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We propose new perspective in searching for axionlike particles (ALPs) from quark and lepton flavor
physics: measurements of the time-dependent CP asymmetry in B0 → K0

Sπ
0γ and the branching ratio of

Bs → e�μ∓ decay possess, along with the anomalous magnetic moment of muon. In the mass range of
sub-GeV, accessible by the flavorful ALPs search, the experimental sensitivity for these flavor
observables reaches the maximum at around the pion mass scale (called the sweetest spots), where a
couple of loopholes (unexplored regions) for the ALP parameter space have heretofore been present,
because of an unavoidable contamination with pion background events. The proposed complementary
probes can precisely determine the ALP coupling to photon at these sweetest spots/loopholes, and will
significantly help cover whole parameter spaces in the ALP search including the present loopholes in
the future.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The axion is one of the mostly anticipated hypothetical
particles predicted beyond the standard model (SM) of
particle physics. The axion search has extensively been
worked out with its theoretical and phenomenological
interests for a long time. One of the strongest motivations
to introduce axion is a solution for the strong CP problem
[1–4] (the axion is called QCD axion).
Apart from the QCD axion, axion-like pseudoscalars

can also be predicted from a fundamental theory, which
would be for instance the string theory or some unified
theory. They are called axionlike particles (ALPs), having
phenomenological properties similar to the QCD axion,
such as the predominant coupling to diphoton and
being long-lived. Though ALPs may or may not solve
the strong CP problem, they can leave phenomenological
footprints in high energy experiments and also astrophysi-
cal observations.
The bulk of the ALP search has recently be extended

involving flavor physics. Light ALPs with the mass of sub-
GeV scale can have a significant impact on flavor

observables, such as rare decays of heavy hadrons and
leptons involving violation of the lepton flavor universality
[5–10]. It is anticipated to find out ALP parameter spaces in
which the ALP can be dictated in both quark and lepton
flavor physics.
Of particular interest is that the flavorful ALP with such a

mass can also account for the presently reported anomaly
on the anomalous magnetic moment of muon, ðg − 2Þμ
[11]. However, it has been shown very recently [12] that
when the ALP is responsible for the ðg − 2Þμ simply by the
presence of its flavor-off diagonal couplings, the favored
parameter space is excluded for the ALP mass below the
sub-GeV scale by the muonium-antimuonium oscillation
experiment. Thus the way out for the ALP to survive in the
anomaly of the ðg − 2Þμ might be to invoke the presence of
a large ALP coupling to diphoton [11].
However, the case is not so optimistic: direct productions

of the ALP through the Primakoff process by the diphoton
coupling have severely been constrained by the beam dump
experiments [13]. Thus in a wide range of the mass below
∼GeV, the stringent bounds on the ALP couplings have
been placed including the diphoton coupling, and hence
seems to have almost excluded the possibility for the ALP
to be seen in the ðg − 2Þμ over the SM contributions.
One notices, however, that there are remarkable

“loopholes” when the mass of ALPs sits around the pion
mass (∼135–140 MeV). In this case, signals from ALPs
decaying to diphoton can be hidden behind the huge
background from neutral pions decaying to diphoton at
beam dump experiments [14].
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The limit on such 140 MeV ALPs can be placed by
monophoton and triphoton searches accessible at LEP,
Tevatron and LHC, through Zðγ�Þ → aþ γ (a ¼ ALP)
[15–19]. However, this channel also contaminates with
the neutral pion events such as Z → π0 þ γ, which is a rare
decay channel and has not observed or yet uncovered even
for the SM prediction. A conservative bound has been
addressed by simply applying the upper limit on the SM
branching ratio of Z → π0 þ γ to the 140 MeV ALP
[18,19], which will however be insufficient because of
the pion contamination. Thus, this kind of direct ALP
productions in collider experiments will not supply “clean/
disentangled” signals for the 140 MeV ALP.
Observations of supernova [20] are free from the pion

contamination, and provide bounds on the ALP-photon
coupling (see, e.g., [21,22]). Very recently, it has also been
pointed out [23] that the effective degrees of freedom for
relativistic particles today and possible effects on the big
bang nucleosynthesis can give a significant limit for ALPs,
and the coupling to photon at around 140 MeV is severely
bounded from below. However, still, the loopholes will
keep open (see Fig. 1).
One should realize, on the other side of the same coin,

that the existence of the loopholes may provide us with
“sweet spots” in the ALP search: As seen in Fig. 1 such an
ALP is to be short-lived enough to decay to diphoton inside
detectors, as is the case of the neutral pion. In this sense,
B0;� → K0;� þ a search cannot constrain the ALP. Thanks
to this fact, the ALP-fermion coupling can be enlarged to
enhance other observables. Among meson decays, in
particular, B0;� → K0;� þ a is the severest [8], hence the
ALP contributions to presently unexplored b → s transition
amplitudes are maximized at around 140 MeV for the
overall mass range ≲GeV. Note also that when the mass
goes off the target scale (i.e., above B meson mass scale),
the sensitivity to the ðg − 2Þμ gets lower and lower, due to
the decoupling effect [11]. Therefore, the “sweet spot” can
be indeed sweetest for a generic ALP to have the highest
discovery sensitivity, and would give us the biggest chance
to hunt the ALP responsible for the ðg − 2Þμ as well. Also,
it would be expected to provide us with a nontrivial
correlation between quark and lepton flavor physics in
the presence of the ALP.
In this paper, we propose the combined measure-

ments of the time-dependent CP asymmetry in B0 →
K0

Sπ
0γ and Bs → e�μ∓ decay, along with the ðg − 2Þμ,

as the new experimental probes having the highest
sensitivity for the flavorful ALPs at around 140 MeV.
Remarkably enough, the deviation of the time-dependent
CP asymmetry from the SM prediction can be seen,
whichever the ðg − 2Þμ is consistent with the SM, or not.
The proposed complementary measurements can precisely
determine the 140 MeVALP coupling to photon, will fully
cover the present loopholes as well, and hence, make a

significant help to explore all the parameter space of
the ALP.

II. ALP COUPLINGS

We begin by introducing a generic ALP model. The ALP
(a) couplings to quarks and leptons, involving the decay
constant f, arise generically as vector or axialvector current
forms, because of the inherit Nambu-Goldstone boson
nature. They can be written without loss of generality as

Laff ¼ ∂μa

2f
½ðgdVÞijd̄iγμdj þ ðgdAÞijd̄iγμγ5dj�

þ ∂μa

2f
½ðglVÞijl̄iγ

μlj þ ðglAÞijl̄iγ
μγ5lj�; ð1Þ

where di and li are down type quark and charged lepton
fields, with i being the generation index (i ¼ 1, 2, 3),
the couplings gfV;A are Hermitian matrices, and we have

FIG. 1. The sweetest spots in the ALP parameter space, having
the highest sensitivity to prove the flavorful ALP below ∼GeV,
which are presently loopholes (blank domains). Current bounds
are set onCeff

γγ normalized to the ALP decay constant f, defined in
Eq. (2), for the ALP mass ma ∼ 140 MeV. The cyan shaded area
is excluded by a conservative upper limit on Z → π0 þ γ, which
has currently been most stringently placed by the LEP searches
[15,17–19], without taking the π0 contamination with the
140 MeVALP into account. The orange and blue shaded domains
are ruled out by SN1987A [24] and the observation of the
effective degrees of freedom for relativistic particles today, ΔNeff
[23], respectively. Here, the bound from ΔNeff has been set at
95% C.L.. The limits from SN1987 and ΔNeff assume the ALP
dominantly coupled to diphoton. Bounds from the beam dump
experiments are currently inapplicable in the displayed mass
range due to the serious contamination with the neutral pion
backgrounds.
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disregarded couplings to up type quark and neutrinos,
which are irrelevant to our current proposal. The ALP a
generically couples also to the photon like

Laγγ ¼ Ceff
γγ

α

4π

a
f
FμνF̃μν; ð2Þ

with α being the fine structure constant of the electromag-
netic coupling, and the inclusive effective coupling denoted
as Ceff

γγ including both direct and indirect a-γ-γ vertices, the
latter of which can be induced from charged fermion loops.
We focus on the following ALP couplings, ðgdV;AÞ23,

ðgdAÞ33, ðglV;AÞ12 ðglAÞ22, and Ceff
γγ , which are relevant to the

existing constraints from flavor observables at the ALP
mass around 140 MeV, such as Bs − Bs mixing (CBs

defined in Eq. (A4), the CP asymmetry in B0 → K0
Sπ

0γ
[SCP defined in Eq. (3)], Bs → e�μ∓, ϒ decays to γa
and μþμ−, leptonic Bs meson decays to μþμ− and e�μ∓,
ðg − 2Þμ (Δaμ ¼ aexpμ − aSMμ ), and μ → eγ.

III. TIME-DEPENDENT CP ASYMMETRY
IN B0 → K0

Sπ
0γ

Among them, as it turns out later, the CP asymmetry
in B0 → K0

Sπ
0γðSCPÞ is the most important observable,

because it can be deviated from the SM prediction almost
irrespective to others. Thereby, in this section we discuss
the physics on SCP by particularly paying our attention to
the ALP contribution forms arising from the Lagrangian
[Eqs. (1) and (2)] at loop level. For the other observables,
the details are shown in Appendix.
The time-dependent CP asymmetry in B0 → K0

Sπ
0γ

decay SCP is evaluated as [25,26]

SCP ≡ Im½e−2iβCKMðC�
7C

0
7 þ C7C0

7
�Þ�

jC7j2 þ jC0
7j2

; ð3Þ

where the Wilson coefficients Cð0ÞNP
7 for the magnetic

operators, Oð0Þ
7 ¼ ðe=16π2Þmbðs̄σμνPRðLÞbÞFμν, where

PR=L denote the chiral projection operators. In Eq. (3)

Cð0Þ
7 ¼ Cð0ÞSM

7 þ Cð0ÞNP
7 , and 2βCKM ≈ 43° is a CP phase

in B0 → K0
Sπ

0γ.
In the present analysis, we use the SM Wilson coef-

ficients taken from Ref. [27]: CSM
7 ¼ −0.304 and C0SM

7 ¼
−0.006 at μ ¼ 4.8 GeV. The new physics (NP) terms
arising from the ALP loops are evaluated, from Eqs. (1)
and (2), as

Cð0ÞNP
7 ¼ Cð0ÞNP;arch

7 þ Cð0ÞNP;BZ
7 : ð4Þ

Here Cð0ÞNP;arch
7 correspond to contributions from the ALP

exchange (arch) graphs at the one-loop level,

CNP;arch
7 ¼

ffiffiffi
2

p

4GF

1

V�
tsVtb

1

6
½gk2s gk3s Iþþ

k;1 þ gk2p gk3p Iþ−
k;1

þ iðgk2p gk3s I−þk;1 − gk2s gk3p I−−k;1Þ�; ð5Þ

C0NP;arch
7 ¼

ffiffiffi
2

p

4GF

1

V�
tsVtb

1

6
½gk2s gk3s Iþþ

k;1 þ gk2p gk3p Iþ−
k;1

− iðgk2p gk3s I−þk;1 − gk2s gk3p I−−k;1Þ�; ð6Þ

where Vtb and Vts are the Cabbibo-Kobaashi-Maskawa
(CKM) matrix elements and GF is the Fermi constant, and

gijs ≡ −
i
2
ðmdi −mdjÞ

ðgdVÞij
f

;

gijp ≡ 1

2
ðmdi þmdjÞ

ðgdAÞij
f

: ð7Þ

The loop integrals I��
k;1 can be found in the Appendix of

Ref. [28], and k denotes the quark flavor flowing in the
loop, where k ¼ 1, 2 and 3 correspond to the contribution
of down, strange and bottom quarks, respectively. Since
gijsðpÞ is proportional to the difference between (sum of) the

masses of i and jth generations of down type quark, the
dominant contribution comes from the bottom quark loop,
i.e., k ¼ 3. Noting also giis ¼ 0, we thus find that the

dominant part of Cð0ÞNP;arch
7 depends on three couplings:

ðgdVÞ32 (¼ ðgdVÞ�23), ðgdAÞ32 (¼ ðgdAÞ�23) and ðgdAÞ33 (¼ ðgdAÞ�33).
It is then clear to see that Cð0ÞNP;arch

7 ¼ 0 when ðgdAÞ33 ¼ 0.
The coupling Ceff

γγ in Eq. (2) also contributes to b → sγ
processes, through the Barr-Zee (BZ) type loops [29].

This contribution, denoted as Cð0ÞNP;BZ
7 in Eq. (4), can be

evaluated in a way analogous to the BZ type correction to
the μ → eγ amplitude in Refs. [7,30]. This is given as
follows:

CNP;BZ
7 ¼

ffiffiffi
2

p

4GF

1

V�
tsVtb

1

6

α

4πf2
Ceff
γγ gγðxbÞ½ðgdVÞ32 þ ðgdAÞ32�;

ð8Þ

C0NP;BZ
7 ¼

ffiffiffi
2

p

4GF

1

V�
tsVtb

1

6

α

4πf2
Ceff
γγ gγðxbÞ½−ðgdVÞ32 þ ðgdAÞ32�;

ð9Þ

where xb ≡m2
a=m2

b and gγðxÞ is the loop function which is
found in the Appendix of [30].

IV. ALP COUPLING CORRELATIONS
IN FLAVOR OBSERVABLES

As to other flavor observables that we are presently
interested in, the explicit formulas and the existing limits
are presented in Appendix. To summarize, all the relevant
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flavor observables are given as functions of the ALP
couplings (up to the decay constant factor 1=f):

CBs
;ϕBs

∶ðgdVÞ23; ðgdAÞ23
BRðϒ → γaÞ∶ðgdAÞ33

BRðBs → μ−μþÞ∶ðgdAÞ23; ðglAÞ22
BRðBs → e�μ∓Þ∶jðgdAÞ23j; ceμ

ðg − 2Þμ∶ðglAÞ22; ceμ; Ceff
γγ

BRðμ → eγÞ∶ðglAÞ22; ceμ; Ceff
γγ

SCP∶ðgdVÞ23; ðgdAÞ23; ðgdAÞ33; Ceff
γγ : ð10Þ

We first note that ðgdAÞ33 can be determined solely by
BRðϒ → γaÞ. We also notice that once ðgdAÞ23 is fixed, we
can then determine ðgdVÞ23 as a function of CBs

and ϕBs
. The

other useful features that we note are BRðBs → e�μ∓Þ ∝
jðgdAÞ23j2c2eμ and BRðμ → eγÞ ∝ c2eμ. Therefore, jðgdAÞ23j
and ceμ can be written as functions of ðglAÞ22, Ceff

γγ and
branching ratios of Bs → e�μ∓ and/or μ → eγ.

V. COVERING THE 140 MEV LOOPHOLES

Although the ALP dominantly decays into γγ, the
diphoton signal cannot be distinguished from the neutral
pion signal, so that there are loopholes at around the pion
mass of 140 MeV [14] (and also see Fig. 1). However, such
loopholes can be resolved and covered by measurements on
the time-dependent CP asymmetry in B0 → K0

Sπ
0γ (SCP),

and Bs → e�μ∓, together with the ðg − 2Þμ (Δaμ), that is
our main proposal, and will be demonstrated below shortly.
As one reference point, we may fix the flavor observable

values as follows:

CBs
¼ 1.11;

BRðBs → μ−μþÞexp
BRðBs → μ−μþÞSM

≃ 0.822;

Δaμ ¼ 2.61 × 10−9;

BRðμ → eγÞ ¼ 6 × 10−14;

BRðϒ → γaÞ
BRðϒ → μμÞ ≃ 1.81 × 10−4; ð11Þ

where the measured values have been set to those central
values, and upper limits have been taken from the future
prospects as benchmark values, which are given in
Appendix. Note that according to Ref. [12], the upper
bound on ceμ from the muonium-antimuonium oscillation
can be read as

ceμ ≲ 0.45

�
ma

140 MeV

�
: ð12Þ

This ceμ is mostly sensitive to BRðBs → e�μ∓Þ, because
it is solely scaled by jceμj2 (see Eq. (10)). In order to be
consistent with this bound and Eq. (11), we therefore set

BRðBs → e�μ∓Þ ¼ 10−12: ð13Þ

This is actually taken to be the upper bound for the present
analysis: We have checked that when BRðBs → e�μ∓Þ≳
10−12, there exists no solution which satisfies Eq. (12). Thus,
we can evaluate the time-dependent CP asymmetry param-
eter SCP as a function of Ceff

γγ . We see the following features:
(i) As seen from Eq. (3) the structure of new physics

term in SCP is shared by two contributions propor-
tional to the CP phase in the SM, or new physics
phase, which currently come from the presence of
the imaginary part of ALP coupling ðgdRÞ23. Actually,
a sizable deviation from the SM prediction
(C0NP

7 ¼ Oð0.001Þ) can be generated even when
C0NP
7 has no imaginary part (i.e., solely with the

KM phase in the SM). The deviation of our
prediction has been enhanced by nonzero imaginary
part of C0NP

7 coming from Im½ðgdRÞ23�.
(ii) SCP can be large enough when jCeff

γγ j >
Oð100Þ=TeV. The stringent constraint from the
muonium-antimuonium oscillation in Eq. (12) [or
Eq. (13)] gives the significant impact on SCP as a
function of Ceff

γγ =f. In fact, when the current size of
deviation on Δaμ [the benchmark value in Eq. (11)]
is fixed, we find that they are almost stuck to

SCP ≃ −0.0230; or − 0.0316

at jCeff
γγ =fj ≃ 209=TeV; ð14Þ

which are compared with the SM prediction,
SSMCP ≃ −0.0269 [31].

(iii) We also found that when Δaμ deviates from the
benchmark value in Eq. (11), the predicted value of
Ceff
γγ is changed to get larger monotonically with

increasing Δaμ and vice verse. In this sense, it is
possible to explore the loopholes in Fig. 1 in light of
the fate of Δaμ in the future. Particularly, persistence
of nonzero Δaμ will make SCP cover the blank range
determined by the upper part of the SN1987A
constraint and the lower part of the LEP limit.

Another interesting reference points to the case where
Δaμ ¼ 0 in our future. The result for SCP is shown in Fig. 2.
In this case, BRðBs → e�μ∓Þ can be larger than 10−12

without conflicting with Eq. (12), and hence, we set

BRðBs → e�μ∓Þ ¼ 8 × 10−10; ð15Þ

as a benchmark value, which corresponds to the prospected
upper bound reported from the LHCb [32]. The other input
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values are set to the same ones as in Eq. (11), except for
Δaμ. Then the following features are detected and deduced:

(i) The deviation becomes larger than the case with the
current central value of Δaμ. This is because
jðgdV;AÞ23j is allowed to be larger in this case: First
of all, a small jCeff

γγ j is favored to realize the
benchmark values in Eq. (11) with Δaμ ¼ 0. Hence
ðglAÞ22 is also desired to be smaller forΔaμ ¼ 0. This
implies that dominant contributions to the SCP from
the ALP exchange loops (along with jðgdV;AÞ23j) and
the BZ type loops (with Ceff

γγ coupling) are inter-
changed. A large ðgdAÞ23 is required to achieve the
benchmark value of Bs → μ−μþ in Eq. (11). For
such a large ðgdAÞ23, the values of CBs

and ϕBs
are

realized by a cancellation between ðgdVÞ23 and
ðgdAÞ23, which results in a large ðgdVÞ23 as well. Thus
both jðgdV;AÞ23j with Δaμ ¼ 0 become larger by
about two orders of magnitude than those with
Δaμ ¼ 2.61 × 10−9. Therefore a larger SCP can
potentially be predicted with a smaller Ceff

γγ

which, with opposite sign, destructively contributes
against the dominant ALP exchange loops along
with jðgdV;AÞ23j.

(ii) For such a small Ceff
γγ ceμ has to also be small to

destructively interfere and realize Δaμ ¼ 0. Indeed
we have ceμ ¼ Oð10−2Þ, which satisfies the muo-
nium-antimuonium oscillation bound in Eq. (12).

Varying the reference value for BRðBs → e�μ∓Þ, we
may also evaluate the correlation with SCP. See Fig. 3 for

Δaμ ¼ 2.61 × 10−9 and Fig. 4 forΔaμ ¼ 0. In these figures
we have kept using the benchmark values except for
BRðBs → e�μ∓Þ. The red shaded bands have been created
by choosing Ceff

γγ in an allowed region, in Eq. (A20). For
Δaμ ≠ 0 case, δSCP is constrained in two narrow bands
around δSCP ∼ 0.17 and δSCP ∼ −0.15, and these are
almost independent of the value of BRðBs → e�μ∓Þ.
This can be understood as follows: Because of the tiny
value of BRðBs → e�μ∓Þ, ðgdAÞ23 is smaller than ðgdVÞ23. In
this case, both Cð0ÞNP

7 depend highly on the size of ðgdVÞ23.
Its size is almost determined by CBs

, hence is independent
of BRðBs → e�μ∓Þ value. For Δaμ ¼ 0 case, on the other
hand, SCP has a strong sensitivity on BRðBs → e�μ∓Þ,

FIG. 2. SCP versus Ceff
γγ =f for Δaμ ¼ 0, with other flavor

observables fixed as shown in the main text, satisfying the
current experimental limits including the one solely for the
Ceff
γγ in Eq. (A20). The red and blue lines have been created

for the same size of couplings, but the different overall sign of
ðgdVÞ23. Horizontal black dashed line shows the SM prediction
(SSMCP ≃ −0.0269 [31]). The gray shaded regions show the
deviation from the SM prediction by taking it to be < 10%.
The domain surrounded by the brown vertical lines are excluded
[see Eq. (A20)].

FIG. 3. The 140 MeV ALP predictions to deviations in SCP
(δSCP ≡ SpredCP =SSMCP − 1) and Bs → e�μ∓ from the SM prediction,
for the estimated Δaμ ¼ 2.61 × 10−9 (red shaded domains). The
solid (dashed) red lines correspond to Ceff

γγ ≥ 0ð< 0Þ. The red
shaded bands have been created by choosing Ceff

γγ in an allowed
region, in Eq. (A20).

FIG. 4. The same as Fig. 3 for Δaμ ¼ 0. The brown shaded
region on the right side is excluded at 90% C.L. [33], and the
brown dashed line shows the future prospect for the Bs → e�μ∓
at LHCb [32].
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because ðgdAÞ23 gives contributions to SCP on the same order
as ðgdVÞ23 does, as explained above.
We can change the benchmark value of BRðμ → eγÞ.

The expected results can be easily deduced by following
the discussion above:

(i) Note the scaling of jðgdAÞ23j ∝ 1=
ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
BRðμ → eγÞp

.
For Δaμ ≠ 0 including the reference point
Δaμ ¼ 2.61 × 10−9, the size of δSCP is fairly inde-
pendent of BRðμ → eγÞ, because of the weak
sensitivity of jðgdAÞ23j to δSCP. Hence δSCP can be
larger than Oð10Þ%, no matter how much smaller
BRðμ → eγÞ is going to be.

(ii) ForΔaμ ¼ 0, δSCP depends strongly on jðgdAÞ23j, and
hence, δSCP and BRðμ → eγÞ will negatively be
correlated, and δSCP gets monotonically larger as
BRðμ → eγÞ gets smaller and smaller.

So, at any rate, δSCP is predicted to be large enough. Note
that even the largest values displayed in Fig. 4, δSCP ∼�4,
which correspond to SCP ∼ 0.08 and SCP ∼ −0.13, are
consistent with the current experimental limits [34,35]
within 2σ.
One may also notice that the results in Figs. 2 and 4

depend on the size of ðgdAÞ33, namely, which has been
obtained by taking the upper limit on ϒ → γa. It turns out,
however, that even when we choose ðgdAÞ33 ¼ 0, the size of
δSCP can be larger than Oð10Þ%: As to the case for
Δaμ ¼ 0, we have checked that the results in Fig. 3 are
almost independent of ðgdAÞ33.
Thus, no matter what future we may or may not have

with the NP term in ðg − 2Þμ, or in BRðμ → eγÞ and/or
BRðϒ → aγ), δSCP can be larger than Oð10Þ%, which
would be testable in future experiments. Though other new
physics candidates might also give a similar contribution to
the SCP, the complementary flavor observations would
distinguish the 140 MeV ALP from others. Moreover, if
both SCP and BRðBs → e�μ∓Þ are observed, the size of the
ALP coupling to photon can be determined from Eq. (14)
and Fig. 3 for Δaμ ≠ 0 and Figs. 2 and 4 for Δaμ ¼ 0.
Regarding experimental prospects, even at the Belle II

with 50 ab−1 data [26], it will still be hard to observe the
signal of SCP since the future uncertainty will just go
down from the current one 0.3 to 0.03, with assuming the
current central value −0.29. This is the value quoted from
Ref. [26], which the current analysis follows. The HFLAV
experiments report the central value −0.15� 0.20 [34], and
Particle Data Group adapts −0.78� 0.59� 0.09 [35]. All
of them are consistent each other within the one sigma
uncertainty. The large uncertainty on the SM prediction
essentially comes from the uncontrollable long-distance
QCD contributions. We, however, hope the future experi-
ments to have a potential to give us some hints in searching
for 140 MeV ALPs. Actually, an interesting possibility to
decrease the uncertainty from long-distance contributions
has recently been proposed, by combining the observations

of the time-dependent CP asymmetry for exclusive B
meson decays into vector or axial-vector meson and photon
[36]. This method will be utilized to measure the SCP at
Belle II,1 and may help decrease the major theoretical
uncertainty in the SM prediction and improve the future
experimental sensitivity. If future experiments could shrink
its uncertainty with a central value significantly deviated
from the SM prediction, flavorful 140 MeV ALPs might
favor to have the ðg − 2Þμ consistent with the SM one.

VI. CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSIONS

In conclusion, the discovery potential of the time-
dependent CP asymmetry in B0 → K0

Sπ
0γ decay has the

highest sensitivity to probe flavorful ALPs at around
140 MeV. The predicted deviation from the SM can be
larger than Oð10Þ%, and turns out to be fairly irrespective
to the presence of new physics in the anomalous magnetic
moment of muon, orϒ decays, or μ → eγ, which will in the
future fully cover the current sweetest spots/loopholes.
Complementary measurements for the CP asymmetry in
B0 → K0

Sπ
0γ and Bs → e�μ∓, in conjunction with the

anomalous magnetic moment of muon, can precisely
determine the ALP coupling to photon at around
140 MeV, and will give a significant help to fully cover
the ALP parameter space including the regions which
cannot be explored by existing and prospected direct search
experiments.
Several comments and discussions are in order:
(i) As to the future prospect regarding the direct ALP

production bound in the beam dump experiments, it
has recently been reported [37,38] that the ALP
detection sensitivity can be increased by an im-
proved analysis on the Primakoff scattering with
nucleus, but the signal over backgrounds at around
140MeV gets weak enough and still suffers from the
contamination with neutral pions, in contrast to an
optimistic prospect in [13]. This contamination
problem also involves the photoproduction of ALPs
in the PrimEX and GlueEX experiments [39].

(ii) We have included the collider experimental limit
on the ALP, from LEP in Fig. 1, but actually it
still suffers from the contamination with the neutral
pion background, in a sense similar to the beam
dump experiments. In Ref. [19], Higgs-mediated
processes such as h → Z þ a and h → aa as well as
Z → aþ γ have been discussed and are shown to
have high sensitivity to probe the ALP signal for a
wide range of the ALP parameter space including
the 140 MeVALP. However, those should still suffer
from the contamination with the neutral pion back-
ground at the ALP mass around 135–140 MeV,
which is not argued in the literature. (Actually, the

1We are grateful to Akimasa Ishikawa for this information.
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authors have clearly mentioned “We are not in a
position to provide detailed estimates of detector and
reconstruction efficiencies, or to perform solid back-
ground estimates.” in the paper (the fifth line from
bottom, page 32, for the published version). There-
fore, the prospected plots in Figs. 17 and 23 in the
literature cannot reliably be applied to the loophole/
the sweetest spots for the flavorful 140 MeV ALP,
hence will not fully cover the ALP parameter space,
just like the case of beam dump experiments—any
of direct 140 MeV ALP productions at collider
experiments cannot be free from the pion contami-
nation. Our proposal in a view of flavor physics is
totally free from the pion background, and leads to
the highest sensitivity as the “sweetest spot” in the
ALP full parameter space. This is how in Fig. 1 the
existing LEP (and also Tevatron, LHC) limits on
the ALP around 140 MeV have been placed by
simply applying the upper limit on the SM predic-
tion Z → π0 þ γ event, without taking into account
the pion contamination, not by isolated ALP signals.

(iii) In Ref. [40] it has been addressed that the enhanced
monophoton plus a large missing energy signature
can cover one of loopholes around 140 MeV above
the supernova constraint in Fig. 1. However, the
other loophole below the supernova lower limit
cannot be probed because their ALP cannot be
longer-lived by such a scenario construction, while
our present proposal can do it. Moreover, such a
sterile-ALP coupling scenario is somewhat special-
ized, and beyond our scope keeping generality.

(iv) Comparison with the long-lived particle (LLP)
detection experiments (e.g., FASER and SHiP) is
shown in Fig. 5. In the figure, we display the
prospected sensitivity of the LLP search projected
onto the ALP parameter space, by quoting the
references ([41] for FASER and [42] for SHiP).
Those LLP experiments get less sensitive when the
a − γ − γ coupling is so large that the lifetime (decay
length in the experiments) becomes too short to
reach the detectors. Actually, as seen from the figure,
the ALP cannot be probed when the a − γ − γ
coupling is of Oð100=TeVÞ. On the other side,
the LLP experiments will also fail to detect the
ALP when the lifetime gets long enough that the
ALP does not decay inside the detector. The corre-
sponding boundary will coincide with the upper
limit placed by the supernova constraint. Thus, the
domain surrounded by the lower limit from the
supernova and the upper limit from the ΔNeff
will still remain as an unexplored region, which
corresponds to the a − γ − γ coupling of
Oð10−4=TeV − 10−3=TeVÞ. Other prospected LLP
experiments (e.g., Belle II) have the similar detect-
ability limit (bounded from both above and below).

Furthermore, to place the bound, those LLP experi-
ments need to assume the ALP coupling to diphoton
to be dominant compared to couplings to SM
fermions, where the latter would actually be im-
portant to discuss ALP significance on flavor phys-
ics, as addressed in the manuscript. (In particular, the
Belle II’s paper [43] clearly states that they do not
have sensitivity enough to resolute the ALP signal at
around the neutral pion mass.)

Our proposal given in the present paper actually covers
all the parameter space, by monitoring the ALP contribu-
tion to the muon g − 2, including the two domains that the
LLP experiments cannot explore: the top blank region in
the above Fig. 5 is precisely the benchmark regime in
which the anomaly on the muon g − 2 can be explained by
the 140 MeVALP [see Eq. (14)] while going down to the
bottom blank region, one cannot see the significance of
ALP in the muon g − 2 (Fig. 2). Both two cases predict a
sizable contribution to the time-dependent CP asymmetry
in B0 → K0

Sπ
0γ and Bs → e�μ∓ decay.

Thus, our proposal should have the novelty, when
compared to the existing and also prospected experiments
even including the LLP detection experiments.
With this exclusion or discovery potential at hand,

possible implications to the underlying theory for such
flavorful axionlike particles (e.g., responsible for the origin
of its mass and couplings) would be worth exploring, as
well as the impact on thermal history of universe. The
region of the favored parameter space as in the figures
implies f ∼ TeV × ðCeff

γγ =100Þ. Supposing Ceff
γγ < Oð1Þ,

one gets f ≲ 10 GeV, which could thus be much smaller

FIG. 5. Prospected LLP experiment projections onto the ALP
parameter space in Fig. 1. The characteristic accessibility is the
blank domain, below the supernova lower limit and above the
FASER prospected upper limit, hence the presently proposed
ALP probe will fully cover the 140 MeVALP parameter space.
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than the typical QCD axion decay constant ð∼109−10 GeVÞ
or flavonlike axion’s [44,45]. When one naively embeds the
present ALP model into a linear sigma model description
such as flavon models, this small f would result in further
constraints from four fermion operators among the SM
quarks and leptons, induced by the exchange of the radial
sigma mode. Or, it would turn to a constraint for the presence
of some new (hidden) QCD-like dynamics responsible for
the 140 MeV ALP, having the intrinsic scale at almost the
same scale as QCD, f ∼ 100 MeV, which implies somewhat
smaller Ceff

γγ ∼ 10−2. More conservatively, when the coupling
is at most at a perturbative limit, i.e., Ceff

γγ < Oð4πÞ, we
would have f ∼ 100 GeV. At any rate, NP particles with
mass on the order of the f constant scale would need to be
well secluded from the SM particles, to avoid the existing
collider experiment limit. This is highly model-dependent,
which is beyond the current scope. More on this issue is
worth pursing elsewhere.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

The authors would like to thank Akimasa Ishikawa,
Teppei Kitahara, Satoshi Mishima, Fuminobu Takahashi
and Koji Tsumura for helpful discussions and useful
comments. The authors also thank the Yukawa Institute
for Theoretical Physics at Kyoto University. Discussions
during the YITP workshop YITP-W-20-08 on “Progress in
Particle Physics 2020” were useful to improve this work.
This work was supported in part by the National Science
Foundation of China (NSFC) under Grants No. 11747308,
No. 11975108, No. 12047569 and the Seeds Funding of
Jilin University (S. M.). H. I. and Y. S. thank for the
hospitality of Center for Theoretical Physics and College
of Physics, Jilin University where the present work has
been partially done. The work of H. I. was partially
supported by JSPS KAKENHI Grant No. 18H03708.

APPENDIX: ALP FLAVOR OBSERVABLES

In this Appendix, the flavor observables and constraints
relevant to the present ALP study (other than SCPÞ are
listed. The relevant couplings for the analysis are

Laff ¼ ∂μa

2f
½ðgdVÞijd̄iγμdj þ ðgdAÞijd̄iγμγ5dj�

þ ∂μa

2f
½ðglVÞijl̄iγ

μlj þ ðglAÞijl̄iγ
μγ5lj�; ðA1Þ

Laγγ ¼ Ceff
γγ

α

4π

a
f
FμνF̃μν: ðA2Þ

1. Neutral B meson mixing

The ALP contribution to the Bs − Bs mixing including
the mass range around 140 MeV has recently been studied
[8,10]. According to Ref. [10], the ALP contribution to

ΔmBs
is estimated by using the latest lattice results [46].

We refer readers to the literature for details. The resultant
form goes like

ΔmBs

mBs

¼
����0.077ð8Þ GeV2

�ðgdAÞ23
2f

�
2

− 0.020ð2Þ GeV2

�ðgdVÞ23
2f

�
2
����: ðA3Þ

The measured value is ΔmBs
¼ 1.1688ð14Þ × 10−8 MeV

[47], with which the SM prediction is consistent [46]. To
find the possible size of new physics (NP) contributions, we
use results from the UTFit collaboration [48,49]. Then it is
convenient to define the following form for the Bs mixing
parameters:

CBs
e2iϕBs ¼ hB0

s jLSMþNP
eff jBs

0i
hB0

s jLSM
eff jBs

0i : ðA4Þ

Note that ΔmBs
¼ 2jhB0

s jLeff jBs
0ij, and then, the SM

prediction points to CBs
¼ 1 and ϕBs

¼ 0. By the global
fit to CKM observables, we find the best fit values CBs

¼
1.110� 0.090 and ϕBs

¼ ð0.60� 0.88Þ°. In the main text,
these observables have been used to determine the effective
coupling combination ðgdVÞ23=f in Eq. (A1).

2. Radiative bottomonium decay

The process ϒ → γ=ET was searched by the BABAR
Collaboration, and the current upper limit on the branching
ratio is 4.5 × 10−6 at 90% C.L. for the case where the
invisible state is a light scalar with mass ma < 8 GeV [50].
This process can be used to constrain the coupling combi-
nation ðgdAÞ33=f arising from Eq. (A1). As in Ref. [51],
the branching ratio normalized to BRðϒ → μμ) can be
estimated as

BRðϒ → γaÞ
BRðϒ → μμÞ ¼

m2
b

2πα

�ðgdAÞ33
f

�
2

: ðA5Þ

When we use the experimental value of BRðϒ → μμ) ¼
2.48 × 10−2 [47] assuming negligible ALP corrections, the
upper bound on the ðgdAÞ33=f can be read as

���� ðg
d
AÞ33
f

���� < 0.69
TeV

: ðA6Þ

3. Leptonic B meson decays

The Bs → lil̄j decay width can be estimated by the
couplings in the Lagrangian Eq. (A1) as
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ΓðBs → lil̄jÞ ¼
m3

Bs
f2Bs

128π

½λð1; r2i ; r2jÞ�1=2
ð1 − r2aÞ2

���� ðg
d
AÞ23
f

����
2

×

����� ðg
l
VÞij
f

����
2

ðri − rjÞ2½1 − ðri þ rjÞ2�

þ
���� ðg

l
AÞij
f

����
2

ðri þ rjÞ2½1 − ðri − rjÞ2�
�
;

ðA7Þ

where mBs
and fBs

are the mass and decay constant of Bs

meson, ri ≡mli=mBs
with mli being a mass of ith

generation of charged lepton, and ra ≡ma=mBs
. Here,

λðx; y; zÞ ¼ x2 þ y2 þ z2 − 2xy − 2yz − 2zx. Note that this
decay width is symmetric under ri ↔ rj.
For Bs → μ−μþ decay, we should consider the interfer-

ence between the SM and NP contributions. Therefore, we
use the generic form of branching ratio given in Ref. [52]:

BRðBs → μ−μþÞ
BRðBs → μ−μþÞSM

¼ jSj2
�
1 −

4m2
μ

m2
Bs

�
þ jPj2; ðA8Þ

where

S ¼ m2
Bs

2mμ

CS − C0
S

jCSM
10 j

; P ¼ m2
Bs

2mμ

CP − C0
P

CSM
10

þ C10 − C0
10

CSM
10

:

ðA9Þ

In the generic ALP model, NP contributions are induced in

Cð0Þ
P , arising as the coefficient of the pseudoscalar current of

mbðs̄PRðLÞbÞðl̄γ5lÞ. Thus we focus only on the CP − C0
P

term to get

CP − C0
P ¼ g−1SM

mμ

m2
Bs
−m2

a

ðgdAÞ23
f

ðglAÞ22
f

; ðA10Þ

where gSM ¼ − 4GFffiffi
2

p VtbV�
ts

α
4π, with Vtb and Vts being the

CKM matrix elements and GF the Fermi constant.
The current experimental result and the SM prediction

for Bs → μ−μþ are [47,53]

BRðBs → μ−μþÞexp ¼ ð3.0� 0.4Þ × 10−9; ðA11Þ

BRðBs → μ−μþÞSM ¼ ð3.65� 0.23Þ × 10−9; ðA12Þ

form which we note the SM to be consistent with the
experimental result within 1.5σ.
For Bs → e�μ∓, on the other hand, the branching ratio

for SM is negligible due to the absence of lepton flavor
violation. The current experimental bound is [33]

BRðBs → e�μ∓Þexp < 5.4ð6.3Þ× 10−9 ð90%ð95%ÞC:L:Þ;
ðA13Þ

and the future prospect reported from the LHCb collabo-
ration [32] is

BRðBs → e�μ∓Þexp < 8 × 10−10: ðA14Þ

Since r2 ≫ r1, the dominant part of the ALP contribution
to the branching ratio is evaluated as

BRðBs → e�μ∓Þ ≃ m3
Bs
f2Bs

32πΓBs

½λð1; r21; r22Þ�1=2
ð1 − r2aÞ2

���� ðg
d
AÞ23
f

����
2 c2eμ
f2

r22;

ðA15Þ

where

ceμ ≡ 1ffiffiffi
2

p
ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
jðglVÞ12j2 þ jðglAÞ12j2

q
: ðA16Þ

Note that BRðBs → e�μ∓Þ should include separately both
BRðBs → e−μþÞ and BRðBs → eþμ−Þ, and in the ALP
case, BRðBs → e−μþÞ ¼ BRðBs → eþμ−Þ since the
Hermicity gives jðglL;RÞ12j ¼ jðglL;RÞ21j.

4. Muon anomalous magnetic moment

The discrepancy between the current experimental result
and the SM prediction is [54–61]

Δaμ ¼ aexpμ − aSMμ ¼ 261ð63Þð48Þ × 10−11; ðA17Þ

where the numbers in the parentheses stand for the
errors coming from aexpμ and aSMμ , respectively. The current
deviation is about 3.3σ.2 Therefore, if the anomaly is true,
the new physics contribution should be positive to explain.
However, it is well known that when there are only flavor
diagonal couplings to ALP in the lepton sector, namely
ðglL;RÞij ¼ 0 (i ≠ j), they can never explain the deviation by
the one-loop contribution. Recently, it has been pointed out
[11] that ALPs can explain the deviation when we take into
account the contribution from nonzero flavor off-diagonal
elements, ðglL;RÞij ≠ 0.
As in Ref. [11], when we set ðglAÞ22=f ¼ −10−4=TeV

and ceμ=f ≃ 10=TeV with ma ≃ 0.12–0.15 GeV, we find a
parameter space to account for the deviation inΔaμ without
conflicting with several experimental bounds from lepton
flavor violating processes. Furthermore, there arises also a
contribution from the BZ type loop involving the a-γ-γ
coupling, Ceff

γγ in Eq. (A2). Therefore, we consider all these

2Recently, a new result from Fermilab has been reported [62],
and the deviation from the SM prediction [63], by combining
with the previous result [56], becomes 4.2σ.
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contributions and try to find the parameter space which
explains the ðg − 2Þμ anomaly. Both two loop functions are
available in Ref. [11,19].

5. Charged lepton flavor violation

The other relevant lepton-flavor violating process poten-
tially induced by the ALPs is μ → eγ. This process is also
related to ðglAÞ22 in Eq. (A1), ceμ in Eq. (A16), and Ceff

γγ in
Eq. (A2). The analytic formula for the decay width and the
related loop function can be found in Ref. [11]. The current
experimental upper limit is [47]

BRðμ → eγÞ < 4.2 × 10−13 ð90% C:L:Þ; ðA18Þ

and the future prospect reported from MEG collaboration
[64] (in three years of running) is

BRðμ → eγÞ < 6 × 10−14: ðA19Þ

6. Limits on the ALP coupling to diphoton

In addition to flavor limits, the a-γ-γ couplingCeff
γγ for the

ALP mass around 140 MeV is bounded as seen from Fig. 1:

0.0002
TeV

≲
����C

eff
γγ

f

����≲ 0.00164
TeV

;
0.157
TeV

≲
����C

eff
γγ

f

����≲ 2297

TeV
:

ðA20Þ

Note that the upper bounds in the right inequalities are the
conservative limits from LEP searches [15,17–19] (see also
the main text).
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