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Measuring the tau-lepton (τ) anomalous magnetic moment aτ = (gτ − 2)/2 in photon fusion
production (γγ → ττ) tests foundational Standard Model principles. However, γγ → ττ eludes
observation in LHC proton collisions (pp) despite enhanced new physics sensitivity from higher-
mass reach than existing probes. We propose a novel strategy to measure pp → p(γγ → ττ)p
by introducing the overlooked electron-muon signature with vertex isolation for signal extraction.
Applying the effective field theory of dipole moments, we estimate 95% CL sensitivity of −0.0092 <
aτ < 0.011 assuming 300 fb−1 luminosity and 5% systematics. This fourfold improvement beyond
existing constraints opens a crucial path to unveiling new physics imprinted in tau-lepton dipoles.

I. INTRODUCTION

Precise measurements of electromagnetic (EM) dipoles
are fundamental tests of the Standard Model (SM) that
could reveal beyond-the-SM (BSM) physics. A corner-
stone SM principle is lepton universality, where all three
generations (electron e, muon µ, tau-lepton τ) couple
equally to gauge bosons. The leading SM loop cor-
rection from quantum fluctuations is also flavor univer-
sal, shifting magnetic moments by the Schwinger term
αEM/2π ≃ 0.0012 [1, 2]. The electron and muon anoma-
lous magnetic moments ae,µ = (ge,µ−2)/2 are now tested
to 13 [3–12] and 10 decimal places [13–16], respectively.
However, the tau-lepton counterpart aτ is still compat-
ible with zero to two decimal places [17] as its 0.3 ps
proper lifetime [18–21] precludes storage-ring probes [15].
The existence of tau-lepton loop interactions with pho-
tons in nature thus remains strikingly untested.

The most precise single-experiment aτ constraint is a
−0.052 < aobsτ < 0.013 95% CL limit by DELPHI [22]
at the Large Electron Positron Collider (LEP), with sim-
ilar precision by L3 and OPAL [23, 24]. ATLAS and
CMS recently pioneered Large Hadron Collider (LHC)
probes of aτ using photon fusion production of tau-
leptons (γγ → ττ) in lead-lead (PbPb) data [25, 26]; the
ATLAS 95% CL limit is −0.057 < aobsτ < 0.024. Such
large experimental uncertainties relative to the SM pre-

diction apredτ, SM = 0.001 177 21 (5) [27] could conceal BSM

dynamics motivated by lepton sector tensions [28–44].
Specific models predict quadratic scaling δaℓ ∝ m2

ℓ with
lepton mass mℓ [45–47], implying (mτ/mµ)

2 ≃ 280 times
larger effects for aτ than aµ. New physics can also violate
charge-parity (CP) symmetry, inducing an electric dipole
dτ . Standard LHC proton-proton (pp) collisions reach
higher O(TeV) masses, enhancing BSM dipole sensitivity
over O(100 GeV) in PbPb [48–53]. Despite this key ben-
efit, cross-section yielding over 30 million events to date,
and major photon-fusion advances [54–88], γγ → ττ re-
markably evades observation in pp data.

This paper proposes the strategy to measure γγ → ττ
and tau-lepton EM dipoles in LHC pp collisions (Fig. 1).
We initiate the first Monte Carlo (MC) simulation anal-
ysis of the pp → p(γγ → ττ)p signal that includes im-
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I. INTRODUCTION

Precision measurements of electromagnetic couplings are fundamental tests of quantum electrodynamics (QED)
and powerful probes of new physics beyond the Standard Model (BSM). The electron anomalous magnetic moment
ae = 1

2 (ge � 2) is among the most precisely measured observables in nature [1, 2]. The muon counterpart aµ is

measured to 1 part in 107 [3] and reports a longstanding 3 � 4� deviation from the SM prediction, which may be a
harbinger of new physics.
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FIG. 1. Tau-leptons produced from photon fusion in proton
beams with electron-muon ττ → eννµνν decays as a Feyn-
man diagram (left) and detector signature illustrating the ver-
tex isolation technique for the electron-muon vs pileup tracks
(right). New physics can modify the magnetic moment δaτ .

portant weak-boson backgrounds and detector effects ne-
glected in earlier work [89]. Prevailing wisdom targets
hadronic tau-lepton decays for high signal rates, but in-
efficient triggers, formidable backgrounds, and multiple
pp interactions (pileup) obstruct detection. We over-
come these longstanding obstacles by leveraging recent
progress [90–92] to introduce the overlooked electron-
muon signature, track-vertex isolation techniques (Fig. 1,
right), and kinematic discriminants all unexplored for
pp probes of γγ → ττ . This unlocks crucial access
to high-momentum kinematics unique to pp events that
augment BSM dipole sensitivity. We also propose criti-
cal strategies for controlling systematics. Our proposal
complements other production modes [93–98] and future
facilities [99–112], while broadening the precision tau-
lepton [113–119] and search programs [120–131].

II. MODEL AND SIMULATION

Relativistic field theory generalizes the Schrödinger-
Pauli Hamiltonian H = −µτ ·B− dτ ·E describing EM
dipoles into an effective Lagrangian coupling the Dirac
spinor tensor σµν = i[γµ, γν ]/2 to the photon field Fµν

Ldipole =
1
2 τ̄Lσ

µν
(
aτ

e
2mτ

− idτγ5

)
τRFµν , (1)
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FIG. 2. Cross-sections relative to the SM σγγ→ττ/σ
SM
γγ→ττ

for elastic γγ → ττ production vs magnetic moment varia-
tions δaτ with proton-proton pp 14 TeV (solid), proton-lead
pPb 8.8 TeV (dashed), lead-lead PbPb 5.52 TeV (dotted)
beams given tau-lepton transverse momentum pτT > 100 GeV
(squares, only pp), 30 GeV (triangles), 3 GeV (circles).

where τL (R) is the left- (right-) handed tau-lepton spinor

and γ5 satisfies the {γ5, γµ} = 0 anticommutator. Quan-
tum electrodynamics (QED) predicts a vanishing electric
dipole dτ = 0 and vacuum fluctuations induce aτ ̸= 0.

New physics at high-mass scale Λ can shift EM dipoles
beyond SM values at low momentum transfers q satisfy-
ing q2 ≪ Λ2, parameterized by SM Effective Field The-
ory (SMEFT) [132]. Following Ref. [49], we introduce
the dimension-six SMEFT operator

LSMEFT =
(
CτB/Λ

2
)
L̄τσ

µντRHBµν (2)

that modifies (aτ , dτ ) at tree level [99], where Lτ

(H) is the tau-lepton (Higgs) doublet, Bµν is the
hypercharge field, and CτB is a dimensionless, com-
plex Wilson coefficient in the Warsaw basis [133].
We implement Eq. (2) in FeynRules [134] us-
ing the SMEFTsim general alphaScheme UFO model in
SMEFTsim 3.0.2 [135, 136]. The real (ceBRe33)
and imaginary (ceBIm33) parts of CτB in the
restrict SMlimit massless parameter card map to
dipole shifts

δaτ =
2mτ

e

Re [CτB ]

M
, δdτ =

Im [CτB ]

M
, (3)

defining M = Λ2/(
√
2v cos θW ) in terms of the Wein-

berg angle θW and v = 246 GeV, mτ = 1.776 GeV,
and e = 1/

√
4π in Heaviside-Lorentz units. We inter-

face SMEFTsim with MadGraph 3.5.0 [137, 138] for
cross-section calculation and MC event simulation.

Canonical calculations of LHC photon-fusion cross-

sections σ
(pp)
γγ→ττ factorize into convolutions of the elemen-

tary cross-section σ̂γγ→ττ with the photon flux n(x) [139]

σ(pp)
γγ→ττ =

∫
dx1dx2 n(x1)n(x2) σ̂γγ→ττ , (4)

where xi = Ei/Ebeam is the photon energy Ei emitted
from proton i normalized to beam energy Ebeam. We
adopt the charge form factor (ChFF) flux from gamma-
UPC 1.0 [140], which includes nonfactorizable soft-
survival corrections to Eq. (4). The cross-section is pro-
portional to the amplitude squared σ̂γγ→ττ ∝ |A|2,

|A|2 = |ASM|2 + 2Re (ASMA∗
BSM) + |ABSM|2. (5)

Generating γγ → ττ events with up to two EFT ver-
tices models this SM-BSM quantum interference. The
correspondence to static EM dipoles formally applies in
the real photon limit q2γ → 0, satisfied for elastic photons

from LHC protons q2γ/m
2
τ ≃ (280 MeV/1776 MeV)2 ≪ 1.

We find the 14 TeV cross-section σ
(pp)
γγ→ττ for elastic

γγ → ττ production is 150 pb, yielding 4.5× 107 events
at 300 fb−1 luminosity. Imposing transverse momen-
tum pτT > 30 (100) GeV, the 100 (2.5) fb cross-section
yields favorable 3×104 (750) events at 300 fb−1, whereas
the 25 nb (5.1 pb) PbPb cross-section yields fewer (neg-
ligible) 100 (0.02) events at 4 nb−1. Figure 2 shows
the relative cross-section variations versus δaτ , assuming
δdτ = 0 for different beams and minimum pτT. Requiring

pτT > 30 (100) GeV modifies σ
(pp)
γγ→ττ by a measurable

5% for per-mille δaτ = 0.005 (0.001) shifts, dramatically
improving δaτ sensitivity when probing scales only acces-
sible to pp beams. We generate around 2 million elastic
γγ → ττ events per point for 27 coupling variations in
the range δaτ ∈ [−0.015, 0.015] with δdτ = 0, requir-
ing pτT > 15 GeV in MadGraph and fully leptonic de-
cays using Pythia 8.306 [141, 142] customized for pho-
ton fusion [91, 143] to improve MC statistics. Disso-
ciative photon-fusion (indicated by p∗) and background
simulation follows standard MadGraph+Pythia pro-
cedures [138, 144, 145] detailed in Appendix 1, generat-
ing at least 1 million events per process. All samples have
Delphes 3.5.0 [146] detector emulation applied. We as-
sume 300 fb−1 for the 13–13.6 TeV dataset and 4000 fb−1

for the 14 TeV High-Luminosity LHC (HL-LHC) [147];
Appendix 3 shows minor differences between these ener-
gies so we generate only 14 TeV MC for simplicity.

III. ANALYSIS PROPOSAL

We propose targeting the ττ → eννµνν decay with
2 × B(τ → eνν) × B(τ → µνν) ≃ 6% [17] branching
ratio. We emulate standard dilepton triggers selecting
this signature by requiring the electron (muon) satisfy

current offline thresholds p
e (µ)
T > 18 (15) GeV [148–151]

and tracker acceptance |ηe,µ| < 2.5. After this selec-
tion, several backgrounds mimic this signal, which we de-
note reducible (irreducible) if they vanish (persist) in the
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FIG. 3. Distributions normalized to 300 fb−1 for leading lepton pℓ1T (left), dilepton mass mℓℓ (center) and opening angle |∆ϕℓℓ|
(right). Electron-muon preselection p

e (µ)
T > 18 (15) GeV, |ηℓ| < 2.5, and vertex isolation ∆zmin > 1 mm via (εPU, εUE) =

(50%, 0.4%) are applied. SM (BSM) elastic γγ → ττ is the solid (dashed) line; other processes are stacked histograms.

limit of ideal detector efficiency and resolution. Quark-
induced ditau qq → ττ → eννµνν (Drell-Yan) and dibo-
son qq → WW → eνµν dominate reducible backgrounds;
photon-induced diboson γγ → WW → eνµν dominates
irreducible backgrounds. We design an (i) observation
analysis optimized for extracting the SM γγ → ττ signal
from backgrounds and (ii) dipole analysis targeting BSM
deviations amid backgrounds.

To reject reducible quark-induced backgrounds, we ap-
ply the track-vertex isolation technique [90, 91]. This re-
quires the electron-muon principal vertex (PV) and track
nearest to the PV have longitudinal separation ∆zmin =∣∣zmin

trk − zPV

∣∣ (Fig. 1, right). This isolation (track veto)
condition selects photon-fusion processes that exhibit no
additional tracks associated to the PV, whereas quark-
induced backgrounds have many tracks from underlying
event (UE) in proton breakup. We follow Ref. [92] and
emulate the ∆zmin > 1 mm condition assuming nom-
inal ptrkT > 500 MeV by applying a εUE = 0.4% effi-
ciency to our quark-induced MC (qq → WW, ττ). Pileup
tracks can also accidentally fall within the veto window,
so we further apply a εPU = 50% efficiency based on
data [91, 92] to all MC, which depends on the process-
independent track density governed by the beamspot
width σbeam

z ≃ 38 mm in Run 2 [91]. We consider
εUE = 0.4% as conservative given measurements show
this is nearer 0.1% in Z → ee/µµ data [91]; the differ-
ence arises from UE mismodelling in simulation [152]. We
normalize our single (double) dissociative MadGraph
MC to 0.5 (0.1) of the elastic cross-section to account
for vertex isolation and soft survival based on Ref. [153].
Reconstructing UE tracks outside nominal acceptance
would improve εUE by (i) increasing tracker acceptance
|ηtrk| < 4 at HL-LHC and (ii) reducing track thresh-
olds to ptrkT > 200 MeV. A ptrkT > 100 MeV threshold
is feasible [154], but practically achieving this requires
ptrkT > 200 MeV to control fake tracks [155]. Low-pT
tracking requires unconventional data processing that re-
constructs a subset of events passing kinematic selection
offline rather than all events online, akin to ATLAS de-

layed stream and CMS data parking paradigms. We use
a simple εUE = 0.04% benchmark to capture these pos-
sible improvements. Increased ptrkT > 1 GeV [92] and
pileup nuance HL-LHC extrapolations beyond the scope
of this work, so we capture this simply with εPU = 10%.
These considerations motivate the εUE ∈ [0.4%, 0.04%]
and εPU ∈ [50%, 10%] benchmarks in our projections.
Turning to electron-muon kinematics, we henceforth

denote ℓ ∈ [e, µ]. The electron-muon pair from γγ → ττ
is nearly back-to-back, so requiring the azimuthal open-
ing angle satisfy |∆ϕℓℓ| > 3.1 provides 77% signal effi-
ciency with little BSM dependence for 14% qq → ττ and
3% WW efficiency. While the dilepton invariant mass
mℓℓ from qq → ττ peaks around 40 GeV from resonant
Z-boson production, a looser requirement mℓℓ > 20 GeV
retains greater signal efficiency. Figure 3 shows pℓ1T , mℓℓ,
|∆ϕℓℓ| distributions motivating the selection. We also re-
quire the stransverse mass defined in Refs. [125, 156, 157]
satisfy m100

T2 < 101 GeV, which is bounded from above by
a endpoint at mτ for ττ → eννµνν. Similar to Ref. [82],
we use the dilepton pℓℓT as the missing transverse momen-
tum proxy in m100

T2 . To summarize the event selection:

• Observation analysis considers both elastic and dis-
sociative γγ → ττ as signal following Refs. [91, 92],

applying p
e (µ)
T > 18 (15) GeV, |ηℓ| < 2.5, mℓℓ >

20 GeV, ∆zmin > 1 mm (via εUE, εPU), |∆ϕℓℓ| >
3.1, m100

T2 < 101 GeV.

• Dipole analysis exploits the harder BSM pℓT spec-

trum by binning in leading lepton p
e1 (µ1)
T ∈

[18 (15), 40,∞], introduced in Ref. [49], subtracting
dissociative γγ → ττ to leave only elastic γγ → ττ
as signal. We use two bins for simplicity, but future
work could improve sensitivity via finer binning.

For systematic uncertainties, we outline strategies for
experimentalists to control them with powerful data-
driven techniques. The dominant background systematic
is UE track modelling, where control samples of Drell-
Yan qq → ℓℓ can constrain qq → ττ to percent-level
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accuracy [90, 91]. The dominant γγ → ττ signal uncer-
tainties arise from initial-state dynamics that we could
estimate to be O(10%) by comparing photon fluxes (Ap-
pendix 2) or alternative generators [153, 158, 159]. For-
tunately, we can constrain these by measuring the high-
statistics standard-candle γγ → ℓℓ process (24 pb with
pℓT > 5 GeV, 3.6 × 106 events at 300 fb−1) to correct
both absolute γγ → ττ cross-sections and generator-level
kinematics important for dipole shape analyses. Deriving
such corrections from γγ → ee/µµ for γγ → ττ is well
justified given the flavor independence of both initial-
state proton soft-survival physics and QED final-state ra-
diation. ATLAS has deployed these control techniques in
similar measurements [25, 91]. We emphasize measuring
dilepton mass mℓℓ and rapidity yℓℓ in distinct azimuthal
angle |∆ϕℓℓ| regions (or the correlated pℓℓT ) would probe
the composition of dissociative pp → p(γγ → ℓℓ)p∗ en-
hanced at low |∆ϕℓℓ| < 3.1. This ensures simulation can
accurately model and subtract dissociative production so
only the elastic γγ → ττ signal remains for measuring
EM dipoles in the q2γ → 0 limit. From recent γγ → ℓℓ
measurements [60, 90], we anticipate such data-driven
corrections to γγ → ττ predictions can reach percent-
level accuracy. With HL-LHC statistics, we anticipate
experimental systematics to be limiting: luminosity un-
certainties already reach 0.8% precision [160], while elec-
tron/muon momentum calibration will limit kinematic
corrections, where the ee channel and upgraded trackers
will enable tuning in 2.5 < |ηe| < 4. Together, this moti-
vates the assumed [1% 5%] systematics for benchmarking
our projections, similar to the approach of Ref. [92].

IV. SENSITIVITY PROJECTIONS

Applying the event selection and assuming 300 fb−1 lu-
minosity, we find our observation analysis yields S = 121
signal and B = 443 background counts (S/B = 0.27)
assuming (εUE, εPU) = (0.4%, 50%). Quark-induced pro-
cesses qq → ττ (96%) and qq → WW (3%) dominate
the background composition with γγ → WW in remain-
der. Evaluating the Poissonian asymptotic significance
ZA(S,B, ζb) [161, 162] assuming ζb background system-
atics, this exceeds five standard deviations ZA = 5.4
for ζb = 1%. Assuming the more accurate value of
εUE = 0.1%, ZA = 8.5 is feasible for ζb = 5%. This
establishes a procedure to observe γγ → ττ using stan-
dard pp runs and tracking.

We estimate our dipole analysis sensitivity to BSM δaτ
using a χ2 statistical test against the SM null hypothesis

χ2
r =

(SSM+BSM − SSM)2

σ2
stat + σ2

syst

. (6)

We evaluate region r with B background yield, SSM

(SSM+BSM) signal yield assuming SM (nonzero δaτ ) cou-
plings, statistical σ2

stat = B + SSM+BSM and systematic
σ2
syst = (ζbB)2 + (ζsSSM+BSM)2 uncertainties paramter-

ized by ζb,s. We consider a simplified scheme that as-
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τ (error bar× 104)
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pp→ p(γγ → ττ )p (this work)
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√
s = 14 TeV
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FIG. 4. Summary of tau-lepton magnetic dipole aτ = (gτ −
2)/2 sensitivity. Our projections (pink) assume 300 fb−1 and
4000 fb−1 luminosities for various pileup εPU and underlying-
event εUE efficiencies with 5% (dark) and 1% (light) systemat-
ics. Displayed are existing DELPHI [22] and ATLAS [25] con-
straints (blue) alongside the SM prediction apred

τ (orange) [27].
The thick (thin) lines indicate 68% CL (95% CL) limits.

sumes ζ = ζs = ζb for the benchmarks ζ ∈ [1%, 5%]
and are uncorrelated to statistically combine using χ2 =∑

r χ
2
r . The inequality χ2 < 1 (χ2 < 3.84) defines the

68% CL (95% CL) constraints on δaτ .
Figure 4 summarizes our projected sensitivity for

aτ = aSMτ + δaτ . With 300 fb−1 luminosity, we find
−0.0092 < aτ < 0.011 at 95% CL for the bench-
marks (ζ, εPU, εUE) = (5%, 50%, 0.4%). This is a four-
fold improvement in magnitude over existing LEP [22–
24] and LHC [25, 26] limits. Setting CτB = −1 as a
benchmark in Eq. (3), this corresponds to new physics
scale sensitivity reaching Λ95

C=−1 > 430 GeV at 95%

CL (from Λ95
C=−1 > 190 GeV at LEP). For 4000 fb−1

HL-LHC extrapolation, we also loosen pℓT > 10 GeV,
|ηe| < 4 GeV [163] to find an eightfold improvement be-
yond LEP −0.0029 < aτ < 0.0046 for the most optimistic
scenario (ζ, εPU, εUE) = (1%, 50%, 0.04%), correspond-
ing to Λ95

C=−1 > 680 GeV. This HL-LHC reach degrades
modestly to −0.0067 < aτ < 0.0082 with more realistic
benchmarks (ζ, εPU, εUE) = (1%, 10%, 0.4%). Our re-
sults establish an important strategy to overcome the
longstanding obstacles of measuring γγ → ττ and aτ
in standard LHC runs. This introduces a novel avenue
toward BSM physics via precision competitive with the
landmark one-loop QED prediction αEM/2π ≃ 0.0012.
In summary, we proposed the strategy to measure

γγ → ττ in LHC proton beams, with −0.0092 < aτ <
0.011 (95% CL) dipole sensitivity assuming 300 fb−1 lu-
minosity and 5% systematics. This opens future work to
develop triggers and track-veto strategies for hadronic
channels, machine learning optimization, CP-sensitive
observables for electric dipoles, and combinations with
ALICE, LHCb, and heavy ions. Experimental realization
would furnish a novel precision tau-lepton dipole program
that could reveal new physics in quantum fluctuations.
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[108] M. Köksal, “Model-independent study on the anoma-

lous τ τ̄γ couplings at the ILC,” Nucl. Phys. B 971,
115520 (2021), arXiv:2104.01003 [hep-ph].

[109] X. Chen and Y. Wu, “Search for the Electric Dipole
Moment and anomalous magnetic moment of the
tau lepton at tau factories,” JHEP 10, 089 (2019),
arXiv:1803.00501 [hep-ph].

[110] H. M. Tran and Y. Kurihara, “Tau g−2 at e−e+ colliders
with momentum dependent form factor,” Eur. Phys. J.
C 81, 108 (2021), arXiv:2006.00660 [hep-ph].
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APPENDIX

This Appendix provides supplementary details sup-
porting the main text. Section 1 provides further
methodological details on the simulation of signal and
background processes. Section 2 expands the discussion
on theoretical systematic uncertainties. Section 3 shows
validation studies for generator-level distributions.

1. Technical simulation details

For the elastic γγ → ττ process, we generate around
2 million MC events for each coupling variation and
require pτT > 15 GeV in MadGraph by setting
{15:15}=pt min pdg in the run card to improve genera-
tor statistics. The SM cross-section reduces from 150 pb
to 0.72 pb after imposing pτT > 15 GeV, corresponding
to an efficiency of 0.5%. We further improve generator
statistics by requiring tau-leptons decay fully leptonically
in Pythia 8.306 [141, 142] using:
15:onMode = off
15:onIfAny = 11 13.
We then account for the dileptonic branching fraction
B(ττ → ℓννℓνν) ≃ 12.4% in cross-section normalization.
For elastic processes, the physical picture of the qγ → 0
limit is that the EM fields surrounding the protons not
only comprise the photons pair creating tau-leptons but
also provide the quasi-static external EM field in which
we measure the tau-lepton EM dipoles.

Single dissociation (elastic-inelastic photon fusion
pp → p(γγ → ττ)p∗ where one proton dissociates)
and double dissociation (inelastic-inelastic photon fu-
sion pp → p∗(γγ → ττ)p∗ where both protons dis-
sociate) processes are not implemented in the gam-
maUPC 1.0 package inside MadGraph 3.5.0. There-
fore, we use MadGraph 2.6.7 based on Ref. [91] to
implement the equivalent photon approximation [139]
prescription for the elastic photon γ, and the default
NNPDF23 lo as 0130 qed parton distribution func-
tions (PDF) [144] for the inelastic photon γ∗. We find the
MadGraph cross-section for single (double) dissocia-
tive photon-fusion production of tau pairs to be 3.41 pb
(2.58 pb) with a pτT > 15 GeV generator requirement. For
the γγ → WW process, no generator cuts are imposed
and we find the elastic (single dissociative) cross-section
to be 74.1 fb (592 fb). To decay, shower and hadronize
such processes, we use Pythia configured specifically for
photon-fusion processes generated in MadGraph. The
full Pythia settings follow Refs. [91, 143]:

• PartonLevel:ISR = off for elastic processes;

• BeamRemnants:unresolvedHadron set to 0, 1/2,
3 for elastic, forward/backward single dissociation
and double dissociation, respectively;

• All dissociation samples apply these settings:
PartonLevel:ISR = on

BeamRemnants:primordialKThard = 1.5
BeamRemnants:primordialKTremnant = 0.1
SpaceShower:dipoleRecoil = on
SpaceShower:pTmaxMatch = 0
SpaceShower:pTmaxFudge = 1.0
SpaceShower:pTdampMatch = 1
SpaceShower:pTdampFudge = 1.5

For other non-photon-induced background processes,
we generate the Drell-Yan qq → Z(∗)/γ∗ → ττ (which
we also denote qq → ττ in the main text) and dibo-
son qq → WW → ℓνℓν processes to leading order us-
ing MadGraph 3.5.0. We employ the default NN23LO
PDFs [144] with up to one parton in the matrix element
interfaced to Pythia for parton shower and hadroniza-
tion using MLM jet-parton matching [145] with merging
scale xqcut set to 25 GeV. To improve generator statis-
tics, we decay the tau-leptons leptonically τ → ℓνν for
ℓ ∈ [e, µ] and impose a generator-level pℓT > 5 GeV cut
in MadGraph (5=ptl in run card). After such require-
ments, the cross-section for these Drell-Yan (diboson)
samples is 154 pb (12.6 pb). Top quark pair production
is observed to be negligible in eµ selections after track-
vertex isolation [90, 91] given the high track multiplicities
of the two heavy-flavor jets, so we avoid simulating this.

2. Theoretical systematic uncertainties

For the γγ → ττ signal, the elementary cross-section
is crucially well predicted by quantum electrodynamics
and we expect the dominant modeling uncertainties arise
from the photon flux and rescattering effects involving
the outgoing protons called soft survival. Uncertainties
in the gamma-UPC photon flux can be theoretically es-
timated using alternative form factors such as the Elec-
tric Dipole (EDFF) model studied in Ref. [140], which
shows our baseline (ChFF) more accurately models the
data but has a slightly harder pτT and mττ spectrum than
the other photon-flux models. For pp → p(γγ → ττ)p
with pτT > 15 GeV, we find using EDFF gives a cross-
section of 0.594 pb that is 18% smaller than our ChFF
baseline of 0.720 pb. We also compare these kinematic
differences in Fig. 7, which provides a quantitative indi-
cation of the theoretical modeling in state-of-the-art gen-
erators. We find these discrepancies are within 10% for
mττ ≲ 200 GeV and pτT ≲ 100 GeV, but grow to higher
values reaching over 30%. Further estimation of theo-
retical uncertainties could be made by comparing with
alternative generators such as SuperChic [153]. Disso-
ciative processes additionally have uncertainties arising
from the inelastic photon PDF, where we could use al-
ternative PDF sets such as MMHT2015qed nlo [159].
Precise evaluation of these systematic uncertainties is be-
yond the scope of this phenomenological study. The main
text instead discusses in detail the strategies to experi-
mentally constrain these in situ with data to what we
expect to reach percent-level accuracy.
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3. Generator-level validation studies

This section provides further kinematic validation of
the simulated Monte Carlo samples, specifically the
generator-level (also called “truth-level” in the literature)
distributions, inspecting the Les Houches Events (LHE)
files using pylhe [164].

To highlight the principal advantage of proton-proton
over lead-ion collisions, Fig. 5 illustrates kinematic dis-
tributions of the NN → N(γγ → ττ)N process for
three beam typesN alongside their corresponding center-
of-momentum energies (per nucleon for ions): proton-
proton pp (14 TeV), proton-lead pPb (8.8 TeV), lead-
lead PbPb (5.52 TeV). We normalize the distributions
to unity to compare shapes for the ditau invariant mass
mττ , tau-lepton transverse momentum pτT and rapidity
ητ . These variables follow the photon flux distributions,
where we consider the charged form factor (ChFF) from
gamma-UPC in MadGraph. The pp collisions reach
far higher values in mττ and pτT compared those with
lead ions. Relative to mττ = 30 GeV, the mττ spec-
trum drops by four orders of magnitude at 200 GeV,
400 GeV and 1000 GeV for PbPb, pPb and pp, respec-
tively. Similarly, the pτT spectrum for pp is significantly
harder compared to PbPb, where the pτT can probe above
200 GeV for pp that is inaccessible to PbPb. Moreover,
the tau-leptons in elastic production are back-to-back in
the transverse plane with little transverse boost of the
ditau system, so the kinematic boost of the individual
tau-leptons arises from the center-of-mass system of the
initial-state photons. The ητ distribution highlights how
the larger beam energy of pp gives a higher longitudinal
boost than PbPb, while the pPb verifies the expected
asymmetric distribution, which illustrate suitability for
the LHCb experimental acceptance 2 < |η| < 5 and up-
graded trackers for ATLAS and CMS covering |η| < 4.

We study the impact of the different LHC pp center-
of-mass energies

√
s ∈ {13, 13.6, 14} TeV on distributions

of the pp → p(γγ → ττ)p process in Fig. 6. This illus-
trates the differences in

√
s are generally small within the

scope of this study. Therefore for simplicity, we gener-
ate samples at only 14 TeV and rescale luminosities to
estimate LHC and HL-LHC sensitivity in the main text.
This is only relevant in the short term where we antici-
pate the ATLAS and CMS collaborations would combine
the 13 TeV from Run 2 with the 13.6 TeV dataset from
Run 3, while HL-LHC is expected to reach 14 TeV. Cru-
cially, the slight suppression in rate for 13 TeV compared
to 14 TeV at the highest mττ bins are around O(10%),
which remain subdominant compared to the suppression
when using lead ion fluxes (Fig. 5). The suppression at
the highest |ητ | values is expected for the reduced longi-

tudinal boost of smaller beam energies, but are outside
the close to negligible for the |η| < 4 acceptance of the
upgraded ATLAS and CMS tracker.
To estimate theoretical uncertainties of the photon

flux, Fig. 7 shows the impact on tau-lepton kinematics
when considering an alternative photon flux denoted the
Electric Dipole form factor (EDFF) in the gamma-UPC
package. In Ref. [140], the differences from the ChFF nom-
inal we adopt in this paper are discussed and compared
with dielectron and dimuon meausrements. In brief, they
found the ChFF flux provides better differential modelling
but slightly overestimates the data by around 10% com-
pared with the EDFF flux. We find differences of around
10 to 20% at high mττ and 20 to 30% for pτT tails. For-
tunately, experimental analyses can constraint these dif-
ferences using data-driven control sample techniques as
discussed in the main text. We expect future measure-
ments of dilepton standard candles and theoretical work
will improve these theoretical uncertainties.
Figure 8 shows how shifts in magnetic dipole moments

δaτ impact tau-lepton kinematics. These shape differ-
ences are modest in the mττ and especially striking in
the pτT spectra, rising at high values as expected from ef-
fective field theory. Changes in these spectra also modify
the kinematics of the tau-lepton decay products. Anal-
yses can therefore fit observables such as the electron
and muon pℓT spectra in τ → ℓνν decays to substantially
enhance sensitivity to δaτ beyond measuring inclusive
cross-sections alone, as introduced in Ref. [49].

Figure 9 compares how SM, BSM-only and their com-
bined (SM + BSM) diagrams in the matrix elements im-
pact unit-normalized differential distributions of m(ττ)
and pτT. To generate only the linear (quadratic) pieces
with one (two) BSM dipole vertices entering the matrix
element, we set NP^2==1 (NP^2==2) inMadGraph . Dis-
played are shifts in the magnetic dipole of δaτ = 0.01.
Figure 10 shows the enlarged and zoomed axis ver-

sions of Fig. 2 for the γγ → ττ cross-section varying
with magnetic dipole shifts δaτ assuming δdτ = 0. This
highlights the dramatic impact on the cross-section vari-
ations σγγ→ττ/σ

SM
γγ→ττ as we consider tighter require-

ments on pτT > 3, 30, 100 GeV, reserving the 100 GeV
requirement only for pp. By contrast, for a given min-
imum pτT, the different beam types with corresponding
center-of-mass energies (pp, pPb, PbPb) have a sub-
dominant effect. For pτT > 3, 30 GeV, the cross-section
changes by less than 1% for −0.003 < δaτ < 0.002,
whereas imposing pτT > 100 GeV provides a percent-
level cross-section change even for shifts below per-mille
−0.0008 < δaτ < 0.0007. Table I display the absolute
total LHC cross-sections of elastic γγ → ττ production
when varying the magnetic δaτ . This considers various
beam configurations and generator requirements on the
tau-lepton transverse momentum.
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FIG. 5. Unit normalized generator-level MadGraph distributions of γγ → ττ comparing beam types: pp (thin blue), proton-
lead pPb (medium green), lead-lead PbPb (thick orange). A generator-level requirement of pT(τ) > 15 GeV is imposed using
the charged form-factor photon flux from gamma-UPC. The lower panel shows the ratio relative to the nominal pp.
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FIG. 9. Unit normalized generator-level MadGraph distributions of pp → p(γγ → ττ)p at 14 TeV comparing the SM-only
(very thick blue), SM plus BSM (NP^2<=2, thick pink), only 1 BSM vertex (NP^2==1, medium orange), only 2 BSM vertices
(NP^2==2, thin green) for δaτ = 0.01. A generator-level requirement of pτT > 15 GeV is imposed. The lower panel shows the
ratio relative to the SM nominal.
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FIG. 10. Wider (left) and zoomed (right) axis version of Fig. 2 showing cross-sections relative to the SM computed using
MadGraph+SMEFTsim for elastic photon-fusion production of tau-lepton pairs σγγ→ττ/σ

SM
γγ→ττ vs magnetic moment vari-

ations δaτ . Various beam types and center-of-mass energies are displayed: proton-proton pp 14 TeV (solid), proton-lead pPb
8.8 TeV (dashed), lead-lead PbPb 5.52 TeV (dotted). Different generator requirements on the minimum tau-lepton transverse
momentum pτT are shown: 100 GeV (blue squares, only pp), 30 GeV (purple triangles), 3 GeV (orange circles). Note the
linear-log scale division at δaτ = ±0.001.

σLHC
γγ→ττ [pb]: pp 14 TeV pPb 8.8 TeV PbPb 5.52 TeV pp 14 TeV pPb 8.8 TeV PbPb 5.52 TeV pp 14 TeV

δaτ pτT > 3 GeV pτT > 3 GeV pτT > 3 GeV pτT > 30 GeV pτT > 30 GeV pτT > 30 GeV pτT > 100 GeV

0.1 61.27 1.499× 105 2.35× 108 2.181 2047 3.454× 105 0.4644

0.05 47.23 1.181× 105 1.896× 108 0.628 610.5 1.076× 105 0.1179

0.02 41.74 1.054× 105 1.707× 108 0.1901 202.4 3.978× 104 0.02109

0.01 40.41 1.022× 105 1.657× 108 0.1256 142.6 2.963× 104 0.007192

0.005 39.76 1.007× 105 1.634× 108 0.109 126.3 2.69× 104 0.003687

0.002 39.5 9.991× 104 1.622× 108 0.1038 121.2 2.602× 104 0.0027

0.001 39.4 9.964× 104 1.618× 108 0.1029 120.2 2.586× 104 0.002556

0.0 39.22 9.933× 104 1.611× 108 0.1024 120 2.581× 104 0.002505

−0.001 39.21 9.918× 104 1.609× 108 0.1023 119.5 2.57× 104 0.002541

−0.002 39.12 9.894× 104 1.605× 108 0.1026 119.8 2.57× 104 0.002671

−0.005 38.83 9.821× 104 1.594× 108 0.1061 122.8 2.613× 104 0.003615

−0.01 38.49 9.723× 104 1.574× 108 0.1198 135.6 2.806× 104 0.007048

−0.02 37.82 9.547× 104 1.544× 108 0.1784 188.4 3.655× 104 0.02079

−0.05 37.52 9.356× 104 1.493× 108 0.5982 575.6 9.965× 104 0.1172

−0.1 41.91 1.007× 105 1.542× 108 2.119 1977 3.294× 105 0.4627

TABLE I. Generator-level LHC cross-sections σLHC
γγ→ττ in picobarns (pb) for elastic photon-fusion production of tau-lepton pairs

using MadGraph 3.5.0 and the charged form factor photon fluxes from gamma-UPC. This is interfaced with the SMEFTsim3
package to evaluate for variations in the anomalous magnetic moment δaτ . The columns show different beam species with their
corresponding center-of-mass energies, and different generator-level requirements on the tau-lepton transverse moment pτT.
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