-section in a particular channel ‘ch’. The dominant production channel

can be either the top-associated production µ+µ− → att̄, or the VBF µ+µ− → ℓµℓ̄µa,

where ℓµ = µ, νµ as in Fig. 1. In the right subfigure, we fix CG/fa = 3 TeV−1, CW = CB,

and depict the distinct regions in the ALP-fermion (caΦ) versus ALP-EW coupling sub-

space. To estimate f
(ch)
prod, we utilized MadGraph5 aMC [52] to evaluate the production

cross-section for a particular coupling and the fact that it scales quadratically with the

coupling involved. In particular, we identify five phenomenologically distinct regions

and label them as follows.

• Region TT: The ALP production dominantly proceeds through the top-associated

production and the ALP decays to tt̄. This corresponds to the 4-top channel

µ+µ− → tt̄(a→ tt̄).

• Region TG: The dominant ALP production is the top-associated production, and

the decay channel is a→ gg, corresponding to the process µ+µ− → tt̄(a→ gg).

• Region VT: The ALP production happens through VBF dominantly, while it

decays to tt̄, i.e., the channel is µ+µ− → ℓµℓ̄µ(a → tt̄), where ℓµ = µ, νµ for

charged or neutral boson fusion, respectively.

• Region VG: ALP is produced dominantly through VBF and decays to gg, i.e.,
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the process is µ+µ− → ℓµℓ̄µ(a→ gg), with ℓµ = µ, νµ.

• Region VV: VBF is the dominant production channel for ALP, while it also

decays to EW gauge bosons, including a→ W+W−, γZ, ZZ, γγ.

The sixth possible region, namely TV, where the production is through the top-associated

channel but the ALP decays to electroweak gauge bosons never dominate because if the

ALP-top coupling is substantial enough to contribute to the production dominantly,

then the ALP decay to tops will dominate over the decays to electroweak gauge bosons

due to the large top mass and the loop-suppressed ALP-gauge boson coupling. Finally,

there could be a possibility that the ALP dominantly decays to some dark sector parti-

cles, but also couples considerably to the SM such that it can be produced in a collider.

We will not entertain this possibility further as we focus on the on-shell production of

the ALP such that its decay products can be reconstructed and the ALP mass can be

inferred from the invariant mass of its decay products.

Motivated by the fact that a high-energy muon collider also acts as an electroweak

vector boson collider, considerable attention has been given to the region VV [44, 53],

where the VBF produced ALP decays to electroweak gauge bosons. It has been pointed

out that the diphoton decay channel is relatively clean and the diphoton invariant mass

can be used to reconstruct the ALP event. The present authors, in Ref. [45] analyzed the

region TT, which utilized the ALP-top coupling solely and demonstrated that utilizing

the hadronic decay channels of the top quark, a dijet mass resonance search can be used

to probe this TT region for an on-shell ALP, thanks to the substantial boost factor

provided by the high-energy fundamental muon beams. However, a full mapping of the

phenomenologically distinct regions was not presented in the past, and here we identify

three new regions, namely TG, VT, and VG.

3 Region VT

In the VT region corresponding to the gray parameter space in Fig. 2 (right), as de-

fined in sec. 2.2, the dominant ALP production is through the VBF process, while the

ALP decays to tt̄ predominantly. To illustrate, for ma = 1 TeV, |CaΦ|/fa = 6 TeV−1,

|CW |/fa = |CB|/fa = 10 TeV−1, and
√
s = 5 TeV (see Fig. 2), the ALP branching

ratio is B(a → tt̄) ≳ 99.5%, which is almost insensitive to the choice of CG, as long

as we remain inside the VT region. Further, for this illustrative set of parameters,

Γ(a → tt̄) ≃ 1.2 × 102 GeV, as obtained from MadGraph5 aMC [52] simulation, which

agrees with Eq. (2.3). Hence, a typical ALP flight length is La = cτaβaγa ≃ 10−2 fm,
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ℓµℓ̄µa (1TeV) ℓµℓ̄µa (1.5TeV) ℓµℓ̄µa (2.5TeV) ℓµℓ̄µtt̄ ℓµℓ̄µW
+W−

σ[pb] 0.002475 0.001995 0.001295 0.0096 1.356

Table 1: Cross-sections for the signal and principal backgrounds in the VT region for the chosen

benchmark parameters, {|CW |, |CB |, |CG|, |CaΦ|}/fa = {10, 10, 0, 6} TeV−1 at
√
s = 10 TeV for three

different ALP masses as mentioned in the parenthesis.

where c denotes the speed of light, τa is the ALP lifetime, and βaγa ≃
√
s/ma is the

maximum possible combination of the velocity and boost factor for the ALP. There-

fore, the ALP decays promptly to tt̄ pair, which can be utilized to reconstruct the ALP

through the dijet invariant mass. We will use the hadronic decay products of the top to

reconstruct the boosted top jets and identify them with the jet mass reconstructed as

such. This is a preferred method of top reconstruction in a high-energy muon collider,

thanks to the fundamental nature of the colliding particles, which imparts a significant

boost to the top quark produced such that its hadronic decay products lie in a sin-

gle jet cone. This situation is to be contrasted with a hadronic collider as the available

collision energy is shared among the parton level fundamental constituents [54–56]. Hav-

ing established the reconstruction strategy for the ALP-generated signal event, and its

production channel, let us now turn to possible SM backgrounds.

SM processes with multiple top-jets in the final state, including both VBF and non-

VBF production channels should be considered as backgrounds, while events with addi-

tional non-top-jets, which can be misidentified as tops may also contribute significantly

to the background. Nevertheless, as the VBF processes are enhanced in the soft and

collinear regions for the vector boson involved, they are often accompanied by outgoing

leptons primarily in the forward region, i.e., the region with high pseudorapidity (η).

In our analysis, we use the fact that a plethora of non-VBF SM backgrounds can be

suppressed if the forward muons (FMs) can be tagged with an FM detector.

The importance of the FM detectors has been motivated for high-energy muon col-

liders [57, 58], as they may bring significant advantages, including for, e.g., extracting

the SM hZZ couplings by isolating the ZZ-fusion production of the Higgs boson [59].

To suppress the beam-induced backgrounds (BIBs) as a result of unstable muon decays,

two tungsten cone-shaped nozzles are designed to be placed around the beampipe, which

typically restricts the angular coverage of the detection region to |η| ≲ 2.5, correspond-

ing to 10◦ ≲ θ ≲ 170◦ [60]. Since the TeV-scale FMs can penetrate these shields, the

FM detectors can be placed beyond them, covering the region with |η| ≳ 2.5.

We assume that muons with 2.5 < |η| < 8 can be tagged as FMs [59]. We find that the
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non-VBF SM backgrounds are reduced as such by requiring tagged FMs. Note that the

WW -fusion produces outgoing neutrinos, which can not be tagged, and the requirement

of the tagged FMs essentially selects fewer signal events, only associated with the neutral

VBF channels. Still, the reduction of the plethora of non-VBF SM backgrounds makes

it an invaluable filter. As an illustration, in Table 2, we show the raw number of

events for one of the principal backgrounds in the VT region, namely µ+µ− → ℓµℓ̄µtt̄,

which includes events from both the VBF and non-VBF processes. However, non-VBF

induced µ+µ− → µ+µ−tt̄ events have outgoing muons that are distributed in the whole

solid angle, unlike the VBF induced events, where the outgoing muons are primarily

in the forward region. Therefore, demanding at least one FM for selecting a candidate

event significantly trims down the non-VBF part of this background, as well as the

WW -fusion events. Among the remnant SM VBF backgrounds, µ+µ− → µ+µ−W+W−

is the dominant one. We will show that requiring two top jet candidates will cut down

this background significantly. The other subdominant backgrounds are SM VBF tt̄h

(σ = 4.2 × 10−5 pb) and tt̄z (σ = 8.0 × 10−5 pb). Their cross-sections are two orders

smaller than the signal cross-section and we will ignore them in the following analysis.

Let us now consider a specific choice of parameter set for the sake of illustration for

the VT region, namely {|CW |, |CB|, |CG|, |CaΦ|}/fa = {10, 10, 0, 6} TeV−1. In Table 1,

we show the production cross-sections for the signal and background processes with CM

energy
√
s = 10TeV for the benchmark parameter choice mentioned above, for three

different ALP masses ma = {1, 1.5, 2.5} TeV. The value of |CW | and |CB| are taken

to saturate the unitarity bound [61], and CW = CB is assumed for simplicity, while

analysis for a different choice is straightforward. Since the signal analysis, which will be

described later, is conducted in three distinct ALP mass regions to optimize the signal

selection efficiency, we consider three corresponding ALP masses in this study.

We now comment on the BIB mitigation techniques and their consequences that are

relevant to all parameter regions discussed in this paper. A big challenge we need to

tackle is to distinguish true jets from fake jets due to the BIB. Utilizing the specific char-

acteristics of the fake jets associated with BIBs, such as their low transverse momenta

pT, asynchronous time of arrival, displaced origin, and high |η| can also help mitigate the

fake jet-induced backgrounds [60]. Following the filtering procedure of jets introduced

in ref. [60], it is possible to reduce the effect of the BIBs to a negligible level, while

keeping ∼ 90% of true jets intact. In our analysis, we randomly pick up the 90% of jets

to simulate this jet reconstruction efficiency and neglect the BIB effect.2

2This procedure is based on an approximation that the filtering procedure does not significantly

modify the distribution of jets in their phase space. It is beyond the scope of this paper to perform a
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3.1 Event generation and cut-flow

The patron level events are generated by using the MadGraph5 aMC [52] and then they

are processed by Pythia8 [62] for matching of jets, showering, and hadronization. The jet

clustering is performed by FastJet [63]. Detector simulation is performed by Delphes [64]

using the muon collider detector card [65]. We implement the ALP model Lagrangian

in FeynRules [66] following Ref. [50] and then generate a model file compatible with

MadGraph5 aMC [52]. To avoid infrared (IR) singularities, a parton-level pre-selection

is applied when generating both signal and background samples [67]:

pT (l, j) > 5 GeV, pT (γ) > 1 GeV, 0 < η(l) < 10, ∆R(jj, ll) > 0.2, (3.1)

where the l, j are leptons and jets, respectively, pT denotes the transverse momentum,

and η represents pseudo-rapidity, while ∆R(j1j2) =
√

(η(j1)− η(j2))2 + (ϕ(j1)− ϕ(j2))2

is the angular distance between two jets j1, j2, and similarly for the leptons. As the

TeV-scale ALP in the VT region dominantly decays to a pair of top quarks, improving

the top reconstruction efficiency is desired. Proper reconstruction methods depend on

the momenta of the top pair, but looking for boosted top jets focusing on the hadronic

decay of the top is a promising way in the high energy environment of a muon collider.

The radius of top jets can be large depending on the size of the boost. Therefore,

choosing a proper cone size R for the jet reconstruction is necessary to collect the top

jets from ALP. To maximize the signal events with two potential top candidates, we

choose R = 1.0 and R = 0.8 for
√
s = 5 TeV and

√
s = 10 TeV, respectively, where we

have used the kT jet-clustering algorithm.

Fig. 3a shows the distribution of the number of FMs in one event. As evident,

most of the SM VBF µ+µ−tt̄ background events have two FMs. Although the VBF-

produced ALP events mainly have zero FMs, because the WW fusion process has a

larger cross-section, which yields invisible neutrinos in the final state, we still focus on

signal events with tagged FMs as emerging from γ, Z-induced VBFs. This is because,

without the tagged FMs, one needs to consider many additional non-VBF backgrounds

that we don’t show in the histogram such as non-VBF tt̄(g) (σ = 0.0052 pb). Hence, we

require one FM in the signal event which can exclude most of the non-VBF backgrounds

and suppress the SM VBF backgrounds efficiently. We select signal events with only one

FM, because if the other muon is non-forward, then the ALP which recoils against it

can have a larger pT due to momentum conservation, which will enable us to distinguish

the signal event as we will describe later.

more detailed analysis of this procedure.
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Figure 3: Distribution of signal and background events in the VT region concerning the number of

FMs (a), PTsum for events with one FM (nfm = 1) (b), the azimuthal angle difference between the two

top candidate jets, ∆Φ, for events with one FM (nfm = 1) (c) and two FMs (nfm = 2) (d) respectively

for
√
s = 10TeV and L = 100 ab−1.

Having identified the principal SM backgrounds, let us now turn to our strategy

to optimize the event selection criteria and associated cut-flow analysis. For event se-

lection, top jet candidates defined as jets with reconstructed mass mj in the interval

140 GeV < mj < 220 GeV are used. Requiring two top jet candidates in the signal

event helps immensely to trim down the µ+µ−W+W− background, as the misidentifi-

cation probability for two simultaneous W -jets as top-jets is quite low. The remaining

SM background µ+µ−tt̄ also has a pair of top jets, and emerges as the principal back-

ground after the requirement of two top jets in the signal event. However, the on-shell

ALP-generated top pairs possess some distinctive features, especially on the transverse

plane, which can be utilized to distinguish them.

In both the signal process µ+µ−(a → tt̄) and the principal SM background µ+µ−tt̄,
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cut

processes
ℓµℓ̄µa (ma = 1.5 TeV) ℓµℓ̄µtt̄ ℓµℓ̄µW

+W−

origin 199500 960000 135600000

nfm = 1 44494 131985 19218587

ntop = 2 5819 3714

∆Φ < 2.6 4415 1761

PTsum > 1400 GeV 3276 868

Table 2: Cutflow for the signal and top-rich SM processes in the VT region for
√
s = 10TeV and

L = 100 ab−1. nfm, ntop are the number of FMs and number of top candidates, respectively. ∆Φ is

the angle between the momenta of the two top candidates in the transverse plane. PTsum is the scalar

sum of pT of the two top candidate jets.

which proceed via VBF, the produced top quark pairs tend to be back-to-back in the

transverse plane when there are two FMs in the event. This back-to-back nature is

reflected in the distribution of the angle ∆Φ between the transverse momenta of the

top pair, defined as ∆Φ ≡ cos−1 [(p̂T (t) · p̂T (t̄)] with p̂T (·) being the direction of t or

t̄ in the transverse plane; see Fig. 3d. However, if only one FM is present, the other

outgoing muon can carry substantial transverse momentum, against which the top pair

can recoil. In this case, the top quarks are no longer perfectly back-to-back, and ∆Φ

will deviate from π, depending on the transverse momentum of the non-FM. For signal

events, where the top pair originates from an on-shell ALP, the transverse momentum

boost of the ALP in the lab frame causes the top pair to have ∆Φ largely deviated from

π. The lighter the ALP, the more it is boosted, leading to a greater deviation of ∆Φ

from π. In contrast, for the SM background, the top pair does not necessarily come

from an on-shell decay, so the two tops are boosted differently. This results in a ∆Φ

distribution that peaks around π, with a smooth tail extending away from this peak. As

shown in Fig. 3c, in the one-FM case, a significant portion of the signal events (especially

for lighter ALPs) populate the small ∆Φ region, while the background events primarily

cluster around π. In the two-FM case, since the transverse momentum taken away by

the FMs is negligible, the ALP is only boosted along the z-axis. This does not affect

the ∆Φ distribution, which remains peaked around π.

Similarly, we show the distribution for the transverse momentum scalar sum for the

tops, denoted as PTsum ≡
∑

i=t,t̄ |p⃗T (i)| in Fig. 3b, where it can be seen that the heavier

11
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Figure 4: Dijet invariant mass distribution of the two top candidates in the VT region for

{|CW |, |CB |, |CG|, |CaΦ|}/fa = {4, 4, 0, 6} TeV−1.

ALPs generate events with larger PTsum. The trend can be understood as follows. The

ALP decay can contribute at most the mass of the ALP in the scalar sum of transverse

momenta for the tops, while the recoil against the non-FM imparts some additional |p⃗T |.
For lighter ALP, the tops produced are not boosted significantly in the ALP rest frame,

and the only source of |p⃗T | is from the recoil against the non-FM. Although the ∆Φ

distribution does not help distinguish the signal events from the background for heavier

ALPs, PTsum provides another distinctive filter in that region.

nfm = 1 and ntop = 2 can be applied for all the events, where nfm, ntop represent

the number of FMs and top jet candidates in an event, respectively. However, the

distributions for ∆Φ and PTsum vary with the ALP mass. Therefore, we use different

cuts for ∆Φ, and PTsum according to different ALP mass ranges to maximize the selection

efficiency. The signals are separated into three mass regions for the analysis, namely the

lightweight region (ma = 2mt − 1.4 TeV), the intermediate region (ma = 1.4− 2 TeV),

and the heavyweight region (ma = 2− 8 TeV), respectively. For the lightweight region,

requiring ∆Φ < 1.9 is sufficient to suppress the backgrounds, while the distribution of

PTsum is similar to backgrounds. For the intermediate region, we require ∆Φ < 2.6 and

PTsum > 1.4 TeV to suppress the backgrounds. For the heavyweight region, we demand

PTsum > 1.8 TeV.

In Table 2, we show a cutflow for the intermediate region as an example. The

background µ+µ−W+W− are trimmed to a negligible amount by the ntop cut and the

background µ+µ−tt̄ is suppressed efficiently by the ∆Φ and PTsum cuts. Then, a clear

12



Figure 5: Result of fitting the dijet invariant mass distribution in the VT region for

{|CW |, |CB |, |CG|, |CaΦ|}/fa = {4, 4, 0, 6} TeV−1 using Eq. (3.4) for ma = 1.5 TeV.

peak around the ALP mass appears in the dijet invariant mass distribution for the top

pair. We depict this for ma = 1.5 TeV in Fig. 4, where we have scaled the couplings to

{|CW |, |CB|, |CG|, |CaΦ|}/fa = {4, 4, 0, 6} TeV−1 for clear depiction of the background.

We will obtain the significance of the signal thus reconstructed by fitting this peak

structure, which will be elaborated in the next sections.

3.2 Statistical treatment

To find the peak position and quantify the significance of the signal, we use the crystal

ball function and Bernstein polynomials to fit the signal and background, respectively.

Note that the peak structure looks asymmetric and is skewed to the lower dijet invariant

mass region in Fig. 4. This is due to various lossy processes, including missing soft jets

in the hadronic decay products of the two top candidates. The crystal ball function,

which is effectively a skewed Gaussian distribution, is efficiently designed to model this

asymmetric peak structure and can be used to recover the true ALP mass from the

fit [68, 69].

Let λi be the number of events in the ith bin of the histogram in our fitting procedure,

which is decomposed as

λi = bi + si . (3.2)

Here, bi denotes the smooth distribution of background that we model with Bernstein

13



polynomials,

bi =
3∑

k=0

βk bk,3(xi) , (3.3)

where bk,3 are the Bernstein basis polynomials of degree 3, xi = m
(i)
jj /(m

max
jj − mmin

jj )

denotes the normalized dijet invariant mass with m
(i)
jj being a representative value of the

dijet invariant mass for the ith bin, while the denominator is the range ofmjj in the data,

and βk (k = 0 ∼ 3) are the Bernstein coefficients. On the other hand, si denotes the

peak structure of the signal contribution that we model with the crystal ball function as

si = N


exp

(
−

(
m

(i)
jj −m0

)2

2σ2

)
, for

m
(i)
jj −m0

σ
> −α

A

(
B − m

(i)
jj −m0

σ

)−n

, for
m

(i)
jj −m0

σ
≤ −α

(3.4)

This crystal ball function describes an asymmetric peak structure distribution. Here we

choose positive α and positive n so that the left side of the function slowly increases and

the right side decreases rather faster which models the signal well. We fit the data by λi

with fitting parameters being βk (k = 0 ∼ 3), N , A, B, m0, σ, n, and α for each choice

of the specific ma and the coupling. Defining a sequence of models parameterized by a

parameter µ through the combination,

λ̃i(µ) = b̃i + µs̃i , (3.5)

where b̃i and s̃i are the best-fit values of bi and si for a given µ, respectively, we treat

λ̃i(µ = 1) to be the expected number of events for the corresponding ALP model, while

λ̃i(µ = 0) represents the background only case. We illustrate the fitted dijet distribution

with Eq. (3.4) for ma = 1.5 TeV in Fig. 5.

We use the likelihood function to calculate the significance. Let oi be the histogram

obtained from the experimental data. In our theoretical analysis, we use oi = λ̃i(µ = 1)

as a representative data set. The likelihood function is defined as a function of µ as

L(o;µ) =

NB∏
i=1

e−λ̃i(µ)λ̃i(µ)
oi

Γ(oi + 1)
, (3.6)

with NB being the number of bins. We also define a log-likelihood test statistic,

q0 = −2 ln
L(o;µ = 0)

L(o;µ = 1)
, (3.7)
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Figure 6: The test-statistic
√
q0 as a function of the ALP mass ma for

√
s = 5 TeV (red solid), and

√
s = 10 TeV (blue dashed) with L = 100 ab−1 and |CW |/fa = |CB |/fa = 10 TeV−1. The gray band

incorporates the uncertainties in the fitting procedure. The black dot-dashed line denotes
√
q0 = 6.47

corresponding to the 5σ reach.

where µ = 1 trivially maximizes the denominator for our choice of oi = λ̃i(µ = 1).

According to Wilks’ theorem [70], q0 asymptotically obeys a chi-squared distribution

with 7 degrees of freedom, as inferred from Eq. (3.4). Thus, we identify
√
q0 = 6.47 as

criteria for the discovery of the ALP model at the 5σ confidence level. We performed

the same fitting process for different ALP masses and obtained the distribution of the

significance with the ALP mass.

3.3 Results

In Fig. 6, we show the variation of the test-statistic
√
q0 as a function of different ALP

masses while keeping the coupling fixed to |CW |/fa = |CB|/fa = 10 TeV−1, which is the

maximally allowed value by unitarity for
√
s = 10 TeV [61]. We assume the CM energy

√
s = 5 TeV (

√
s = 10 TeV) and the integrated luminosity L = 100 ab−1. It shows that

we can probe up to ma ∼ 3 TeV (8 TeV) for
√
s = 5 TeV (10 TeV) at 5σ.

The nature of the curves can be understood as follows: when ma is just above the

threshold 2mt for the a → tt̄ decay channel, the top quarks produced from the ALP

decay have small momenta in the ALP rest frame, resulting in top decay products that

are highly collimated in the lab frame. Consequently, the hadronic decay products of

the top-pair are grouped as a single jet. As the ALP mass increases, the top pairs gain
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Figure 7: The 5σ contours in the normalized coupling |CW |/fa and ma plane for CM energy
√
s = 10

TeV for integrated luminosities L = 100 ab−1. The three contours correspond to the three cutflow

methods and are the lightweight region (orange), intermediate region (pink), and heavyweight region

(blue). The approximate unitarity bound is shown as the blue dot-dashed line [61].

a larger boost, improving their detection efficiency, and explaining the upward trend of

the curve. However, when the ALP mass continues to increase, the decreasing cross-

section of the signal process becomes relevant, causing the curve to decline. Further, for

a specific ALP mass, a higher CM energy (
√
s = 10 TeV) enhances the boost for the

top pairs, which improves the detection efficiency of the top jets and thus enhances the

significance of the ALP signals.

We now proceed to determine the 5σ reach in the coupling-vs-mass parameter space

for the VT region. In the above analysis, we fixed the coupling values to |CW |/fa =

|CB|/fa = 10TeV−1, while the signal production cross-section scales with the square

of the couplings. However, the background cross-sections are independent of the ALP

couplings, meaning the test statistic does not exhibit simple scaling behavior with re-

spect to the coupling. Nonetheless, we allow the couplings to vary and refit the dijet

invariant mass distribution for different ALP masses. For each ALP mass, we calculate

the minimum coupling required to achieve a significance of
√
q0 = 6.47. This procedure

provides the 5σ detectable region in the |CW,B|/fa-ma parameter space. Fig. 7 illus-

trates the 5σ reach for three distinct cutflows, as described earlier, with
√
s = 10TeV,

and L = 100 ab−1. The advantage of using the three specialized cut flows for different

ALP mass regions is visible. Finally, we combine these results to obtain the cumulative
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Figure 8: The 5σ reach contours in the normalized coupling |CW |/fa and ma plane for two different

CM energies,
√
s = 5 TeV (red) and 10 TeV (blue) for integrated luminosities L = 10 ab−1 and 100

ab−1. The approximate unitarity bound is shown as the red dashed (blue dot-dashed) line for
√
s = 5

TeV (10 TeV) [61]. Note that we take |CW |/fa and |CB |/fa the same in the whole analysis and the

unitarity bound on |CB |/fa is less restrictive.

reach, including unitarity bounds, as shown in Fig. 8, where we also compare the case

for
√
s = 5TeV.

4 Region TT

The region TT, where the ALP is produced by the top-associated production and decays

promptly to tt̄ was analyzed in our previous work [45]. The process under consideration

is µ+µ− → tt̄(a→ tt̄), and we look for signal events with four top jets in the final state.

Here we will revisit this region and demonstrate that a choice of a larger R parameter

for the top jet reconstruction enhances the signal selection efficiency and improves the

reach in the parameter space in the TT region. Let us summarize the event selection

cutflow and principal backgrounds for the TT region here. SM processes with top-jet-

rich final states can serve as backgrounds in our analysis. The dominant background

arises from SM four-top production (tt̄tt̄), which shares the same event topology as the

signal. Subdominant backgrounds include processes where a top-quark pair is produced

alongside other heavy jets that can be misidentified as top jets, such as tt̄W+W−, tt̄h,

and tt̄Z. To enhance signal sensitivity, we focus on events containing at least three top
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cut

processes
tt̄a (R=0.5) Bkg (R=0.5) tt̄a (R=0.8) Bkg (R=0.8)

origin 9015 96965 9015 96965

ntop ≥ 3 495 148 619 217

njet ≥ 4 417 84

Table 3: Cutflow for the signal process in the TT region with benchmark parameters, |CaΦ|/fa =

6 TeV−1 and ma = 1 TeV and Bkg denotes cumulative top-rich SM processes (tt̄tt̄, tt̄W+W−, tt̄h and

tt̄Z) for
√
s = 5 TeV and L = 100 ab−1.

candidates. This selection efficiently suppresses the backgrounds from tt̄W+W−, tt̄h,

and tt̄Z, while retaining most of the top pairs originating from ALP decays. Additionally,

since signal events tend to produce a higher jet multiplicity, we require more than three

jets per event. After applying these selection criteria, a peak structure emerges around

the ALP mass in the di-jet invariant mass distribution. To extract the signal significance,

we model the background using Bernstein basis polynomials and fit the signal with a

Gaussian distribution function.

Identification of top jets plays an important role in this analysis because one relies

on the three top candidate events. A large R parameter helps enhance acceptance of

the boosted jets by collecting top decay products even for a mild boost. On the other

hand, if R is too large, the mis-identification rate of the top jet candidates increases due

to the several energetic partons clustered into a single jet. Thus, the choice of R should

be optimized to achieve the optimal sensitivity for the ALP.

We use the same benchmark as the previous work, |CaΦ|/fa = 6 TeV−1 with turning

off other couplings and take ma = 1 TeV for CM energy
√
s = 5 TeV and L = 100 ab−1.

We tried several choices for R, and R = 0.8 is found to optimize the top identification

efficiency. Table 3 shows a comparison of the cutflow where the Bkg represents the sum

of SM backgrounds, tt̄tt̄, tt̄W+W−, tt̄h and tt̄Z. Note that for larger R, njet ≥ 4 is

not required because the total number of jets is decreased. For the R = 0.8 case, the

signal events with 3 top candidates increase significantly. Although the backgrounds also

increase, the distribution of dijet invariant mass is smooth so the additional backgrounds

do not deteriorate the signal significance. Following the same analysis strategy, we fit

the data for different ALP masses and revise the parameter space reach. We show the

final result for R = 0.5 (same as our previous work in Ref. [45]) and R = 0.8 in Fig. 9.

With a larger R parameter, we can detect heavier ALP to about 1.7 TeV at 5σ. We note
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Figure 9: The 5σ reach contours in the normalized coupling |CaΦ|/fa and ma plane for CM energy
√
s = 5 TeV for integrated luminosities 100 ab−1. The two contours denote the choices R = 0.5 (blue)

and R = 0.8 (red). The approximate unitarity bound is shown as the blue dot-dashed line [61].

that increasing the top identification efficiency with a large R parameter is beneficial for

small CM energy. When the CM energy becomes larger, top jets are more boosted and

have a smaller radius so that R = 0.5 is desirable for
√
s = 10 TeV case.

5 Region VG and TG

In the VG region, the dominant ALP production is through the VBF process, while

the ALP decays to gg primarily. Due to the similar VBF production process of ALP

as in the VT region, the FMs and PTsum cuts are also effective in suppressing the

background events. However, unlike the top jets from ALP decay in the VT region,

which have a unique feature of heavy jet mass, it is challenging to distinguish the gluon

jets from other light quark-initiated jets. By requiring one FM, the non-VBF back-

grounds are suppressed. The remnant VBF backgrounds are mainly µ+µ−W+W− and

µ+µ−qq̄, where q denotes any light SM quark. The cross-sections of these backgrounds

are significantly large compared to the signal. They are still several orders of magnitude

larger than the signal, even if we choose the coupling as {|CW |, |CB|, |CG|, |CaΦ|}/fa =
{10, 10, 3, 0} TeV−1 which are around the unitarity bound. With these parameter set-

tings andma = 1 TeV,
√
s = 10 TeV, L = 100 ab−1, we simulate the events to illustrate

it.
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ℓµℓ̄µa (ma = 1TeV) ℓµℓ̄µW
+W− ℓµℓ̄µqq̄

σ[pb] 0.0018 1.356 1.849

Table 4: Cross-sections for the signal and dominant backgrounds for the VG region for
√
s = 10 TeV,

{|CW |, |CB |, |CG|, |CaΦ|}/fa = {10, 10, 3, 0} TeV−1, and ma = 1 TeV.

In addition to the cut of the number of FMs and PTsum, a cut based onN -subjettiness

is considered to suppress the ℓµℓ̄µW
+W− [71]. N -subjettiness, denoted as τN , is a

metric that evaluates how effectively a jet can be characterized as having N subjets,

corresponding to N energetic partons. One reconstructs a candidate jet and identifies

N candidate subjets using the exclusive kT clustering algorithm. With these candidate

subjets, τN is calculated via

τN =
1

d0

∑
k

pT,kmin{∆R1,k,∆R2,k, ... , ∆RN,k, } , (5.1)

where k runs over the constituent particles in a given jet and pT,k are their transverse

momenta. ∆RJ,k =
√
(∆η)2J,k + (∆ϕ)2J,k is the distance in the rapidity-azimuth plane

between a candidate subjet J and a constituent particle k. d0 is the normalization factor

and is defined as

d0 =
∑
k

pT,kR0 , (5.2)

where R0 is the characteristic jet radius used in the jet clustering algorithm. If all the

radiation of the jets is aligned with the candidate subjet directions, the τN of the jets is

close to zero and the jets have N (or few) subjets. If a large fraction of the jet’s energy is

distributed away from the candidate subjet directions, the τN of the jets is significantly

larger than zero and they have at least N + 1 subjets.

Gluon jets tend to have more complicated sub-structures than the W -jets, therefore,

a large value of τ2/τ1 helps suppress SM backgrounds associated with W -jets [71]. We

require that τ2/τ1 of at least two jets in an event should be larger than 0.6 to suppress

ℓµℓ̄µW
+W− according to Fig. 10b. Note, however, that more involved attempts to veto

W -jets are not useful because of the low W reconstruction efficiency due to the insuf-

ficient boost of W bosons. Table 4 shows the cross-section of signal and backgrounds.

To suppress the background, one FM and a large PTsum are required in addition to the

cut based on τ2/τ1. The cutflow is shown in Table 5. Naively, a simple cut-and-count

gives the signal significance S/
√
B ∼ 25 with S ∼ 5 × 103 and B ∼ 4 × 104 being the

number of signal and background events after the cut. However, since it is difficult to
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Figure 10: (a) Distribution of signal and background events for the number of FMs and (b) τ2/τ1 of

jets for events with one FM for
√
s = 10 TeV and L = 100 ab−1.

characterize the signal by, e.g., fitting the peak of the dijet invariant mass as in the case

of regions VT and TT, this analysis is highly vulnerable to systematic errors such as the

fluctuation of integrated luminosities. Assuming ∆L/L = 5% of fluctuation, the signal

significance now reduces to

S√
B +B2(∆L/L)2

∼ 2.5, (5.3)

which is well below the discovery criteria.

We conclude that in the VG region, the overwhelming background cross-section and

the lack of distinctive signal features make it challenging to discover the ALP signal with

a sufficiently high significance level. Without a reliable method to distinguish gluon jets

from other types of jets, the signal remains difficult to isolate and reconstruct. However,

if future advancements in jet substructure techniques enable the separation of gluon jets

from light quark jets and W -jets, this region may become accessible [72–75].

Finally, let us comment on the TG region, where the ALP is produced in association

with a top quark and subsequently decays into a pair of gluons, i.e., the process under

consideration is µ+µ− → tt̄(a → gg). Events containing two top candidates and gluon

jets have the potential to be signal events, with the ALP mass extracted by fitting the

invariant dijet mass distribution. However, several challenges arise in this region. First,

the signal cross-section is relatively small, approximately 2.7×10−6 pb for the benchmark

scenario {|CW |, |CB|, |CG|, |CaΦ|}/fa = {1, 1, 3, 1} TeV−1 at
√
s = 5 TeV. In contrast,

background processes such as tt̄qq̄ (σ = 1.4× 10−3 pb), tt̄W+W− (σ = 4.7× 10−4 pb),

tt̄h (σ = 3.2 × 10−4 pb), and tt̄Z (σ = 1.6 × 10−4 pb), where q and q̄ represent SM
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cut

processes
ℓµℓ̄µa (ma = 1TeV) ℓµℓ̄µW

+W− ℓµℓ̄µqq̄

origin 181400 135600000 184900000

nfm = 1 27645 18759099 24274766

τ2/τ1 > 0.6 13151 3137784 863483

PTsum > 1000 GeV 5169 27120 14792

Table 5: Cutflow for the signal process and SM VBF processes in VG region for
√
s = 10TeV and

L = 100 ab−1. nfm is the number of FMs. PTsum is the scalar sum of pT of the top pairs.

quarks and anti-quarks, respectively, contribute significantly and poses significant ob-

stacle. Furthermore, due to the absence of unique discriminating characteristics such as

FMs or differentiating distribution of PTsum, background suppression remains inefficient.

This makes the TG region even more challenging than the VG region.

6 Discussions

The clean, high-energy environment of a future muon collider with CM energy in the

range of O(1 − 10) TeV provides a promising setting for searching for TeV-scale ALPs

with TeV-scale decay constants. In this study, we explored potential detection channels

at a future muon collider, analyzing the interplay among different ALP couplings from

an effective theory perspective. We categorized the search regions into five types—TT,

TG, VT, VG, and VV—based on ALP production mechanisms, either via VBF or top-

associated production, and their respective decay channels. We identified each region in

the parameter space and summarized it in Fig. 2. Apart from the VV region, which has

been extensively studied in the literature, we found that the VT region can be probed

across a wide mass range with the help of forward muon detectors. The reach in the

TT region can be further enhanced by optimizing the cone size parameter, improving

upon our previous study [45]. While the VG and TG regions pose significant challenges

associated with background contamination, the VG region remains promising with im-

proved machine learning techniques to distinguish gluon jets from light quark jets and

W -jets [72–75].

While we have employed an effective field theory (EFT) framework to analyze ALP

phenomenology in a model-independent manner, caution is required when translating

22



future constraints into the parameter space of specific ALP models, particularly in re-

gions where the momentum transfer may exceed the effective cut-off scale ∼ 4πfa. To

ensure the validity of our EFT approach, we have presented unitarity limits within our

projected parameter space reach, indicating that our analysis remains reliable where

the couplings lie below these limits. Nevertheless, since VBF production is enhanced

in the soft and collinear limit, the EFT treatment is expected to remain valid, as the

momentum transfer at the ALP production vertex stays below the cut-off. For a future

study, it would be interesting to explore specific UV completions and examine how the

reach of the ALP parameter space deviates from the EFT expectations.
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