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ABSTRACT: We investigate ways of identifying two kinds of dark matter (DM) compo-
nent particles at high-energy colliders. The strategy is to notice and distinguish double-
peaks(humps) in the missing energy /transverse energy distribution. The relative advantage
of looking for missing energy is pointed out, in view of the fact that the longitudinal com-
ponent of the momentum imbalance becomes an added input. It thus turns out that an
electron-positron collider is better suited for discovering a two-component DM scenario, so
long as both of the components are kinematically accessible. This and a number of asso-
ciated conclusions are established, using for illustration a scenario including a scalar and
a spin-1/2 particle. We also formulate a set of measurable quantities which quantify the
distinguishability of the two humps, defined in terms of double-Gaussian fits to the missing
energy distribution. The efficacy of these variables in various regions of the parameter
space is discussed, using the aforesaid model as illustration.
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1 Introduction

Evidence for dark matter (DM) has accumulated from different astrophysical observations

like rotation curves of galaxies [1, 2|, gravitational lensing effects around bullet clusters



[3], and cosmological observations like the anisotropy of cosmic microwave background ra-
diation (CMBR) [4] in WMAP [5, 6] or PLANCK [7] data. Observations further suggest
that DM constitutes a large portion (~ 24%) of the energy budget of the universe, often
expressed in terms of relic density Qh? ~ 0.12 [7], where = p/p. represents the cosmolog-
ical density with p being the DM density, p. the critical density and h represents Hubble
expansion rate in units of 100 km/s/Mpc. However, direct evidence of DM in reproducible
terrestrial observations is yet to be found. We are thus still unable to confirm whether
DM consists of elementary particles of the weakly or feebly interacting types. All one can
say with certainty is that neutrinos cannot be the dominant components of DM, and thus
physics beyond the standard model (SM) have to be there if particle DM exists.

Two major classes of ideas, both of which can account for correct relic density, are often
discussed. The first category consists of weakly interacting massive particle (WIMP) sce-
narios where the DM particles were in thermal and chemical equilibrium in early universe,
and have frozen out when their annihilation rate dropped below the Hubble expansion rate
[8-10]. In the second category, one can have feebly interacting massive particles (FIMP)[11]
which do not thermalise with the cosmic bath, and are presumably produced from the de-
cay or scattering of some massive particles in thermal bath. We shall be concerned here
with WIMPs, since they are the likeliest one to be detected in collider experiments which
constitute the theme of this paper.

It is of course possible to have more than one DM components simultaneously, and this
is the possibility we are concerned with. While many of the existing multicomponent DM
studies are in the context of WIMPs [12-45], scenarios with more than one DM types have
also been studied [46-48]. Direct search experiments [49, 50] might probe two component
WIMP frameworks via observation of a kink in the recoil energy spectrum [51, 52]. We
devote the present discussion to the collider detectability and distinguishability of two DM
components, both of whom are of the WIMP type. However, studies on collider searches
are relatively fewer [53, 54]'. Here we develop some criteria for the discrimination of two
peaks in missing energy distributions, in an illustrative scenario where the DM components
are pair-produced in cascades, along with the same kinds of visible particles.

More specifically, we consider cases where the two DM components belong to two
separate ‘dark sectors’. The initial hard scattering pair-produces members of either sector,
and each of these members initiate a decay chain culminating in the DM candidate of either
kind. The visible particles produced alongside happen in our examples to be multileptons.
Our purpose is to maximise the visibility of the two peaks, via discriminants based on their
heights, separation and spreads.

We also emphasize that the main principle(s), on which our suggested method of
analysis is based, do not depend on the model used here for illustration. Certain features of
the model are course best suited for substantial production of the two kinds of DM particles,
and the decay chains that occur here simplify and facilitate what we wish to demonstrate.
More complicated avenues of DM production are of course within our horizon, but the

!Counting number of DMs simultaneously produced in cascade from the end point of the spectrum is
studied in [55, 56].



points we make here serve as leitmotifs in any analysis.

We establish further that an electron-positron collider is in most cases better suited
for thus discerning the two DM components, as compared to hadronic machines. The
main reason, as we shall show, is that in electron-positron collisions, the full kinematic
information, especially that on longitudinal components of momenta (including missing
momenta) can be utilised. In addition, it helps the suppression of standard model (SM)
backgrounds. The option of using polarised beams, too, can be of advantage.

On the whole, the essential points developed and established in this study are:

e A two-component WIMP scenario which leads to the same final state via two different
kinds of cascade, can lead to double-peaks (bumps) in kinematic distributions such
as missing energy.

e An eTe” machine having the requisite kinematic reach is advantageous in this respect,
since (a) it makes use of the longitudinal components of missing momenta, and (b)
beam polarization can reduce backgrounds.

e A set of measurable quantities, formulated by us for this specific purpose, are useful
in making the double-peaking behaviour prominent.

The paper is organised as follows. We first discuss WIMP signal at colliders in sec-
tion 2 including some general aspects of kinematics in both single-and two-component DM
scenarios. In section 3 we discuss the model chosen for illustration, followed by the selec-
tion of benchmark points in section 4. Section 5 contains a discussion of the signal from
two-component dark sector vis-a-vis SM backgrounds, while in section 6 we analyse the
predicted results in detail. Some proposed criteria for distinguishing the peaks are exem-
plified in section 7. We summarise and conclude in section 8. In Appendix A-E, we include
some details that are omitted in the main text.

2 WIMP signal at colliders

WIMPS are produced at colliders either via electroweak hard scattering processes or in
weak decays of other particles. But no component of currently designed collider detectors
is equipped to register their presence. Their smoking gun signatures, therefore, result from
energy /momentum imbalance in the final state, rising above SM backgrounds as well as
the imbalance due to mis measurement?. Such imbalance can be quantified in terms of the
following kinematic variables:

e Missing Transverse Energy or MET (Er), defined as:

Er=- \/@pm (X p (2.1)

L,5yy L5y

2Such signals may be contrasted with some others, mostly associated with FIMPs, where only the particle
in bath responsible for DM production can be produced at collider, leading to a disappearing/long-lived
charge track or displaced vertex [57-59] as an indirect signal of DM.



where the sum runs over all visible objects that include leptons (¢), photons (), jets
(j), and also unclustered components.

e Missing Energy or ME (F) with respect to the centre-of-mass (CM) energy (1/s),
defined as:

E=1Vs5-) Bus; (2.2)

L3,y

where the sum runs over visible objects like ¢, j, v and unclustered components.

e Missing Mass or MM (NI ), defined as:

2

M = Zpi—zf:pf : (2.3)

which requires the knowledge of initial state four momenta (p;) and final state ones
(ps), where f runs over all the visible particles. For mono-photon process ete™ —
XX, where x(Y) are DM, M2 = s —2/sE,. Here, E, is the energy of the outgoing
photon.

F and VI are measurable in e*e~ (or u* ) machines while hadron colliders can only
measure Fr. The scalar sum of transverse momentum, sometimes referred as Effective
mass (Hr) is another variable of interest for hadron colliders. ¥ or B are reconstructible
from the energies and momenta of visible particles, against which the DM particle(s) recoil.
The resulting signals can be

e mono-X + F (Hr), where X is a jet, a photon, a weak boson or a Higgs, or,
e n-leptons + m-jets + p photons + £ (Er)

The mono-X signature usually arises when two DM particles are produced directly via
either a portal to dark sector [60-62] or effective operators [63-65]. The kinematic observ-
ables at our disposal in such a case are the four-momentum of particle X and Fr/ ¥ / M.
Among them, as we shall show from a general argument below, ' (whenever measurable) is
likely to contain the best usable information for discriminating between two unequal-mass
DM particles, both of which are produced at a collider. The longitudinal component of the
momentum imbalance makes the all-important difference.

The second class of final states, namely, multi-jet/multi-lepton channels usually arises
when a pair of heavy particles (usually members of the dark sector, described here as
‘Heavier Dark Sector Particles’ (HDSP)) are produced. Each of them further decays into
a DM together with jets and leptons in the final state. Obviously such an event topology,
with a greater multitude of visible particles, will have richer kinematics. For example, the
kinematics is governed here by both the HDSP and DM masses, a phenomenon which we
discuss below in detail. The resulting features of the final state play an important role in
differentiating the contributions from different DM components in event distributions.

Our aim here is to investigate the correlation between Fp, ¥ or Y with DM mass
and the mass of the HDSP, in cases where two kinds of DM particles are produced via



HDSP cascades. Peaks/bumps in the distributions can be treated as tell-tale signature
of multi-component DM framework, when the different bumps are distinguishable. We
systematically address the issues to suggest some distinction criteria. But before we discuss
some relevant features of kinematic observables for both one-and two-component WIMP
scenarios.

2.1 Aspects of kinematics

We focus on multilepton/multijet final states in a scenario where the DM particles are
produced at the end of decay chains in e~e™ collisions. Parameters that play decisive roles
in shaping Fr, F or M distributions are, (a) the mass of the DM particle (mpy), and (b)
its mass difference with the HDSP (Am).

2.1.1 Single-component DM

Let us first consider a single DM with mass mpy and an HDSP with myp = mpwm + Am,
which decays to DM with one/or more massless SM fermions. For simplicity, we assume
the HDSPs are pair-produced nearly at rest®, in which case, the lab frame in an eTe~
machine can be identified, approximately at least, with the rest frame of the HDSP.
The maximum Fp is obtained when both DMs are moving in the same direction. Then
(see Appendix A for details),
B ~ Am (1+7) ; (2.4)

where r = 7M. is the ratio of the DM and HDSP masses. Clearly Hr™*" depends on both
Am and mpy. In order to verify that we plot Fp distribution in Fig. 1 for inert scalar
doublet model (to be discussed in detail in Sec. 3)*, where singly-charged scalar HDSPs are
pair-produced, followed by decays to DM with on/off-shell W* bosons. The CM energy
is chosen /s = 500(1000) GeV, as necessary to pair produce the HDSPs on-shell. In the
plot on the left panel, we fix » = 5 and choose different Am = {48,98} GeV, while on
the right plot we fix Am = 140 GeV and choose different values of mpy = {100,350}
GeV. From the left plot, we see that the end-point shifts significantly towards higher value
of By with the increase of Am®. More importantly, the peak of the Ffp distribution also
shifts to higher values with larger Am. The plot on the right-hand side show a relatively
weaker dependence on mpy;. This establishes that Fp distribution has a more pronounced
dependence on Am than on mpy.

We examine F distribution next and compare with Hr distribution. Following, Epy =

\/ 1P| 2DM + m%M, an event with DM pair cascading from HDSP pair production yields,

E = /191 sy + mi + /12y + mby (2.5)

3 Arises when \/E ~ 2mup, as assumed mostly in the rest of the analysis for eTe™ collisions.
4The shape and end point of the distribution depends on the model only when intermediate states differ.
®The end point of the blue Fr curve ({Am, mpu} = {192,48} GeV) in Fig. 1 (a) appears at 200 GeV,

whereas the estimated end point is at 192 GeV using Eqn. (2.4).
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Figure 1. Normalized Fr distribution at eTe™ collider with (a) fixed r, different Am, and (b) with
fixed Am, different mpy (see figure insets for details). We consider pair production of the singly
charged scalar HDSP of an inert scalar doublet, which further decays to DM in association with
on/off shell W+ bosons at /s = 500(1000) GeV, as necessary to pair produce the HDSPs on-shell.

‘5 0.22?\” RN AN AN RN RN R AN R HH; .5 AERRRRESRERR RN AR R AR AR AN RN RS L
3 o2 Am =10 GeV, m,,, =100 GeV E 2 onf Am'=200GeV, m_ = 250 GeV a
5 018F = 50 ]
o F Am =50 GeV, m_ =100 GeV ] 5 r Am =200 GeV, m, =100 GeV q
9] C oM 7 9} 0.1— —
N 0161 = N F B
® C ] © L Am =200 GeV, m_ =10 GeV -
E 014K Am =380 GeV, m_ =100 GeV - E L oM N
3 E ] § 008 7
012 = L ]
0.1 4 0.06]- ]
0.08— = [ ]
0.06 = 004~ -
004 E 0.02[- ?
0.02F~ - L ]
E IR s wll d Gl TR I
QOO 550 600 650 700 750 800 850 900 950 1000 0 100 200 300 400 500 600 700 800 900 1000
F(Gev) F(GeV)

(a) (b)

Figure 2. Normalised J distribution at e*e~ collider with (a) fixed DM mass, different Am and
with (b) fixed Am, different DM mass (see figure insets for details). We consider pair production of
singly charged scalar HDSP of an inert scalar doublet, which further decays to DM in association
with on/off shell W bosons at /s = 1000 GeV.

In order to illustrate the more noticeable presence of mpy in £ distribution, as evinced



from Eq. 2.5 ¢, we present such distributions for different values of Am in Fig. 2(a), where
mpm is kept fixed. Fig. 2(b) shows similar plots with the roles of Am and mpy reversed.
The F spectrum peak shifts to the left side with larger Am. In Fig. 2(b), too, the F
distribution gets sharper with the peaks shifting to larger values with larger mpy;. On the
whole, the J distribution, if available, is comparably sensitive to both mpy and Am, while

e~ collider is more effective in

Hp is sensitive primarily to Am. We thus conclude that an e
distinguishing DM components with different masses, as compared to a hadronic machine,
provided that both DM components are within the kinematic reach of such a collider. N
distribution turns rather similar to  distributions, and does not offer much advantage in

our context. N distributions and their comparison with J are provided in Appendix A.

2.1.2 Two-component DM

We now extend the study to the two-component scenario. While the details of a two
component DM model will be taken up in Section 3, here we focus on a simple situation
having two scalar DM particles with masses mpu,, mpmM, and mass splitting with the
corresponding HDSP as Amy and Ams respectively’. As previous, pair production of singly
charged HDSPs and subsequent decay to the respective DM components with leptonically
decaying on/off-shell W¥ is considered. Subsequent J and Fy distributions for different
choices of mpy and Am are studied:

o Ami ~ Amsy and mpwm,; < MDM,

In this case, the Ffp distribution for both dark sectors is expected to merge since
Ami ~ Ams, whereas the F distributions are expected to show a double peak,
owing to the dependence of J on the DM mass with mpM, < MDM,- We can see this
feature in Fig. 3. We assume the production cross-sections for the HDSP pairs to be

equal for both the cases®.

o Amy < Amg and mpy, & mpmM,

We consider next a scenario characterized by different mass splittings but similar
DM masses. As an example, we chose mpy, = mpm, = 100 GeV, Am; = 10 GeV
and Amgy = 380 GeV. Corresponding Fr and F distributions are shown in Fig. 4.
The production cross-section for the lighter HDSP pair is assumed to be 50% of that
of the heavier HDSP. Here the Fp distribution shows a double-peak nature unlike
the previous case, (see Fig. 4(a)), while J distribution produces a better distinction
where the second peak is even more prominent and well separated, see Fig. 4(b).

5We note here that |P1|pMm or |p2|pm in Eq. 2.5 are not observable quantities. Here they have been used
purely for the demonstration purposes, to understand the behaviour of the actual observable quantities, i.e.
Fr and E.

"We reiterate that kinematic features as described here, do not depend on the details of the theoretical
framework, especially when each HDSPs are produced with very little boost.

8Relative cross-sections of the DM components indeed play a vital role, which will be discussed in context
of a specific model. For the current discussion, the two HDSP pair production cross-sections have been
taken in a specific ratio to make the peaks discernible.
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Figure 3. Normalized (a) B and (b) J distribution for two component scalar DM scenario with
{mpMm,, MDM,, Amy, Ama} = {50,390, 100,100} GeV where HDSP pair production and subsequent
decay chain is chosen as in Fig. 2 (see text). The production cross-sections for both the HDSP pairs
are assumed equal at /s = 1000 GeV.
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Figure 4. Same as Fig. 3, with {mpwm,, mpM,, Ami, Ama} = {100,100, 10,380} GeV. The pro-
duction cross-section of the lighter HDSP pair is assumed half of that for the heavier HDSP pair
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In Fig. 5 we depict a situation where both DM mass and splitting with the corre-

sponding HDSPs are different, following a hierarchy Am; < Amg and mpy, < mpwM,

(see caption for model inputs). We see that the Fp distributions (on the left) for

each DM component are almost overlapping and thus show a single peak. On the



other hand, £ distribution (on the right) shows the presence of two peaks coming
from two different dark sectors. Thus, the difference in Am may not show up in Fp
in such cases, while J still highlights it.
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Figure 5. Same as Fig. 3, with {mpwm,, mpmMm,, Ami, Ams} = {50,700, 100,200} GeV. The pro-
duction cross-sections for the heavier HDSP is assumed to be one quarter of that of the lighter ones
at /s = 2000 GeV.

=

° Am1 < AWLQ and mMpDM; > MDM,

Finally we explore the possibility where the hierarchy in the DM masses is opposite to
that of the mass splittings with the corresponding HDSPs as shown in Fig. 6. Again
F distribution (Fig. 6 (b)) shows a clear two-peak behaviour while the By (Fig. 6
(a)) distribution shows a mere distortion. Note that the peak on the right side in
Fig. 6 (b) corresponds to mppr, , the higher DM mass.

It is clear from the preceding discussion that multipartite DM scenario can show up in
terms of double peak in J and Jor B distributions 9. However, J is more useful as it is more
sensitive to mpy than Ffp, in both the limits, mpy >> Am and Am >> mpy. Complete
knowledge of the total centre-of-mass energy of each collision and the very possibility of
having £ distribution can therefore be advantageous for ete™ collider over LHC where
one has to resort to Fp, so long as DM particle productions are sufficiently copious and
kinematically allowed.

So far we have discussed mainly the relative positions of the peaks. The larger is the
splitting between mpy;, and mpw,, or Amy and Amag, the better is the separation between
the two peaks in J distribution and easier it is to hint for two component DM. However,
another important factor is the relative heights of the peaks, which are determined by the

9We note here that the above possible kinematic conditions are exhaustive in a two component set up
when the two dark sectors are identical.
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cross-section of the process. Two peaks of comparable size are more amenable to distinc-
tion, provided that their separation is adequate. Assuming for simplicity that the HDSPs
decay into the DM candidate via a single channel with 100% branching ratio, we can esti-
mate the size of the peaks from the pair production cross-section of the respective HDSPs.
Now, HDSP production depends on its mass and thus on the parameters mpy and Am
(following myp = mpym + Am), both of which are also crucially involved in segregating the
peaks in resultant £ (or F) distribution. The cross-section depends further on the model;
whether the HDSPs are scalar, fermion or vector boson and what mediators contribute to
the production process. We will refer to these features quantitatively when we encounter
the model. We must note here that HDSP production cross-section diminishes with larger
mpm and Am, so whichever component is heavier contributes with a smaller cross-section
at least kinematically. So, the suitable scenario for discriminating DM components occurs
when we do not lose cross-section significantly due to kinematics. This is better addressed
if one dark sector is fermionic, while the other is scalar, as the fermion production cross-
section is larger than that of a scalar with similar mass'®. We therefore consider HDSPs
in the form of singly charged scalars (¢*) and singly charged fermions (¢*) and their
subsequent decays to respective DM components at eTe™ collider. We shall examine in
specific how they can yield distinguishable peaks in J/ () distributions with comparable
cross-sections after satisfying cosmological constraints, in context of an illustrative model,
which we elaborate next.

Having both DM components scalar or fermion can also provide such distinctive J (Efr) distribution,
but with a more fine tuned choices of Am and mpwm.

~10 -



3 A model with two DM components

We illustrate our numerical results in terms of a model which consists of two dark sectors
having two stable DM candidates: (i) Scalar DM (SDM), as the lightest neutral state of

an inert scalar doublet ®7 = <¢+ Mﬁ) and (i7) Fermion DM (FDM), the lightest

neutral state that arises from an admixture of a vectorlike fermion doublet W7 = (d} w_)
and a right handed (RH) fermion singlet xr. Stability of both DM components is ensured
by additional Zy ® 2 symmetry, where the inert scalar doublet transforms under Zo,
while the fermion fields transform under a different discrete symmetry, namely, Z,. The
quantum numbers of additional fields are shown in the Table 1. The minimal renormalizable
Lagrangian for this model then reads,

£ > L8PM 4 pFDM (3.1)
Fields SUB)c@SUR2),oU(l)y @ 29 ® Z
N ~ 7 N——
¢+
b = . 1 2 1 -+
SDM 75 (00 +iA%)
FDM | VU, p= w_ 1 2 -1 + -
¢ L,R
X g 1 1 0 + -

Table 1. Charge assignment of the BSM fields under the gauge group G = Gsy ® Gpwm in the toy
scenario. Here Gsm = SU(3)c ® SU(2), @ U(1)y and Gpum = 22 @ Z5.

The Lagrangian for the SDM sector, having inert scalar doublet ® can be written as :

sDM _ [ (gn _ ;oo T pan _ o Y ou\gl® .
£SPM _ ‘(8 iga W — igi B )@( V(®,H);
V(®,H) = p2(dT0) 4+ Ag(®T®)% + A\ (HTH)(DTD) 4+ No(HT®)(OTH) + %[(HVDY +h.c)] .

(3.2)

Note that we assume u3, > 0 which keep vacuum extension value (vev) (®) = 0 and ensure
Z5 remains unbroken. H represents SM Higgs isodoublet. After Electroweak Symmetry
Breaking (EWSB), the SM Higgs acquires non zero vev, (H) = v (246 GeV) and generates
physical states in the form of CP even state ¢" (mass my), CP-odd state A” (mass m 40)
and charged scalar states ¢* (mass mgy=+ ) with adequate mass splitting between them. Using
minimization conditions of the scalar potential V (H, ®) along different field directions and
the definitions of physical states, one can obtain the following relations between the mass
eigenvalues and parameters involved in the scalar potential (for details, see [28, 66]):

2
/’L%{ = ﬂa M?{; = méo - )\Lv2a )\1 = 2)\L - U%(miﬂ _mii) ’
Ay = v%(mio +m%, — Qmii) and \3 = U%(mzo —m2%o) ; (3.3)

- 11 -



where A\, = %(/\1 + A2 + A3) and my, represents the mass of SM-like neutral scalar found
at LHC with mj, = 125.09 GeV. In our analysis we consider the mass hierarchy: mgo <
m g0, Mg+ and hence the lightest neutral state ¢° with mass mgo is a viable DM candidate!’.
The parameters relevant for DM phenomenology from SDM sector are given by:

{mpm,, Ama, Ar}. (3.4)

Here mpy, = mgo, Amy = Mgt — mgo = M0 — Myo, assuming me+ >~ m 4o, which does
not alter subsequent DM phenomenology or collider analysis significantly.

Let us now turn to FDM sector. The minimal renormalizable Lagrangian for FDM
having one vector-like doublet (V) and one right-handed singlet (xr) reads [67]:

/

_ ‘ .ot . .Y — (s
EFDM — \IJL(R) [Zpyﬂ(au — 1927WN — Zgl?BM)] \I’L(R) + Xr (17“8u) Xr

— 1 Y /— ~ o~
— mypUW — (imXE(XR)C + h.c) - ﬁ( Uy, Hygr+ Yr Hxp® + h.c) ; (3.5)

where V) = Prr)¥; Prgp = %(1 F v5). After EWSB, the neutral component of the
doublet ¥ mixes with the neutral singlet xgr via the Yukawa coupling Y. The resulting

mass matrix in the basis of (Yg° ¥, x;)T is given by:
Y
0 my 5
M=|my 0 22|, (3.6)
% % My

where v = (H) (246 GeV) is the vacuum expectation value (vev) of the SM Higgs. Upon
diagonalisation by a unitary matrix, the mass eigenvalues of the physical states are:

Yvu

V2

My, = My, (37)

2

My, = My cos? 0 + My sin? 6 — sin 26,

Y
My, = My cos? 0 + My sin? 6 + 7; sin 26,

mwi = mdj N
where 6 denotes singlet-doublet mixing angle; in terms of model parameters, it is given by:

tan20 = Yo (3.8)

\@(mw — my)

For Yv/vV2 < my < my, My, > My, (= my+) > my, makes 1, the DM. Note here
all the neutral states, 1123 are Majorana fermions. The phenomenology of FDM mainly
depends on the following independent parameters:

{mpm,, Amg, sinf}; (3.9)

"'Note here that other neutral state, A° can also be a viable DM candidate with m 40 < Mo, My+, by
adjusting model parameters.
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where mpwy, = My, , Amg = Myx — My, = My, — My, . In terms of these parameters,

v - V2 Amgy sin 26
U )

My = My, sin? 0 + my, cos> 0, (3.10)

My = My, 08> 0 + My, sin? .

The dependence of Y on Ams as well as 0 plays an important role in the consequent

FDM phenomenology. We note further that the two dark sectors have no renormalizable

12

interaction term*~, so that DM-DM conversions occur mainly via Higgs portal coupling.

3.1 Constraints on the model parameters

The parameters of the model are subject to the following constraints, which we abide by:

o A stable vacuum at the electroweak scale [68, 69] is ensured by,
Airs A > 05 A+ 2/ AgAe > 05 A+ Ao — [A3] + 2/ Aghe > 0. (3.11)
e Perturbativity at the electroweak scale requires,

| <4m; |de| <4m; |[Aipgs| <4n and |Y] < Vdr. (3.12)

e Limits on the masses from non-observation of the BSM particles at collider search,
the most significant of those here are m,+ > 102.7 GeV [70] and my+ > 70 GeV [71].

e The requirement that the two DM components ¢ and 1/, saturate the relic-density
according to the Planck data [7] at 20 level,

Qpmh?® = Qpa, h? + Qo h? = Qgoh® + Qy h?* = 0.12 £ 0.001. (3.13)

e Limit on spin independent DM-nucleon cross-section from non-observation of WIMP
in direct search experiments, the latest being XENON-1T, at 20 level [49, 50] provides

ot <1071 cm?, (3.14)

We focus mainly on the DM constraints and demonstrate the allowed parameter space
of the model, which in turn provides some characteristic benchmark points that is taken
up for subsequent collider analysis.

Dark matter constraints The most important constraint comes from the DM relic

density, where individual densities (Q2pwm, (i = 1,2)) add to the total observed relic as
dictated by PLANCK data [7]. We may further recall that relic (over/under) abundance

2The interaction terms appear at the dimension-five level, such as (WL ¥r)(®T®), (X5 (X)) (®T®) with
hermitian conjugates and at higher dimensions.
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of a particular WIMP is inversely proportional to the thermal average of its annihilation
cross-section to visible sector particles as well as to other DMs,

1

o (3.15)

Qpnm; ~

Now, one may assume that the DM number density of any component around the earth

is proportional to the share of that component in the total relic density. In such a situation,

the upper limit on the scattering cross-section of the ith DM component (Ufﬁ) with the

detector nucleon for direct search is related to o;, the cross-section if the corresponding

component were the sole WIMP DM constituent, by the fraction of relic density with which
it is present in a two component set up, following [24],

osft = Mai. (3.16)
Qpm
Thus the direct search limit on a DM component is different from the case where it
is the only WIMP candidate. Since any WIMP is subject to both the limits from relic
density and direct search, it is useful to note two more points. First, the tension between
the limit on the cross-section in direct searches and the relic density limit is relaxed in
scenarios where the dark sector permits co-annihilation, as occurs for both the SDM and
FDM components of our illustrative model. Secondly, the right-chiral fermion y g in FDM
has no Z-coupling (having Q = Y = 0), its mixing with vy suppresses the Z-induced
contribution to the elastic scattering and relieves the pressure from direct search limits.
Annihilation, co-annihilation and conversion processes for both DM components of the
model are mentioned in Appendix B.
In order to find the consistent DM parameter space, we implement the model in
Feynrules [72] and in MicrOmegas [73] to perform a numerical scan on the relevant pa-
rameters in the following range:

30 < mg <600 GeV, 1 < Amy <500 GeV, 0.01 <A <0.1,
30 < my, <600 GeV, 1 < Amp <500 GeV, 0.01 <sinf <0.3. (3.17)

We present in Fig. 7, the allowed region of the model in the planes of (a) mpy, — Amy
and (b) mpm, — Amg. Red points satisfy relic density and the blue points satisfy ad-
ditionally the direct search bound from XENONIT. It is seen that for the scalar DM,
relic (under)abundance and direct detection constraints are both satisfied for almost the
entire range of mpy;,, Amg scanned here. This is achieved mainly due to two reasons:
one, the gauge mediated depletion processes (see Appendix B for details) ensure significant
annihilation cross-section, while suitable choice of the parameter A\, which governs the
interaction between the DM and SM Higgs, ensures the consistency with direct detection
bound. For FDM case (see Fig. 7(b)), both relic density and direct search constraints are
satisfied consistently for Amsy < 20 GeV. This is due to co-annihilation processes con-

~

tributing significantly to relic density with smaller Amg, which do not contribute to DM
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elastic scattering for direct search. We also note that for my, ~ %", in the Higgs reso-
nance region, one can only simultaneously satisfy both relic (under) abundance and direct
detection constraints even for larger Ams, where the co annihilation contribution is com-
pensated by resonant enhancement. We further note that there are two white regions in
Fig. 7(b), where the relic density constraints can not be satisfied. For Amg ~ 20 — 100
GeV, the co-annihilation contribution turns drastically low, subject to the range of sin 6
used for the scan, so that this region provides relic over abundance. For smaller mass split-
ting, Amg < 10 GeV, the co-annihilation contribution turns so large that it yields under
abundance. On the other hand, for Ams 2 100 GeV, the Yukawa coupling (Y ~ Amsg)
turns large enough to provide required under abundance for FDM to make up for SDM
contribution. Also note that the allowed parameter space in this two component model
most often has a dominant FDM contribution over the scalar one, simply because satisfy-
ing relic under abundance together with direct search constraint for FDM relies heavily on
co-annihilation contribution given a minimal sin @, limiting the minimum relic density that
FDM can achieve.

500F
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(a) (b)

Figure 7. Relic and direct search outcome for (a) scalar DM and (b) fermion DM. The red points
satisfy relic density requirement and the blue points satisfy direct detection bound (XENON 1T)
as well as relic density constraints.

In Fig. 8, we show the regions allowed by indirect detection constraints. Due to gauge
interaction, the major annihilation channels for both SDM and FDM occurs into WTW~
final state. Therefore, the most stringent upper limit comes from this particular channel
in MAGIC [74] plus Fermi-LAT data [75]. Similar to direct search, while calculating
the annihilation cross-section of each DM into WTW ™ final state, we have scaled their
individual contribution consistently with the corresponding DM densities to the total relic
density. One can see that the entire range of DM parameters scanned here satisfy the
upper limit from indirect searches.
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Figure 8. Regions allowed by indirect detection constraints from WTW ™~ mode for scalar and
fermionic DM. Their individual contributions have been scaled by their respective number density.

4 Selection of benchmark points

Having discussed all the constraints on the model and carefully examining various possi-
bilities for distinguishing two peaks in kinematic distributions for two-component DM, we
are in a position to choose a few benchmark points, suited for the likely centre-of-mass
energies of ete™ colliders planned for the near future, including the International Linear
Collider (ILC). Relevant kinematic regions (allusions to some have already been discussed)
where the peaks can be distinguished are as follows:

e Region I: mpy, > mpwm, and Amy > Amsy ,
e Region II: mpy, < mpum, and Am; < Amay ,
e Region III: mpy, < mpm, and Am; > Amay ,
e Region IV: mpy, > mpum, and Amy < Amsg .

Recall that subscript 1 above refers to SDM sector and 2 to FDM sector. However, distin-
guishability of the peaks at collider crucially depend on the relative cross-sections (o) of the
two dark sector particles, which makes some of these kinematic regions more favourable
than the others. We therefore make a quantitative comparison between the scalar and
fermionic HDSP pair production cross-sections in Fig. 9, where (a) o4+~ and (b) oy y-
are plotted as a function of /s for different choices of HDSP masses using unpolarised
initial beams !3. In Fig. 9, the range of /s is varied between 500 GeV to 1 TeV as per the
technical design report of ILC [76-78].

We recall here that 1™ and 1~ have vector-like couplings to both v and Z as follows,

VYT Z 1 — deg cot (20w )yH (4.1)

13We will discuss the effect of polarization on the signal cross-section shortly.
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Wt~y — degyt. (4.2)

The charged scalar couplings with v and Z are momentum-dependent and are given by,

¢t o™ Z : — ieg cot(20w) (P} — phy) (4.3)

Ty — deo(ph — ph), (4.4)

where p} and pf are the four-momenta of the outgoing charged scalars.

my=130GeV —— 10} m,=390GeV —— |

oy my=190GeV m,=440GeV
120
60 my+=240GeV ] m,;+=490GeV

%0 500

00 900 1000 %OO 850 950 1000

900
Vs (GeV)
(a) (b)

Figure 9. Production cross-section of HDSP pair for (a) scalar ¢T¢~ and (b) fermion ¢4~ as a
function of /s for different choices of HDSP masses at ILC. We use unpolarized initial beams. All
the relevant couplings for the production of HDSP’s are given in Eqs. 4.1-4.4.

Scalar HDSP has smaller production cross-section compared to the fermionic ones for
the same mass, because of the absence of polarization sum in the former, as is also clear
from Fig. 9. We would then ideally use for illustration, a lighter ¢* and heavier 1% in order
for them to have comparable production rates. From this viewpoint, Region I proves to be
underwhelming while Region II appears favourable. However, with large mass splitting in
the FDM sector (Am; < Amy as in Region II), we need to restrict to the Higgs resonance
region with my, =~ % ~ 60 GeV (see Fig. 7(b)) to address DM constraints. Therefore,
in Region II, one requires even lighter scalar DM with relatively large Am;, so that cross-
sections for SDM is comparable to that of FDM. This leads to a broad peak in J from
the scalar sector which eventually merges partially with the peak coming from the fermion
sector.

We will actually have large accessible regions consistent with mpy;, > mpu, in Region
IV. As small Am would imply a narrow J distribution, Am; < Amgy provides a narrow
distribution in the scalar dark sector (with smaller cross-section), and a wider one for
fermions (with larger cross-section), a much needed feature for the separation of two peaks.
In Region III with mpy, < mpwm,, and Amy > Amg, the FDM is almost degenerate
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BPs SDM sector FDM sector Q0 B2 Qy, h2 o (cm?) Ufﬁ (cm?) BR(Hine )%

{mgo, Ami, Ap} | {my,, Ama,sinf} ?°
BP1 100, 10, 0.01 60.5, 370, 0.022 0.00221 | 0.1195 | 3.45 x 10~46 | 2.03 x 10~%7 0.25
BP2 100, 10, 0.01 58.91, 285, 0.032 | 0.00221 | 0.10962 | 3.45 x 1046 | 5.38 x 10—47 1.60
BP3 100, 10, 0.01 58.87, 176, 0.04 0.00221 | 0.11941 | 3.45 x 10~4¢ | 5.00 x 10—47 1.50
BP4 100, 10, 0.01 58.48, 190, 0.042 0.00221 | 0.1114 | 3.45 x 10~46 | 7.01 x 10~%7 2.4

Table 2. Benchmark points of the model; contribution to relic density, spin-independent direct de-
tection cross-section as well as that of invisible Higgs decay branching ratios of the DM components
¢Y and 1; are mentioned.

with HDSP to address DM constraints, while the SDM has a larger mass gap from the
corresponding HDSP, which is possible only with mg ~ " to account for DM constraints.
In this case, we will then end up with a narrow distribution in the FDM sector, and a wider
one for the SDM sector. The relative cross-section of the scalar and fermion DM production
makes this scenario hard to distinguish. Therefore, Region IV turns most favourable in
the context of the model at hand for probing two-component DM signature at ILC with
reasonable y/s. The discussion above also elucidates how DM constraints together with
production cross-section can favor a specific region over the others.

In Table 2, we identify four benchmark points from Region IV, out of which BP1 and
BP2 can be probed with /s = 1 TeV, while BP3 and BP4 can be probed with /s = 500
GeV. The scalar sector is kept fixed at mpy, = 100 GeV, Am; = 10 GeV and A;, = 0.01.
As argued before, FDM is chosen around the Higgs resonance for cosmological constraints,
so that the essential difference amongst the benchmark points lies in the values of Ams and
sin § in FDM sector. We also present the individual DM relic densities and spin-independent
direct detection cross-section for all the benchmarks together with invisible branching ratio
of Higgs for each cases to show that they satisfy all the limits. The relic density for SDM is
minuscule 240 h? ~ 0.0022, while the effective spin independent direct search cross-section
(following Eq. 3.16) Jf;g ~ 10746 c¢m? is well within the limit. FDM shares the major relic
density with Qy,h? ~ 0.11 with Ufff ~ 107%7 cm?. The relative contribution of SDM to
observed relic can be increased via increasing SDM mass. However, that will come at a
cost of reduced production cross-section of SDM and consequently, poor distinguishability
of the two peaks.

5 Signal and background

The final state of our interest is £T¢~ + J£. We demand two isolated opposite-sign dileptons
(OSD) with both e, and pr > 10 GeV for each of them. The isolation criterion for the

P |
|
particles within AR = 0.5 around each lepton. Events for the signal and backgrounds have
been generated using Madgraph@MCNLO [79]. The detector simulation has been taken
care of by Delphes-3.4.1 [80] with ILD specifications.

The following HDSP production and subsequent decay chains involving NP as per the

leptons demands < 0.12, where the summation in the denominator is over all the

model contribute dominantly to this final state.
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(c) (d)

Figure 10. Dominant process contributing to £T¢~ + F at ILC from the two component dark
sector signal (top) and WW and ZZ background (bottom).

efe” = ¢t ot = WO WHE — p+y 67 = W0 W=t — (=
ete” =ty gt = Wy W o oty = = Wy, W= - (-5,
The SM background processes that will lead to same final state are as follows:
ete” = WIW- W+ =070, W= = ("1

ete” = WIW=Z Wt =0ty W= =00, 7 — vy

ete™ — 27,7 — €+€7,Z — Vyly

~19 —



In Fig. 10, we show all the major Feynman diagrams contributing to the final state
¢T¢~ + F from the DM signal and the dominant SM background processes. Out of the SM
contributions, eTe™ — W W~ has the largest production cross-section. The most efficient
way to reduce this background is the use of beam polarization, which we discuss next.
ete™ — ZZ constitutes another copious background, while ete™ — WTW~Z has much
lesser production cross-section. It should be noted that a large background contribution
comes from non-resonant production of e e~ — vZ, where the v pair is not coming from
Z. This process primarily involves ¢-channel W mediated diagrams. The cross-section at
Vs =1 TeV is 50% of WW background and at /s = 500 GeV is of similar magnitude to
that of ZZ production. However, a strong cut on the invariant mass of the lepton pair,
(demanding it to be outside Z mass window) will considerably reduce this background.

5.1 Effect of beam polarization

ete” — WTW™ receives dominant contribution via t-channel neutrino exchange (see
Fig. 10), involving left-handed electrons and right-handed positrons. This process can
thus be suppressed with maximally right polarized e~ beam and maximally left polarised
et beam. At ILC, the electron polarization is proposed to be maximum 80% whereas, the
positron polarization is expected to be 30% with a possible upgradation to 60% [81]. In
Fig. 11, we compare F distributions for BP1 (at /s = 1TeV) with dominant SM back-
grounds for various degrees of beam polarization, defined by P1 = {P,- : —0.8, P+ : +0.3},
P2={P,-:0,P,+ :0} and P3 ={P,- : +0.8, P,+ : —0.3}, where +(—) denotes right(left)
polarisation. We clearly see the effect of polarization in reducing the dominant WW back-
ground. One can see that the initial beam polarization affects the signal cross-section too.
However, the effect is much milder compared to the background. A similar observation can
be made for BP3 at /s = 500 GeV. We note further that the sub-dominant ete™ — ZZ,
gets major contribution from lepton mediated t-channel diagrams (see Fig. 10), thus re-
ceives little suppression from the beam polarization of the above type. The non-resonant
vvZ background, on the other hand, receives substantial suppression from the particular
beam polarization configuration that we consider. The cross-sections for DM signal at the
benchmark points are mentioned in Table 3, while those from SM background is mentioned
in Table 4. It is evident that S/B, where S refers to signal and B refers to background
events, will be the largest for polarization configuration P3. We further see that WW Z
background plays negligible role in the analysis, due to its dismal cross-section. Therefore,
we omit the distributions for WW Z background in all the forthcoming discussions.

6 Analysis with selected benchmark points

6.1 Analysis at /s=1 TeV

We take up first BP1 and BP2, which, due to their higher masses, can only be probed at
v/$ =1TeV. In Fig. 12 (a), we show the corresponding ¥ distribution for signal (BP1) and
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Benchmarks Collider cross-section (fb)

Utotal(OSD) Tpt+p— (OSD) Toptap— (OSD)
NG Points P1 P2 P3 P1 P2 P3 P1 P2 P3
1000 BP1 232(10.8) 115(5.5) 58.5(2.75) 57.4(2.9) 28.9(1.5) 14.5(0.75) 173(8.4) 83.0(4.0) 44.0(2.0)
BP2 276(13.4) 141(6.6) 70.0(3.3) 57.4(2.9) 28.9(1.5) 14.5(0.75) 218(10.4) 111(5.3) 55.5(2.7)
500 BP3 686(33.0) 339(15.9) 168.1(7.8) 180(8.9) 90.3(4.5) 44.3(2.3) 494(22.2) 253(11.3) 123.8(5.5)
BP4 345(16.7) 170(8.4) 83.5(3.9) 180(8.9) 90.3(4.5) 44.3(2.3) 171.4(7.4) 82.4(3.9) 39.2(1.9)

Table 3. Signal cross-sections for HDSP pair production (OSD final state) at ILC. Total cross-
section (0tola1), as well as individual contributions from SDM (c4+4-) and FDM (oy+y-) are
mentioned. Three choices of beam polarisation are used: P1 = {P,- : —0.8, P+ : +0.3}, P2
={P,- :0,P.+ : 0} and P3 = {P.- : +0.8, P+ : —0.3}. CM energy (+/s) is in the units of GeV.

Backgrounds Cross-section(fb)
NG Processes | P1 | P2 | P3
wWw 296 | 128 | 18.3
1 T
eV ZZ | 75| 44 | 35
WWwZzZ 1.2 | 0.5 | 0.08
wWw 802 | 342 o1
00 GeV I 21 | 12 | 96
WWwZzZ 0.8 | 0.37 | 0.06
Table 4. Production  cross-sections for WT({(Tv)W—(¢~v), Z{T¢")Z(vr) and

WHtv)W— (¢~ v)Z(vv) background at /s = 1 TeV and 500 GeV for various polarization
combinations P1, P2 and P3 (see caption of Table 3).

dominant backgrounds at £ =1000 fb~! of integrated luminosity with beam polarisation
P3={P.- : 0.8, P,+ : —0.3}. As one can clearly see, the J distribution for the signal peaks
at a higher value compared to that for the SM backgrounds. It is observed that, in case
of WHW~ background, the leptons carry most of the energy and therefore, the J peaks
at a lower value. In case of ZZ background, the energy is shared comparably between
the two Z bosons. Therefore F peaks at g i.e. at 500 GeV. The signal distribution on
the other hand, has two peaks. The peak at lower J corresponds to FDM and the higher
one arises from SDM, as my, < mg,. The scalar sector being almost degenerate shows
much narrower peak compared to the fermionic case, where Ams is comparatively large
and the distribution is flatter. In Fig. 12 (b), we plot the energy of the leading lepton. As
the total energy of collision is fixed at ILC, the energy distribution of the leading lepton
shows a sharp complementarity with the . It peaks at a higher value for the backgrounds
and at a lower value for signal. Lepton energy distribution also retains the double-peak
behaviour like £ distribution. Next we apply a cut on the energy of the leading lepton
and as a result, § distribution of the W*W = background becomes significantly softer
(see Fig. 12(c)). The resulting position and size of the peak of the W™W ™~ background
distribution is pretty sensitive to the lepton energy cut applied. For example, in this case
when we apply Fy, < 150 GeV, the peak from W W~ distribution coincides with the first
peak of the signal, and the distinction between the resulting first and second peak become
even more prominent. The extent at which the value of this cut affects our analysis will
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Figure 11. Unnormalized T/~ event distribution for £ at ILC with \/s = 1 TeV and £ = 1000
fb~* for BP1 along with WW and ZZ backgrounds for various degrees of beam polarisation, (a)
P1, (b) P2 and (c¢) P3 (see caption of Table 3 and text).

be discussed shortly. It may be noted that the contribution from ZZ background becomes
negligible after applying the leading lepton energy cut and therefore is not shown explicitly
in Fig. 12(c). We further show in Fig. 12(d) the final signal plus background distribution
after applying the aforementioned cut. We can see that the two peaks can be distinguished
rather well, even in the presence of background events.

We perform the same analysis for BP2 and resulting distributions are shown in Fig. 13.
The separation between two signal peaks is slightly worse here pertaining to smaller Amsy
compared to BP1. However, after applying the leading lepton energy cut, the first peak,
as well as WW background gets diminished and the heights of the two peaks in the signal
plus background J distribution become comparable. We further note here that, in this
case after applying the cut Ey, < 150 GeV, the background distribution does not exactly
coincide with the first peak of the signal (Fig. 13(c)) and therefore, the first peak of the
signal plus background distribution (Fig. 13(d)) is flatter compared to BP1 as in Fig. 12.
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Figure 12. Unnormalized distribution of (a) missing energy, (b) energy of the leading lepton, (c)
missing energy after applying the cut on the energy of leading lepton < 150 GeV for DM signal
and SM backgrounds, (d) missing energy distribution of signal from BP1 plus background after
applying the cut Fy;, < 150 GeV at ILC with /s = 1 TeV, beam polarisation P3 (see text) at
£ =1000 fb".

6.2 Analysis at /s = 500 GeV

For BP3 and BP4, it is possible to produce HDSPs on-shell at 1/s = 500 GeV. It is evident
that with smaller charged fermion mass, the size of the first peak in J distribution is
bigger in both cases compared to the second. This reduces the visibility of the double
hump behaviour. The lepton energy cut is modified to Ey, < 75 GeV for both these cases,
which reduces the area under first peak. Remaining WW background events adds to the
first peak, resulting a double peak in J distribution for both the benchmark points. The
case for BP4 is only shown in Fig. 14; the organisation remains same as in Fig. 12. The
limitations of kinematical regions like Region III to see a distinguishable double peak in
presence of SM background is discussed in Appendix C.
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Figure 13. Same as Fig. 12 but for BP2.

6.3 Impact of lepton energy cuts

As pointed out earlier, at the eTe™ collider, the lepton energy distribution shows a com-
plementarity with J distribution. A cut on the energy of the leading lepton suppresses
the background and also helps us retain the Gaussian nature of the resulting distribution.
However, the choice of the cut is crucial. As the total energy of collision in each event is
fixed, higher lepton energy naturally corresponds to smaller /. Therefore, an upper cut
on the lepton energy immediately indicates a lower cut-off in J' distribution. Given that J
distribution peaks at a much lower value for WW compared to the DM signal, an upper
cut on lepton energy distribution eliminates the low [ region. Harder lepton energy cut
pushes the J distribution from WW events towards larger J. Naturally, the first peak
on lower [ from the signal is also affected by this cut. But, the second peak remains
unaffected as long as the lepton energy cut is not too hard. Therefore optimising lepton
energy cut so that WW distribution coincides with the first peak of the signal elucidates
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Figure 14. Same as Fig. 12, but for BP4 at /s = 500 GeV with E,, < 75 GeV.

the double hump behaviour. This is shown in Fig. 15, where we compare J distribution
after applying (a) Ey, < 150 GeV and (b) Ey, < 200 GeV.

6.4 Signal significance

Before going into the quantitative discussion on distinguishability of the two DM peaks,
we briefly examine the discovery potential of £T¢~ + F signal at ILC by calculating signal
significance (S) defined as follows:

S= \/2[(S + B)Log(1 + %) - 5); (6.1)

where S and B are the signal and background events surviving after all the analysis cuts
are applied. We use the following selection cuts, apart from the basic ones:

e /s =1TeV: (i) Cut on the energy of the leading lepton Ey, < 150 GeV, (ii) £ > 600
GeV, (iii) Invariant mass cut on the lepton pair, 60 < mg < 120 GeV.
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Figure 15. Signal (BP1) and SM background distribution after applying cuts (a) E,, < 150 GeV
and (b) E,, < 200 GeV with /s = 1 TeV for polarisation P3 (see text) at ILC.

=)

e /s = 500 GeV: (i) Cut on the energy of the leading lepton E, < 75 GeV, (ii)
F > 300 GeV, (iii) Invariant mass cut on the lepton pair, 70 < my < 110 GeV.

We remind the reader that the strong invariant mass cut of the lepton pair has been applied
in order to reduce the non-resonant vvZ background, as discussed earlier. We present S
for all the benchmarks for various polarization combinations of initial beams in Table 5 for
£=100 fb~. We note here that for the particular polarization combination P1, one can
achieve the maximum S. However, with P2 and P3 too, it is possible to achieve S = 8¢
for all the benchmark points. Therefore, all the aforementioned polarization combinations
can ensure a significant discovery potential of our purported signal.

In addition to S, we present S/B in Table 5, which gives us an estimate of the amount
of signal purity or background contamination in the final kinematical distribution. To
ensure that the two-peak signature is actually coming from the signal pertaining to two
different DM particles, one should demand a large S/B. We see that S/B maximizes for
the polarization combination P3, which justifies our choice of polarization of initial beams
as chosen in the rest of the analysis. We would like to point out that along with S and
S/ B, the distinguishability of two peaks also depend on the absolute number of observed
events, which is proportional to the integrated luminosity [ Ldt. We use abbreviation
[ Ldt = L to denote the same in the rest of the analysis and discuss the effect of £ on the
distinguishability of the two peaks in the next section.

7 Distinction criteria for two peaks in ' spectrum

As demonstrated above, two different dark sectors having DM masses mpwm,, mpm,, and
mass differences Am; and Amgy with the HDSP, yielding same collider signal, will provide
peaks at different values in J distribution. These peaks partially overlap when the full
signal produced from both dark sector is analysed. It is also shown that when the difference
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Benchmarks S/B S

P1 P2 P3 P1 P2 P3
BP1 1.07 | 091 | 3.7 | 14.5 9.7 11.3
BP2 1.2 1.05 | 42 | 16.2 | 11.0 | 124
BP3 1.05 | 1.13 | 3.4 | 220 | 16.1 | 174
BP4 0.4 0.5 1.5 | 10.7 8.0 8.5

Table 5. S/B and signal significance (S) for different benchmark points for various beam polar-
izations, P1, P2, P3 (see text). S has been calculated for £ = 100 fb™".

between masses and/or splitting becomes large, the two peaks in distorted £ distribution
is more prominent. Such J distributions of the signal with reduced SM background can
therefore be fitted into a two-peak asymmetric Gaussian distribution as a function of any
variable x as:

G(l’) = Gl(l') + GQ({L‘) + B
_(—up)? _(z—po)?

=Are > +Aye 2 +B. (7.1)

Here G1(z) is the Gaussian function corresponding to the first peak with amplitude A,
mean pi, and standard deviation oq; while Ga(z) is the function containing the corre-
sponding quantities for the second DM peak. The constant (or slowly varying) parameter
B is further introduced to account for various theoretical uncertainties as well as those due

to E mis-measurement etc!?

. A schematic of such a function is shown in Fig. 16. Here
onwards we also introduce a simplified notation to denote J by ¢ and j—% by y.

Let us now assume that we can identify two peaks at F values t1(= 1) and ta(= p2) as
shown in Fig. 16. The number of events at those peaks are denoted by y; = y(t1) and
y2 = y(t2) respectively; which are nothing but the area under the curve in a small interval
around the peak as indicated in the right hand side figure. The minima between two peaks
is identified as tyin, and the corresponding event rate along y-axis is denoted by ymin. With
this preliminaries, we are now ready to set up the criteria for distinguishing the two peaks
in J spectra. Each such criterion must address either or both of the following questions:
(a) How to elicit the prominence of the second (read smaller) peak relative to the first
(bigger) peak, and (b) How to resolve best the separation between the two peaks.

e C1: The first condition examines how much the presence of second peak distorts the
symmetry of the distribution about the first peak. This will require us to compare
the number of events within no (n > 1) range of the first peak on both sides. Let us
assume, ¢ (on left) and ¢ (on right) are the two positions which are no (n > 1) away
from the first peak ¢; as shown in Fig. 16(a). Assume number of events within no on

1411 the results presented here, we have treated B as a constant function of J for simplicity. However,
we have checked that peaks do not change appreciably on fitting B as a polynomial function upto second
degree. Differences, if any, are noticeable mainly in regions away from both peaks.
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with two peaks when fitted with Gaussian function as in Eq. 7.1 is shown. Left: quantities required
for conditions C1 and C2 are defined (see text for details); Right: quantities required for conditions
C3 and C4 are defined.

both sides of the first peak as:

’

11 t
ANl :/ ydt, ANQ :/ ydt. (72)
t t1
We define
|ANy — AN |
Ry = —F"F———. 7.3
Then if

Re1 > 2, (7.4)

we can stipulate that the peaks are resolved to 20 significance or larger. Note that the
denominator in Equation (7.4) represents the fluctuation of the distribution corre-
sponding to the first peak. The criterion C1, defined in terms of integrated quantities,
is useful when the two peaks are not visually prominent but a distortion to the J
spectrum occurs. It is also worth registering that this criterion has its limitation
when the second peak is much smaller than the first.

e C2: The second condition addresses how high does the second peak go. Let us
assume y3 = y(¢ ) is the number of events at ¢* which is assumed to be ko (k > 1)
away from the first peak t; on the right side and y4 = ¢/(t') is the corresponding
number of events in the absence of second peak upon a Gaussian fit (Fig. 16(a)).
Then we define R¢9 in terms of the difference between these two numbers as follows:

t” _ ’ t// _ !
RCQ _ y( ) y( ) = Y3 Ys (75)
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If Roo > 2, we will be able to say that the fluctuation is more than 20 and can be
termed as a second peak. Note that C2 offers a criterion at the differential level, in
contrast with C1, which comes at an integral level.

e C3: Another possibility to check how significant the second peak is to compare the
number of events within a close window (At ~ 5 GeV) around two peaks as shown
in Fig. 16(b). One may take a ratio between the difference and sum of the following
quantities as:

t1+At to+At

_ar YAt = [ Ay ydt Y1 — Y2
Reg = “2=8¢ 2 {at— 0} . (7.6)
fttlljﬁf ydt + ftt;jﬁf ydt Y1+ Y2

This essentially compares the number of events about the two maxima and thus the
smaller is R¢3, the more significant is the second peak.

e C4: This condition addresses how significant is the second peak with respect to the
minimum in-between. Obviously if there exists a second peak (maxima) along with
the first, there should be a local minimum between them (t; < tpin < t2). Then the
significance of the second peak with respect to the local minimum can be obtained
as follows in terms of a quantity Rcy:

to) — tmin — Ymin
RC4:y( 2) = Y(tmin) _ Y2 — Ymin (77)

y(tmin) V/ Ymin

Recy4 > 2 indicates that the second peak rises more than 20 with respect to the

fluctuation of the intermediate minimum. This too is a criterion at the differential
level.

It is obvious from the discussion above that the criteria to distinguish two peaks
significantly depend on statistics/luminosity and the parameters n(k). We will explore the
effect of these factors explicitly for our chosen BP’s, in the context of the collider signal
chosen for the analysis.

The resulting J distribution for BP1 along with Gaussian fits are shown in Fig. 17
for various benchmark luminosities. Those for BP2, BP3 and BP4 are provided in Fig. 18
in the left, right and bottom panel figures for a fixed £ = 3000 fb~!. All the relevant
parameters like 11 2, 012 and A; 5 for the Gaussian fit (following Eq. (7.1)) are mentioned
in the figure inset. The goodness of the fit is revealed from the parameter y? as well as x?
per degrees of freedom, which are also mentioned in Fig. 17. Further details on the Gaussian
fitting methodology along with x? evaluation can be found in Appendix C. One can see
that at low luminosities, meagre statistics leads to larger fluctuations in the distributions,
and in the resulting accuracy of Gaussian fitting. They get better with higher luminosities;
for example, x? per degrees of freedom in Fig. 17(a) with £ = 500 fb~! is 1.91, while in
Fig. 17(d), with £ = 5000 fb~!, it turns out to be 0.76.

We are now all set to discuss the conditions for distinguishing two peaks in each of these
cases. In Fig. 19, we analyse BP1 in details. Fig. 19 (a) shows validation of C1 condition
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Figure 17. Gaussian Fitting of £ distribution for signal (BP1) plus SM background for different
L. The polarization of initial beams are chosen to be P3.

by plotting Rc1 as a function of integrated luminosity £ for different values of n. The dots
indicate the simulated points. Assuming that the point with highest luminosity provides
the most accurate value of R¢q, we have scaled for other luminosities as Roq ~ v/£ by the
fitted line (which appears as a straight line in the log-log plot). The sky-blue shaded region
where Ro1 > 2, can be achieved for n = 1.5 with a moderate luminosity (£ ~ 500 fb™!).
This indicates a very prominent presence of a second peak within 1.50 vicinity of the
first one. It is obvious that R¢; increases with £ as statistics enhance (evident from
Eqn. (7.4)); Rc1 also increases with n as we approach the second peak. In Fig. 19(b)
we examine condition C2, where Rcoo is plotted as a function of £ for various k values.
Again, we see that the sky-blue shaded region where Rco > 2, is achieved for k = 1.5 with
moderate luminosity. This means, number of events accumulated in k = 1.50 apart from
the first peak is larger than the number of events without the presence of the second peak
by 20 or more. Again, as we go further away from the first peak, i.e. the larger the k is,
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Figure 18. Same as Fig. 17 for BP2 (a), BP3 (b) and BP4 (c) at £ = 3000 fb™'.
the larger Rco becomes!®. The dependence of Rcs on L is obvious, the larger is £, the
easier it is to sense the presence of a second peak. In Fig. 19(c), we show the variation
of Res as a function At (= AF) for two representative luminosities. One can see that
Re3 remains almost constant for a small range of At, as indicated by Eqn. (7.6), which
actually marks the difference in height of the two peaks. But Rcg starts increasing after a
point, which mostly indicates the difference in the thickness of the Gaussian distributions
around the peaks, instead of the difference in the heights of the peaks. Finally we verify
condition C4 in Fig. 19(d), where Ry is evaluated as a function of £. We see that it is
easy to satisfy condition C4 than others as the difference between the number of events at
the second peak and that of the minima between them easily goes beyond 20 (Rcy > 2)
even at small luminosities. The enhancement of Rcy with L is also obvious. Figs. 20, 21,

22 present similar analysis for BP2, BP3 and BP4 respectively, where the features broadly
remain the same.

5 This is true within the range of the second peak. The value of k, where Rc2 becomes maximum indicate
the presence of the second peak and marks the separation between the two peaks.
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Figure 19. Statistical conditions to distinguish the two peaks for BP1: (a) R¢ as a function of £
for different n (defined in Equation 7.4), (b) Rea vs L for different k (defined in Equation (7.5)), (c)
Res as a function of At (defined in Equation (7.6)) and (d) Recyg vs. £ (defined in Equation (7.7)).
Sky blue shaded region indicates Rci24 > 2. The dots indicate simulated points whereas the
dotted line indicates scaling with integrated luminosity as ~ v/L.

A comparison between our chosen benchmarks in the light of the aforementioned dis-
tinction criteria is in order. Ry takes the largest value for BP2, since the relative height
as well as the width of the second peak is large w.r.t the first peak in this case. On the
other hand, R¢co is highest for BP4, since the height of the second peak is largest there.
Res is largest for BP3, due to significant asymmetry in the heights of the two peaks. Con-
sequently Ro1 and Reo take the lowest value for a specific n and £ in this case. Roy is
maximum for BP4 due to large height and small width of the second peak. In general, BP1
performs best under C3, BP2 under C1 and BP4 under C2 as well as C4 criteria. BP3
does worse for all conditions, although C4 confirms the presence of a second peak clearly.
This comparative analysis also exemplifies the qualitative distinction between the C1-C4
conditions and how each of them individually or together can be useful for distinguishing
the two peaks.
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Figure 20. Same as Fig. 19 but for BP2.

We analyse next the effect of lepton energy cut on the distinction criteria. In Fig. 23,
we show J distribution for BP1 together with SM background for different choices of energy
cuts on the leading lepton; (a) Ey, < 100 GeV, (b) Ey, < 150 GeV and (c) Ey, < 200 GeV.
For Ey, <100 GeV, SM background gets reduced to a large extent. However, significant
portion of the first peak of the signal also gets rejected. Consequently, the two-peak nature
of the distribution disappears and only a small bump in the distribution remains. With
both 150 GeV and 200 GeV cut, the reduction of background events is less but so is for
the signal contribution, resulting a clear two-peak signal for both these cases. In Fig. 24,
we then quantify the distinguishability of the peaks for these cases 6.

The top panel of Fig. 24 investigates condition C1, middle panel evaluates C2, while
the lower panel figures study conditions C3 and C4. One can see that at a given luminosity
one has to choose higher n(k) in order to get same Rcq(Rce2) values with Ey, < 200 GeV as
compared to Ey, < 150 GeV. This is simply because the effect of second peak is subdued
due to large background events contributing to first peak with the milder cut of E, <

16WWe omit the case E¢, < 100 GeV as the two peak nature can barely be observed in this case.
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Figure 21. Same as Fig. 19 but for BP3.

200 GeV. This is also the reason for Rc3 to be larger with Ey, < 200 GeV compared

to the case with Ey, < 150 GeV (see Fig. 24(c)).

Rcy4 remains almost identical in both

cases, as can be seen from Fig. 24(d), as the lepton energy cut do not affect the second
peak much. The effect of polarisation is studied in appendix D, where we also validate
all the conditions C1-C4. We see that polarisation, although necessary for reducing SM
background, doesn’t alter the distinguishability of the two peaks significantly when the SM

background is sufficiently suppressed.

Let us finally summarize the key findings of this section.

e Conditions C1, C2, C3, C4 which involve R¢1, Roe, Rcos and Ry variables respec-
tively, can successfully distinguish double peak behaviour in the J spectrum arising
from two component DM signal. Among them, R4 turns out to be the variable with

widest applicability.

e All the conditions, if simultaneously satisfied, indicate a well separated and prominent
second peak; although satisfying one condition is good enough to realise the presence

of a second peak.
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Figure 22. Same as Fig. 19 but for BP4.
e Rc1, Reo (for specific n(k)) and Ry increase with integrated luminosity £; therefore

with larger luminosity, significant Rc1 and Reo values can be obtained at lower n(k).

Low Rcs is better for distinguishable second peak (unlike other variables), which
increases with At = A and remains almost constant with integrated luminosity.

At low luminosity, large statistical fluctuation becomes a roadblock while one tries
to identify the two-peak signature in the £ distribution.

The distinction criteria are sensitive to the lepton energy cut in the chosen final state.
If the cut is too stringent, the two-peak nature is lost, if the cut is too relaxed, the
second peak becomes insignificant compared to the first, requiring an optimaisation.

The distinction criteria are not too sensitive to the initial state polarization, given
significant background reduction is already achieved.

If the contributions from both the DM components overlap significantly with each
other or one contribution wins over the other completely, our proposed methods will
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Figure 23. [ distribution and Gaussian fitting for BP1 together with SM background with different

cuts on leading lepton energy: (a) Ep, < 100 GeV, (b) E;,, < 150 GeV and (c¢) E, < 200 GeV.
The polarization of initial beams is chosen as P3 and £ = 20ab~! has been used for illustration.

not work, since in those cases, it will be similar to single-peak distribution.

8 Summary and conclusion

We have suggested some methods of distinguishing two DM components, both of which can
be pair-produced in separate events at a collider. In particular, we study a scenario with
two separate dark sectors, each capable of pair-producing HDSPs, which finally decay into
DM pairs of either kinds via cascades. This results in double peaks in £ or 1 distributions,
whose identification and segregation constitute the quintessence of our investigation.

The key variables that play a role in producing distinguishable peaks are both of
the DM masses (mpwm,, mpM,) and their mass-splitting with the corresponding HDSPs
(Amq, Ams). We further demonstrate that, while fr is the canonical label of invisible
particles at hadron colliders, it is in J-distributions that the peaks are likely to be more
prominent. This is because the DM masses do not play a role in F, while they show up in
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Figure 24. Validation of C1, C2, C3, C4 conditions for BP1 with two specified lepton energy cuts
(Ep, < 150 GeV, E,, < 200 GeV): (a) Rei as a function of £ for different n values, (b) Rz as a
function of £ for different k values, (¢) Rcs as function of At and (d) Rey as a function of L.

the J-distribution, thus making the peaks more distinct, when the masses of the two DM-
components are well-separated. Thus e~e™ colliders that have both the DM components
within their kinematic reach emerge as their best hunting grounds. In addition, the absence
of QCD backgrounds as well as the possibility of beam polarisation serves to reduce the
background to the DM signals. All these have been illustrated in the context of a two-
component DM scenario, with one scalar and one spin-1/2 DM, each being the lightest state
in a separate dark sector. Relic density and direct search constraints play an important
role to shrink the allowed parameter space of the model for collider study, as we have
demonstrated. It is further emphasized that, unless both the dark sectors lead to similar
production rates for the corresponding DM pairs, the peak of one may get buried under
the other. We have demonstrated, with appropriate benchmarking, how this requirement
carves out identifiable regions in the dual-DM parameter space at an electon-positron
collider with a given centre-of-mass energy.

We show further that the WW background to ¢T¢~ + I signal can either spoil or
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highlight the double-hump behaviour in the J distribution. We recommend the use of
right-polarised electron beams and left-handed positron polarisation to reduce the WW
background contamination. A judicious cut on the lepton energy may help in keeping
background WW peak coincide nearly with one of the DM peaks.

Finally, we offer some prescriptions for distinguishing the two peaks in the J distri-
bution. For this purpose, we suggest a set of criteria which quantify the height, sharpness
and separability of one peak relative to the other. We also indicate the integrated lumi-
nosities which make these criteria useful, keeping the SM background in consideration.
Some of these criteria can be useful even in cases where one goes beyond the cascading
dark sector mode of dual-DM production [82]. These distinguishability criteria are seen
to be rather mildly sensitive to beam polarisation, once the SM background reduction has
been achieved; on the other hand, they depend on the lepton energy cuts. On the whole,
it is concluded that pushing the luminosity frontier to the level of several atobarns at an
electron-positron machine is a desideratum, if one aspires to distinguish a dual-DM scenario
with the available energy reach.

Acknowledgments

SB and JL would like to acknowledge DST-SERB grant CRG/2019/004078 from Govt. of
India. PG would like to acknowledge the support from DAE, India for the Regional Centre
for Accelerator based Particle Physics (RECAPP), Harish Chandra Research Institute.

Appendix
A Some features of Fy, £ and )/

In the limit of /s ~ 2myp, HDSPs are produced almost at rest, decays further to SM
fermion (f) and DM. Energy momentum conservation yields,

[Pom| = [Pl Epm + Ef = mup. (A1)
Using equation of motion for DM (for both DMs at either end of the decay chain),

\/ [Poum|? + miy + |Pf| = mup. (A.2)

Substituting [p¢| in terms of [ppm|, from Equation A.1,

1 MDM
g 2 2 o~ — DT =-A 1 _— . A3
\/1Ppm|? + mpy + [Pbm| = mup , |PpM]| 5 Am ( + pe—— Am> (A.3)

Denoting the momenta of the DM pair as |p});| and |p%,;], the angle between them as
6, Fr can be written as,

e =\l + 5ot |2 + [ Foagl [Pl cos 0. (A4)
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It is maximum when 6 = 0; i.e. the two DM particles are colinear. Therefore,

mazx —] — mpM
Hr [Poml| + [PDM| m< +mDM+ ﬁm> m(1+7); (A.5)

where r = %. On the other hand, following the energies of the two DM particles as,
E]%)M = ’ﬁ]l)MP + m]QjMa E]%M =\ |p_]2)M|2 + m2DM3 (A.6)

B = By + By = /byl + miyg + 1/ |5l? + mby (AT)

Let us now turn to ). We plot the normalised ) distribution in Fig. 25 for the
pair production of the charged component of the inert scalar doublet with fixed mpy and

we get,

different Am, where the peak shifts to the left with larger Am. For hadronically quiet

Mz/ﬁﬂme- (A8)

Evidently, M distribution turns similar to J distributions, and does not offer much advan-

signals ) becomes,

tage in our context, unless |Y py,| is very large. However, such a situation can rarely occur
for current planned ete™ colliders. We consider a few situations to illustrate the same,
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Figure 25. Normalised ) distribution for two cases with same DM mass and different Am (see
figure insets for details). The production and decay chain remains similar to that of Fig. 2.

e Am =10 GeV and mpy = 50 GeV

In this case, HDSP mass is low, so that the HDSPs are produced with significant
boost. Therefore, the lepton and DM are almost collinear, while the two leptons are

-39 —



almost back-to-back for conservation of four-momenta. The effective visible momenta
(second term in Eqn. A.8) is negligibly small, resulting almost overlapping ) and F
distributions as shown in left hand side of Fig. 26. A similar situation arises when
HDSP mass is heavy with a reasonable large DM mass. Then the lepton momenta
itself is negligible, producing similar /£ and ) distributions.
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Figure 26. Comaparison between F (blue) and ) (pink) distribution for Left: {Am,mpu} =
{10,50} GeV, Right: {Am,mpn} = {450,20} GeV.

e Am = 450 GeV and mpy = 20 GeV

We consider next a scenario where, HDSP is massive and therefore produced almost
at rest. In such cases, momenta of the lepton and DM produced at each end will
almost fully cancel each other. Therefore, the leptons are not necessarily produced
back to back. However, the DM being very light ensures the magnitudes of lepton
momenta are substantial. Therefore, in this case ) distribution shows the maximum
noticeable departure from the J distribution. The deviation is however largest at the
left tail-end (although < 10%) as can be seen from the right hand plot of Fig. 26.

~

It is possible to a have discernible difference between J and )M distributions when
leptons have considerable energy and are not back to back. At limited centre of energy of
ILC such situations are rare to occur. But with high energy muon-colliders such a situation
can arise and the two distributions can be significantly different.

B Annihilation, co-annihilation and elastic scattering of DM

The SDM (¢°) can annihilate and co-annihilate with other heavy states, A° and ¢* to
SM particles via Higgs and gauge mediated interactions as shown in Fig. 27 and Fig. 28
respectively. Similarly, the FDM has Higgs and gauged mediated annihilation as well
as co-annihilation processes to SM as shown in Fig. 29 and Fig. 30 respectively. Along
with the standard annihilation and co-annihilation channels, the model also yield DM-DM
conversion where one DM component can annihilate into the other as shown in Fig. 31.
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Figure 27. Feynman diagrams for DM annihilation to SM particles for the Scalar DM (¢°).
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Figure 28. Feynman diagrams for DM co-annihilation to SM particles for the Scalar DM (¢°)
associated with heavy states (A%, ¢%).
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Figure 29. Feynman diagrams for DM annihilation to SM particles for the Fermion DM (v).

Both the dark sectors having SM gauge interaction, naturally allows them to be in thermal
bath in the early universe and behave as WIMPs. The SDM in the mass range mw < mgo S
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Figure 30. Feynman diagrams for DM co-annihilation to SM particles for the Fermion DM (1)1)
associated with the heavy states, 12, 13 and ¥*.
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Figure 31. Feynman diagrams for DM conversion between scalar and fermion DM.

525 GeV provides under abundance (Q2pyh? < 0.12 —0.001) to form one component of the
two DMs. For FDM, the gauge mediated annihilation is suppressed by the mixing angle
sin §. Relic under abundace for FDM is achieved both at very low Ams via co-annihilation
and at large Amg (x Y') where Higgs-mediated annihilation provide required depletion.

Both the scalar (¢°) and fermion (¢1) DM can be detected through Higgs mediated t—
channel spin-independent (SI) DM-neucleon scattering events, as depicted in Fig. 32. At
the tree-level, the DM-nucleon scattering cross-section for SDM og1(¢¥) oc A2 / mzo, while
for FDM, og1(11) Yz/mfp1 (Y o« Amgsin®). It is clear that for FDM, large Amg will
result in large direct-detection cross-section, and therefore be disfavoured from the data,
unless sin # is small. Such small values of sin  will of course lead to small annihilation and



Figure 32. Feynman diagrams for spin independent DM-neucleon scattering process for scalar and
fermion DM.

relic over-abundance. Therefore, Z or Higgs resonance regions are only allowed for FDM.

C A sample benchmark from Region III

Let us examine a benchmark point BP5 from Region III, given in Table 6, where mgo < my,
and Amj > Amsg. Since the scalar HDSP has larger production cross-section compared to
the fermionic HDSP, we consider my+ < my=, in order to have comparable cross-section
for both DM sectors. mg < my, would imply that P peak pertaining to SDM will appear
on the left of the FDM peak. However the SDM peak will have smaller height and will
be broader owing to large Am. In such a case, the peak from scalar sector will be mostly
buried under WW tail(see Fig. 33(a)).

Benchmark | mgo and Am, my, and Ams o(fb) | o(scalar) | o(fermion)
BP5 60 GeV, 60 GeV | 448 GeV, 40.0 GeV | 1.5 b 0.7 tb 0.8 fb

Table 6. Signal benchmark point and cross section for P,— = 0.8, P,+ = —0.3 polarization at /s =
1 TeV centre-of-mass energy.

The J distribution in this case not only fails to produce clearly separated peaks of com-
parable sizes, but yields very similar distribution to the scenario, when there exists only a
single DM component and the background distribution contributes to a second peak-like
behaviour. In Fig. 33(b) we see, a single component FDM (pertaining to FDM sector of
BP5) along with WW background (green histogram), gives rise to F distribution very sim-
ilar to two-component DM scenario in BP5 along with WW background (pink histogram).
This is a rather general consequence of the lower peak from DM signal having a much flatter
distribution. Although the two peaks are well-separated, the relative size of the two peaks
makes it difficult to distinguish it from single-peak scenario. From the discussion above,
one may thus conclude that Region III is by and large disfavored compared to Region IV,
from the perspective of peak distinction.

D Gaussian Fitting methodology

Consider that we have generated the histogram data by event simulation as,

H = {{ai,yu b (o vh ) o ol yid ) (D.1)
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where zg = F, yg = %ﬁ and n refers to number of data points. We want to fit a two peak

Gaussian function to this data as,

_ (z—pp)? _ (z—p)?

Glui, o1 pi9,00) = Aje i +Aye > +B. (D.2)

Our goal is then to find out {u1,01} of the first peak and {u2, 02} of the second peak
of the above Gaussian function GG that best fit the histogram data . In order to do that
we define x? function as:

A N2
n (G(Mlval;:u%a?)[x%]_y}[)
X (1, 015 2, 02) = ) ; : (D.3)
i=1 Yu

The best fit function G' can be estimated by minimizing x?; i.e. vary (u1,o1,u2,02),
calculate x? using Eqn. D.3, and choose the one that has minimum y2. Note here that
Ay, A and B of the function G are automatically decided from the fitting (so the area
under the curve remains the same) for a fixed set of (uj,01, p2,02). For example, we
randomly vary: (pg : {810.2 — 813.4}, 01 : {58 — 62}, p2 = {931.7 — 933.7}, 02 : {18 — 22})
for a particular data set, as shown in the top left panel of Fig. 34 in the plane of o1 — o3.
The different color patches here correspond to different y? ranges. The minimum y?
value, X12nin = 24.98 provides the best fit parameters of G, marked by x, where the values
of the parameters turn out to be: {u?, 0¥ 3, 09} = {811.93,59.85;932.57,19.95}. We
further use this best fit Gaussian function, G(u?,00;u9,09) and draw the distribution
by blue dotted line on top of the Histogram data (red thick line) as shown in the right
top panel of Fig. 34. The particular histogram data uses the simulated events for BP1
{mpwm,, mDM,, Am1, Ame} = {100, 60.5,10,370} GeV. This exercise has been repeated
for all the cases analysed in the text. We also estimate the y?/d.o.f of the Gaussian fit
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Figure 34. [Top Left] x? defined by Eq. D.3 shown in different colored regions in the plane
of 01 — 09 for the random variation of the parameters of the two peak Gaussian function G:
{p1 : {810.2 — 813.4},01 : {58 — 62};uz : {931.7 — 933.7},02 : {18 — 22}}. [Top Right] The
best fit two peak Gaussian function with minimum y? shown by blue dotted line, confronted with
histogram data in solid red. [Bottom] The variation of x? is again shown in the plane of o1 — o2
keeping p1 = 811.93 and po = 932.57 fixed. The % sign corresponds to the best fit parameters of
the Gaussian function G, which also marks minimum y?2.

where d.o.f refers to the number of histogram data sets. In this particular example, we find
x%/d.o.f = 0.62. Note here that any value for x?/d.o.f < 1 is considered pretty accurate.
In the bottom panel of Fig. 34, we show the variation of x? in the plane of oy — 09 keeping
p1 = 811.93 and pe = 932.57 fixed. As expected, it shows a set of parabola having constant
x? ranges.

E Effect of polarisation in distinguishing two peaks

We study the effect of polarization in two-peak identification in this section. In Fig. 35, we
show the Gaussian fit of the J distribution for BP1 with right polarised electron and left
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Figure 35. [ distribution for BP1 together with SM background and Gaussian fit for different

beam polarizations: (a) P1' = {P.,— : +0.4, P.+ : —0.6}; (b) P3 = {P.- : 40.8, P,+ : —0.3} and (c)
P3 ={P.- : 40.8, P.+ : —0.6}.

polarised positron of three different degrees: P1" = {P,- : 4+04,P,+ : —0.6}; P3={P,-:
+0.8, P+ : —0.3} and P3' = {P.- : 0.8, P,+ : —0.6}. Following previous discussion, it is
clear that SM background is largest for P1" and smallest for P3". Consequently relative
size of the second peak is highest for P3" and smallest for P1". The luminosity is chosen
high just to capture the effect of polarization.

We check conditions C1-C4 for all the aforementioned choices of polarisation for BP1.
In Fig. 36(a), we show the dependence of R¢p as function of £, for n = 1.2,1.5. Here
we see that Rcoq is largest for P1’, simply because more number of events under the first
peak due to background contamination. We check C2 next in Fig. 36(b), where again
P1" does best and larger k is required to achieve Rco 2> 2 at lower luminosities. The
condition C3 is checked in Fig. 36 (c). Again, Rcs3 is larger for P1" and lowest in P3’ as it
captures the height difference between the peaks. Fig. 36(d) shows Rcy as a function L;
here, P3" is maximum. We conclude that polarisation, although necessary for reducing SM
background, doesn’t alter the distinguishability of the two peaks significantly when varied
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within a range as P1' — P3'.
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Figure 36. Condition C1-C4 for BP1 for various polarization configurations, P1 =
+0.4,P,+ : —0.6}; P3 = {P,- : +0.8,P.+ : —0.3} and P3 = {P.- : O.8,Pe+ . —0.
R¢i as a function of £ for different n values (sky blue shaded region marks Req > 2); (b) S
(a) but for Ree; (¢) Res as function of At and (d) Same as (a), but for Rey.
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