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We investigate the possibility to identify the intrinsic spin of exotic charged particles at a future ete™
collider in the I* +2j + E; final state. We choose the inert doublet model (IDM) and minimal
supersymmetric standard model (MSSM) as examples for the new physics models with scalar and
fermionic exotic charged particles, respectively. The signal arises when these exotic charged particles are
pair produced and then decay to a W* boson and the lightest neutral stable particle in the new physics
model. We choose four benchmarks for the mass parameters which give significant deviation from the
dominant standard model (SM) W W~ background. We find that an asymmetry in the cosine of the
scattering angle (cos ) of one of the W bosons reconstructed from j;j pair as well as the charged lepton have
the potential to identify the MSSM and IDM signal over SM with longitudinally polarized initial beams. A
more robust distinction is seen in the shape of the azimuthal angle distribution of the W boson and charged
lepton, which can identify and distinguish the IDM signal from MSSM further if the initial beams are

transversely polarized.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The standard model (SM) of particle physics has been a
great success in explaining most of the phenomena in
nature. Despite its huge success, phenomena such as the
existence of nonzero neutrino mass and their oscillation,
the presence of dark matter (DM) in the Universe, the
obvious matter-antimatter asymmetry vis-a-vis baryogen-
esis, stability of the electroweak scale, or the gauge
hierarchy problem, etc., require one to think of physics
beyond the SM (BSM). A plethora of candidate BSM
models exist in the literature to address such nonstandard
phenomena. These BSM models are being probed at the
current Large Hadron Collider (LHC), and strategies are
being set up to probe them with more precision at future
colliders such as High Luminosity LHC (HL-LHC) [1],
High Energy LHC (HE-LHC) [2], International Linear
Collider (ILC) [3-6], Large Hadron electron Collider
(LHeC) [7], Future Circular Collider (FCC) [8,9], etc. A
very obvious and well-known aspect of having so many
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different BSM theories is the so-called inverse problem,
where different models lead to overlapping outputs in the
signal space, and it becomes challenging to map it to any
given BSM scenario. Therefore, the chances of observing
that rare event of new physics, which has proven to be so
elusive at LHC, may have too many BSM candidates to
claim as their own, since similar collider signatures can
arise from different BSM models. Not much attention has
been paid to identifying the type of BSM models by
looking at collider signatures [10—12]. We try to fill up
a gap in this direction by showing through this work how to
distinguish two types of BSM models by looking at similar
signatures at colliders based on the spins of exotic particles.
Typically, one expects to be able to identify spin [10,13-15]
of a mediator by looking at the angular distribution in a
2 — 2 scattering process where the final state particles are
SM fields. We consider a more common configuration
which appears in models that have a DM candidate that
would escape detection. The lightest neutral stable particles
(LNSP) in these models can play a good dark matter
candidate. These models also predict charged particles that
decay to LNSP. These BSM charged particles together with
the LNSP can have different spins (0, 1/2, and 1) in
different models. Understanding the spin nature of dark
matter (LNSP) experimentally is of particular importance
not only for particle physics, but also for astrophysics and
cosmology.

In this article, we investigate the possibility of identify-
ing the spin of BSM charged particles or the candidate dark
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matter through the collider signature of pair production of
BSM charged particles followed by their decay to LNSP
and W* boson. It is not easy to do such precision
measurements at the LHC, as it is overwhelmed by the
huge QCD background. A future e*e™ collider or ILC, on
the other hand, offers a great possibility in this direction for
having a clean signature with a very low background and
extra handles such as beam polarization (longitudinal and
transverse) [16]. We choose two well-motivated models as
examples, the inert doublet model (IDM) [17,18] and the
minimal supersymmetric SM (MSSM) [19,20], having
potential dark matter candidates of type scalar (spin-0)
and fermion (spin-1/2), respectively to study the collider
signature of the process

ete” - CTC~ - COC'W+w-. (1)

In IDM, the C* and C° are Z,-odd charged Higgs (H*) and
neutral Higgs (H), while for MSSM, they are the chargino
(#*) and neutralino (7°), respectively. Note that the charged
and neutral scalars (fermions) can appear in several BSM
setups involving Z,-odd parity, and, therefore, this analysis
will be applicable in all such scenarios. We use the potential
of beam polarization (both longitudinal and transverse) of
an e™ e collider to discriminate between the two models by
looking at various angular distributions in the I*jj + E;
final states.

The rest of the article is organized as follows. In the next
section (Sec. II), we briefly review IDM and MSSM, along
with benchmark points for the new physics parameters such
as masses and couplings. In Sec. III, we discuss the signal
and corresponding SM background, followed by the
analysis setup. In Sec. IVA, we study various kinematic
and angular distributions with longitudinal beam polariza-
tion and perform an analysis with a simple cut and count on
the variables. We then try to determine the spin of the exotic
charged particles and their partner with the help of trans-
verse beam polarization in Sec. IV B. Finally, we conclude
in Sec. V.

II. REPRESENTATIVE MODEL

We choose two well-motivated models, IDM and
MSSM, as examples of having exotic charged particles
and their neutral partner (potential dark matter) of scalar
type and fermionic type, respectively. These models are
briefly described below to self-contain this article.

A. The inert doublet model

In the IDM [21], the scalar sector of the SM is modified
with one additional scalar doublet @®, which is odd
(® - —®) under a new discrete Z, symmetry (parity).
The SM particles together with the SM Higgs doublet (H)
are even under this Z, symmetry. The two scalar doublets
which transform under SU(2), can be written as

Ht
D= . ;
(ﬁ (H° +iA?) )

(2)

Gt
= <%(v+h+iG0))’

where v = v/2(0|H|0) ~ 246 GeV is the vacuum expect-
ation value of the neutral component of H. The h state
corresponds to the physical SM-like Higgs boson, whereas
G° and G* are the Goldstone bosons. The “inert” sector
consists of a neutral CP-even scalar H’, a pseudoscalar A,
and a pair of charged scalars H*. The neutral inert Higgs
(H®) and its charged partner (HF) play the role of dark
matter and the new exotic charged particle, respectively.
The scalar potential of the model is given by

V= i[H]? + 3|0 + L [H[* + 1| @ + 4 |H |0

A .
+ M|H OP + 55 [(H'®)? + H.cl. (3)

The masses and interactions of the scalar sector are
governed by the scalar-potential parameters

{/11’/12’/13»14»}“57/’!2}7 (4)
where 47 is eliminated by M3 = —2u% = 2,0 which is
obtained by minimizing the scalar potential after electro-

weak symmetry breaking. The IDM parameter space can be
expressed in terms of the physically more intuitive set

{M]’HMHO?MAoﬁMHi’lL?A’z}’ (5)

where the Higgs and inert scalar masses are given by

M2 = u? + 32,07, (6)
M2y = p5 + A 07, (7)
M3y = 15 + As0%, (8)
M3, :M%+%/13U2» 9)

and the couplings 4; and Ag are defined, respectively, as

AL =5 (A + A4+ 4s)

/15 - </13 + /14 - /15) (10)

N = N =

The interaction Lagrangian in our signal comprising the
production and decay vertices of H* originating from
gauge interactions can be written as
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L= ilg,(1/2 = $3,)2" + eA¥)[(0,HE)Hy — (9,Hy)HY{]
+ (g9/2) [—(()”H;r)H(S)W; + (()“H%)H?W; +H.c.].
(11)

Here, e = v/4za with a being fine structure constant, g as the
SU(2), gauge couplings, g. = ¢/(sycw), sy = sin Oy, and
cw = cos By, with 8y, being the Weinberg angle.

B. Minimal supersymmetric SM

We briefly discuss the basic setup of the model and the
relevant spectrum used in our analysis. The MSSM [22] is
the supersymmetric extension of SM where for every SM
fermion (boson) there is a boson (fermion) superpartner.
The MSSM has two Higgs doublet superfields with

|

opposite hypercharge (needed to cancel the resulting gauge
anomaly). Supersymmetry (SUSY) cannot be an exact
symmetry, as it would lead to similar mass for the super-
partners of the SM particles. SUSY is softly broken and in
MSSM through explicit mass terms for the superpartners of
the SM particles. The Lagrangian in MSSM has a discrete
global symmetry called R parity (Rp), defined as
(=1)3B-L+25 whereas all SM particles are even under
Rp while their superpartners have Rp = —1. This makes the
lightest SUSY particle (LSP) stable and is considered as a
DM candidate. For our analysis, we consider the LSP as a
composition of the Higgsino and gaugino states of MSSM.
The Lagrangian containing only Higgsinos and gauginos is
given by

E D iHliJﬂAﬂijI:{Ij + l.I:Izl'O'ﬂA f{zj +/4€ab1:11a1:12b + I.BO'ﬂa é + l/,{O' Aﬂljﬂ

1 -~ 1
—EMlBB—EMWM \/_ngu Aa—" \/—ngzz Aa > H
V...
—\/5913131‘111'}111'—\/79153H2iH2i+H~C-’ (12)
where Ll = =2 (0,77 W + 00" hl + H
Mass — —75(’[)1 1 + %) 2 + 'C')

A = 8,0" + ig, 5"51-]-3” +igy WHT¢,.

Here ¥ and T¢, respectively, represent hypercharge and
SU(2) generators in the respective representation of the
field over which these operator act and

3 <h}> 3 (hé) 3
Hl: ~ ) HQ,: ~ ) 87
ht h

are the fermionic superpartners of two Higgs fields H; and
H, and the superpartners of U(1) and SU(2) gauge fields,
respectively. Here, the neutral sector of SUSY fermionic
partners of the SM bosons consist of neutral Weyl fermions

As = (’11’/127/13)

(B, A3, h}, h3), and the charge sector comprises of (hl, h%c,
It =4 \/’;2, A€ Eﬂ(]\_/;(é, superscript ¢ being the charge

conjugation operator) two-component Weyl fermions.
Spontaneous symmetry breaking is realized through the
vacuum expectation value (VEV) for the two Higgs fields

H, and H, with VEV (%) and (%), respectively. Here, we

define electroweak VEV v = /v + v3 with tan§ = 2
After electroweak symmetry breaking, the mass term for
the Higgsino and electroweakino charged sector becomes

— (MoA* A~ + phd bl +H.c.). (13)
/1+
()
hy
(&)
v =15
n

the above Lagrangian can be written as

In the basis

and

B M, V2My, sin B
_EIL;/Iass = (l// )T< W+' (14)
V2Myy cos 5 H
As the mass matrix is not symmetric, it has to be
diagonalized by a biunitary transformation:
M 2M y sin
Mg_u*< ? VaMy ﬁ)v—', (15)
V2My, cos B u

where MP is a diagonal matrix with real positive eigen-
values. Weyl fermion eigenstates will be y;” = V), and
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Xr = U, which can be written as a four-component
chargino field. The mass for the charginos can be written as

_‘CICV[ass :MIZT~T +M2)?EL~;’ (16)

where

and

f=<ﬁ)
2 = =
)(2T

are chargino fields. The Lagrangian in the neutral electro-
weakino sector can be written as

n g g
Litass = _52’13(”1}1} — vh3) +§B(01h% — vyh3)
~1 s 1 1 o
+ uhih3 —5Madsds =5 M BB +H.c. (17)

The mass matrix, in the basis of y° = (3,13,711,}3%) is
given by

M, 0 M cpsw M spsw
M 0 M, M cpey  —M spey
M cpsw M cpew 0 —u
M sgsy —M_ szcy —p 0
(18)

This matrix can be diagonalized by a unitary matrix Z. The
physical mass eigenstates and the mass diagonalization
matrix are given by xV =Z, % and Z*MZ=! = M},
respectively. In the four-component notation, the mass
term in the Lagrangian for neutralinos can be written as

n _ 1 T7n~0~0
‘CMass - _EZI MI)(I)(Z’ where

2-(2)
I — _
T

are the four Majorana neutralino fields. The lowest mass
eigenstate of four neutralinos will be the LSP and repre-
sents the DM candidate.

The masses and vertices relevant for our analysis except
the gauge couplings depend only on four parameters, which
are the soft breaking gaugino mass parameters (M; and
M,), the Higgsino mass parameter (¢), and the ratio of the
VEV of the Higgs doublets (tan ). The lightest chargino
mass eigenstate coupling to the Z boson depends on the
chargino mixing matrix elements Vy; and U;; [23]. For
simplicity, we keep these matrix elements fixed for all our

benchmark points which can be obtained by varying the
input parameters M,, u, and tan f of the model.

C. Benchmark selection

We choose four benchmark points (BPs), in our analysis,
for the masses of exotic charged particles (C*) and their
neutral partner (C°) in both IDM and MSSM. The benchmark
points are listed in Table I. The BPs are chosen in such a way
that AM =M+ —M° (M* = Mcr, M° = M) remain
fixed for two BPs with different M+ and M° (BP1 and
BP3); two BPs have the same M ™ but with a different AM
(BP2 and BP3); three BPs satisfy these criteria. We choose
one more BP which has a different M and AM compared to
the other three (BP4).

The mass parameters are kept the same in both models in
order to have similar kinematic behavior. Through all four
BPs, the mass difference between charged odd particle with
the respective DM particle is kept higher than the mass of the
W boson, so that both the W boson and DM particle can be
produced on shell from their parent charged dark sector
particle. In IDM, there are two coupling parameters, 4; and
As, which can affect the SM Higgs signal in our study. The
value of 4; is kept very small so that the second neutral CP-
even Higgs mass (my, ), which is the DM, is nearly equal to
ur [see Eq. (7)]. The value of Ag is chosen such that
my, —myg+ = 1 GeV. These two choices help us in evading
the bound on Higgs invisible decay as well as electroweak
precision observables. For all four BPs of MSSM, we have
kept the chargino mixing matrices to be the same with V;; =
cosOp = 0.9725 and U =cosf; = 0.9168. We do not
focus on whether the benchmarks satisfy the requirements of
dark matter relic density. However, we keep BP1 as a
reference point which does satisfy dark matter constraints
[12]. Apart from the dark matter constraint, there are other
constraints that are considered while choosing the BPs,
which we discuss below.

1. Constraints

a. Vacuum stability and unitarity

In IDM, the scalar potential must be bounded from
below. The conditions on various quartic couplings to
satisfy this constraint are given by [24]

TABLE I. Benchmark points for the MSSM and IDM.
Benchmark Masses

BP1 M, =160 GeV, M, = 60 GeV
BP2 M. =220 GeV, M, = 100 GeV
BP3 M. =220 GeV, My = 120 GeV
BP4 M, =300 GeV, My =10 GeV
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/11 > 0, 12 > 0, 2\/11/12 +/13 > 0,
2/Iids + A3 + A — A5 > 0. (19)

We have checked that all our four BPs for IDM satisfy the
above conditions. In addition, we have also checked that
the BPs satisfy unitarity bounds [24].

b. Electroweak precision observables

The BSM particles affect the electroweak (EW) observ-
ables via oblique correction, and these corrections are
parametrized by three observables S, T, and U as electro-
weak precision observables (EWPOs). The contribution to
EWPOs (S and 7)) from IDM are given by [24]

1
- 27 (x5 —x3)?
X [nga(x2) _x?fa(xl) + 9X%X%(x%fb(x2) —X%fb@ﬁm’
(20)

M0 X, — Ma
2 M,

where x; = fa(x) = =5+ 121log(x),

=
fp(x) =3-4log(x), and

1
© 3272q0?
X [fo(My,M3) = [ (M3, M3,) + f (M7, M7,0)],
(21)
where

xty  vlog(}) X

felx,y) = { 2 x=y Y
O? X = y

The experimental values of S and 7 with U = 0 are given,
respectively, by [25]

§=0.044+0.08 and 7 =0.08+0.07. (22)

In our case, BP4 with the largest AM = My= — Mo in
IDM gives the maximum deviation in EWPO with AS =
—0.0218 and AT = —0.0017. These values are well within
the 1o limit of experimental uncertainty.

c. Higgs invisible decay

We note that only BP1 and BP4 have mj > 2mpy,.
Hence, the SM Higgs can decay to two DM particles for
these benchmark points. The observed value of Higgs
invisible branching fraction is less than 0.18 at 95% C.L.
[26]. For MSSM, our branching fraction [BR(h — 27°)] is
around 2% and 4% for BP1 and BP4, respectively. In IDM,
the value of 4; which enters into the interaction strength is
kept fixed at 10~ for all BPs, which helps us keep the

invisible branching ratio (BR) of h — HyH below 1% for
both BP1 and BP4.

d. Higgs signal

The charged Higgs and chargino being at the electro-
weak scale can contribute to the loop-induced h — yy
decay. This can affect the Higgs signal observations at the
LHC in this channel. The observed value of the signal
strength is constrained by ATLAS [27] as

_ BRggm(h — yy)

= — 1.0470.
BRsyi(h = yy) 00

Hyy

For IDM, the maximum contribution to BR(h — yy) comes
from BP1, which has the lightest H™, and the total Higgs
signal strength in this particular channel with respect to the
SM predictions, i.e., uiP™ = 0.975. The deviation from the
SM prediction goes down as the charged Higgs mass
increases. Similarly for MSSM, BP1 gives the maximum
contribution to BR(h — yy) with x)>M = 1.21. We find
that the Higgs signal strength for both IDM and MSSM are
within 16 and 26 of the allowed signal strength, respectively.

III. SIGNAL AND BACKGROUND

The signal for our analysis comes from the pair pro-
duction of the exotic charged particles (C*) followed by
their decay to their neutral partner (C°) and charged gauge
boson W, It is worth pointing out here that most models
which are proposed to give a DM candidate in the spectrum
exhibit a similar chain of production where the final state
involves a pair of DM particles. The visible particle
multiplicity associated with the two DM final states
depends on the particle being produced in the hard
scattering process. The challenging aspect of obtaining
good signal sensitivity then relies on the strength with
which the hard scattering process takes place. Producing
electroweak strength particles at LHC leads to very weak
sensitivities and, therefore, makes the spin determination
very difficult. We, therefore, consider their production at
ILC in the simplest and most obvious mode of production
process. We choose the channel where one of the W decays
leptonically while the other one decays hadronically, i.e.,

ete” = CTC, C*t > CO'w=, Wt = I*y,/1;,
WF = jj, (23)

forming a final state of /*2j 4 E;. The Feynman diagram
up to W production is shown in Fig. 1. The signal process
in IDM and MSSM, along with the SM background, is
described below.
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et

FIG. 1. Representative Feynman diagram for the signal process
ete” - CTC™ - WHw=2C°.

A. IDM signal

In IDM, H* H~ is produced via two s-channel processes
with the Z boson and y as mediators from initial e~e™.
Then H* decay to W*H,,, where H|, is stable, while the W
boson decays to lepton and hadrons producing one lepton,
two jets, and missing energy final states. We have kept the
pseudoscalar A, mass higher than H*. Since there are no
other lighter particles which are Z, odd, the BR of H* to
W*H, channel will be 100%. The two DM particles H,,
and neutrino act as the source of missing energy.

B. MSSM signal

In MSSM, similar s-channel diagrams can produce the
lightest chargino y7 at ILC. Although there is a possibility
of a t-channel diagram due to a sneutrino, we assume that
all scalar superpartner masses are very heavy including the
sneutrino, which is kept at a mass of 12 TeV. Hence, the
contribution from the sneutrino exchange will be much
suppressed due to the large mass of sneutrino. The
charginos then decay to Wy, and further decay of W=
as before, giving the desired final states with the neutralinos
now playing the role of DM. For our analysis, we have
taken all Rp odd particles except the lightest neutralino
heavier than the mass of y; which again gives its decay BR
to Wy, as 100%. Here, too, the missing energy gets a
contribution from the two DM states y, and a neutrino.

C. SM background

The dominant background for our signal is the WHW~
production in SM, where one W boson decays leptonically
while the other one decays hadronically. There are three
major subprocesses in SM contributing to W~W produc-
tion, with two being s-channel processes having a photon
and Z boson propagator and the other and most dominant
t-channel process with the light neutrino running in the
propagator. The W~W*Z production with Z — 1o also
produces the same final state, but this background is
negligibly small (roughly 100 times smaller in cross section
than W+W~ production) due to an additional electroweak
coupling and phase-space suppression. Additionally, the
small branching for Z — vv decay also makes the con-
tributions from this process weaker. We can, therefore,

safely ignore the W~W*Z contributions for the background
in our analysis.

We wish to study the polarization and spin of the
intermediate exchanged as well as produced particles. We
have generated the signal and background events in the
package WHIZARD [28] at ILC with /s = 1 TeV center of
mass energy. We generate the events with the initial state
radiation (ISR) effect switched on. During the event gen-
eration, we have put a set of inclusive cuts with Pr, >

10 GeV and the invariant mass of jets M ;; to lie between 60
and 100 GeV. Then the simulated events are showered in
PYTHIAS [29] for energy smearing effects. After the hadro-
nization of the final state jets, we perform the fast detector
simulation in DELPHES-3 [30] with the International Linear
Detector card. Events are selected at the detector level with
the following selection cuts:

pr, > 30 GeV, pr, > 30 GeV,
Er>30GeV, 60 GeV < M;; <100 GeV,
il <45, |m| <25 AR;;>05,
AR;; > 05,  AR;;>05. (24)

We name these cuts as Sel_cut.

IV. SIGNAL ANALYSIS AT ILC
WITH BEAM POLARIZATION

We now present our signal analysis using polarized
beams in the initial states. Initial state polarization is a
useful diagnostic at the ILC, and, by adjusting initial state
polarizations, one can select specific states preferentially. In
this work, we present our analysis by using the option of
using both ¢~ and et beams longitudinally polarized as
well as having them transversely polarized. Since we want
to show how the spin of the newly produced particles could
show up in some kinematic variables, it is useful to find out
which polarization option will be best suited to help
identify such states with better confidence.

Unlike the LHC, where the parton collisions are over a
range in center of mass energies, we know that ILC will have
a more or less fixed center of mass energy for the e"e™
collisions. A small spread in the collision energy, however,
arises from ISR at the ILC, which is the most important QED
correction to the Born cross section [31]. Bremsstrahlung
effects are an important source of ISR, and it is the radiation
caused by the interaction between the electron and positron
participating in the annihilation event at eTe™ colliders.
Thus, its effects must be considered for realistic simulation to
study physics signals at future linear colliders such as the
ILC. The radiative corrections to processes with arbitrary
final states need evaluation to achieve precision measure-
ments. The ISR photons are generally soft with small
transverse momenta, so they eventually escape detection.
However, their effect is imprinted in the physics analysis
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through modification of the colliding beam energies and an
effective boost along the beam axis for the final states. For a
realistic analysis, we, therefore, include the ISR effects in our
study. A somewhat subdominant correction for the center of
mass energy also comes from another phenomenon called
beamstrahlung which we have neglected.

A. Analysis with longitudinal beam polarization

We perform our collider analysis in the chosen final state
with longitudinal beam polarization (Lpol) of initial e*
beams primarily because of the larger cross sections than
with the unpolarized (Unpol) beams; The degree of
polarization for (e~, e™) beams are chosen to be (—80%,
+60%). The SM WW background has a cross section of
about 680.954 fb in Unpol and 1957.84 fb in Lpol with
generation-level cuts given in Eq. (24). The larger cross
sections are effectively due to the choice of polarization that
enhances left-handed current contribution.

The cross sections of the signal are larger in Lpol too,
compared to Unpol in all four BPs, shown in Table II, by
roughly the same factor by which the background cross
section is larger in Lpol compared to Unpol. Thus, signal
significance improves in Lpol than in Unpol, even without
any kinematic cuts to reduce SM background. From
Table I, it follows that IDM has O(1) less cross section
than MSSM. This can be understood in the following way.
In the massless limit (boost f — 1), for the photon-
mediated diagram, the total pair production cross section
of H* is 4 times smaller than the pair production cross
section of yi at an electron-positron collider. The reason
for the enhanced cross section of y{ pair production is that
there are four ways of combining helicity states of yi and
e*, while for the scalar there is only one degree of freedom
for H* each. The production cross section for a pair of
fermions again goes up when we consider them to be
massive. For the photon-mediated diagram, the cross
sections follow as

2
ole et - HH') x §e4ﬂ3 and

4
oleme™ = yixi) x —§e4ﬂ(—3 +p%) (25)

for unpolarized initial beams [see Egs. (B25), (B35), and
(B16)]. Similarly for the diagram with a Z-boson propagator,
the factor associated with a Z-boson vertex (T3 — sin’ 0y, Q)
is larger for a chargino than the charged Higgs. In our case,
the lightest chargino is wino dominated. Following the
notation in Appendix B, the ratio between the production
cross section of the chargino pair and the charged Higgs
pair is 4(a; + v7)/ (g, cos Oy — gy sinOy)? = 27.24 for an
unpolarized beam in the f — 1 limit. The individual cross
section from the photon and the Z diagrams are of the same
order, and they interfere destructively. Considering both the
photon and the Z-mediated diagram, we get chargino pair
production cross section nearly 8 times larger than the
charged Higgs pair production cross section for an unpolar-
ized beam in the # — 1 limit. This ratio increases further
when we consider the final state particles to be massive.
However, it should be noted that, in generic scenarios not
restricted to SUSY where interactions with such exotics
emerge from suppressed mixing angles, smaller branching
fractions in the decay modes or additional subprocesses
contributing destructively can lead to somewhat comparable
cross sections with the scalar production. Nevertheless, the
large cross section for the fermion production is always a
good discriminator when compared to scalar production in
simple setups.

(a) Kinematic variables.—The role of kinematic varia-
bles to analyze the signal against the SM background,
which naturally arises in the final state [*2j + E;, are
missing transverse energy (E7), transverse momentum of
lepton and jets (pr,, pr; > ijz), total visible mass (M;;, ;,),
and energy of the jj pair which reconstructs the W boson
energy (Ey) and lepton (E;). Normalized distribution of
these kinematic variables is shown in Fig. 2 for BP1 as
representative with longitudinally polarized beams at 1 TeV
ILC set up for both IDM (dashed blue line) and MSSM
(dotted red line) signal and SM background (solid
green line).

The E; distribution (left-top panel in Fig. 2) shows a
peak in the lower energy values for the SM background
compared to the signal. This is because the source of £ in
the SM is the neutrino coming from the W boson decay,
while for the signal, we have additional contributions
coming from the undetected stable exotics C° along with

TABLE II. The cross sections of signal for the final state e~e* — [* +2j + E after the basic generation
level cuts.

IDM cross section (fb) MSSM cross section (fb)
Benchmark Mass(M*, M) (GeV) Unpol Lpol Unpol Lpol
BP1 (160, 60) 5911 14.331 55.163 158.900
BP2 (220, 100) 4.996 12.103 54.959 158.136
BP3 (220, 120) 5.006 12.146 54.799 157.702
BP4 (300, 10) 3.699 8.966 54.445 156.363
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FIG.2. Normalized distributions of kinematic variables in e~e* — I* 4 2j + E7 with \/s = 1 TeV and longitudinal polarized beams

for BP1.

a neutrino. Furthermore, in the case of signal, the peak of
E; shifts toward higher values as the splitting between the
mass of the charged exotic and the stable neutral particle
(AM) increases, which can be seen in Fig. 3, where the SM
background along with all four BPs of IDM and MSSM is
shown. The peak for BP1 and BP3 with AM = 100 GeV
are at the same energy, while the peaks for BP2
(AM =120 GeV) and BP4 (AM = 290 GeV) are at the
higher energy side in E; distribution due to more avail-
ability of energy for missing C° in the rest frame of its
charged partner.

We note that the two jets in the signal as well as the SM
background come from the W boson decay. Therefore, it is

possible to reconstruct the energy of the W using the two
jets. Ideally, for the SM background, the W bosons should
be produced back to back with Ey, = /s/2 = 500 GeV.
However, the ISR effect gives an effective boost as well as
changes the hard scattering collision energy, which, along
with hadronization and detector effects, result in the
smearing of energies for the W boson (jj pair) and lepton
as well as a longish tail in the energy distribution of Ey,
extending to the kinematic threshold of | /s.¢r > 2Myy, of the
process. On the other hand, in the case of signal, the W
boson is produced from the decay of C*, along with
missing C°. The available energy for W is much lower than
that of SM and is highlighted in the energy distribution for
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FIG. 3.
with /s = 1 TeV and longitudinal polarized beams.

Ey. The difference between the end point of Ey, in SM and
BSM models will be at least the C° mass. Similarly, the
presence of missing C” can be seen from its imprint in other
kinematic variables as well, given by Ej, M,; ;,, and P’s of
jets and lepton, where the end point in these distributions
for the signal shifts toward the low-energy values as
compared to SM background. Hence, rejection cuts near
the end point of these variables help reduce the SM
background significantly while keeping enough statistics
for the signal.
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Normalized distribution of £; for all four BPs of the IDM and MSSM along with SM background in e~e™ — I* +2j + E;

We, thus, implement a set of cuts on these kinematic
variables as E; > 50 GeV, Pr, <400 GeV, M,; ;,
700 GeV, E; < 400 GeV, and EW <400 GeV to reduce
the SM background while keeping enough statistics for the
signal. We name these sets of cuts as Kin_cut.

(b) Angular variables.—It is quite well known that
particle spin dictates the Lorentz structure of interaction
vertices, and an efficient way of identifying these properties
is through observing the kinematics in the angular variables
of final state particles. For a scattering process such as
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FIG. 4. Normalized distribution of angular variables in e~et — I* 4+ 2j 4+ E; with \/s = 1 TeV and longitudinal polarized beams

for BPI.
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TABLE III.

The cut-flow information on the e~et — I* 4 2j 4 E process for both the signals and background along with the

significances for all four BPs at the 1 TeV ILC for 100 fb~! of integrated luminosity.

SM background IDM signal MSSM signal
Cuts WHtw- BP1 BP2 BP3 BP4 BP1 BP2 BP3 BP4
Sel_cut 22709.6 558.29 462.28 456.62 32147 5517.66 5337.85 494852 5743.17
Sel_cut + Kin_cut 3256.22 491.49 420.57 400.05 295.14 4738.46 4789.66 422454 5153.8
Sel_cut + Kin_cut + Ang_cut 1942.75 479.75 410.05 392.64 27470 4318.11 43524 392435 4497.23
Significance (S)  10.47 9.00 8.63 6.09 77.56 78.08 71.55 80.25

ete™ — ff, where f is a stable SM fermion, it is clearly
highlighted in the polar distributions of the final state
fermion. However, it becomes more challenging if the final
state particles come from cascade decay of unstable
particles produced as primaries in the e*e™ collisions, as
in our case. We, therefore, explore the properties by looking
at the normalized distributions of some angular variables
such as cos@ of W (jj pair) and lepton and the isolation

variable AR = \/A? + A¢” between the lepton and W,
which are shown in Fig. 4 for the SM background and
signal (IDM and MSSM) for BP1 as representative. Owing
to a t-channel subprocess in the SM process, cos Oy, sharply
peaks at £1, i.e., along with the beam directions: The W~
tends to remain toward the e~ direction, while the W™ tends
to remain toward the e’ direction; see left-top panel in
Fig. 4. On the other hand, there are only two s-channel
subprocesses in the IDM signal, which makes the cos 6y,
peak at 0, i.e., transverse to the beam directions. In the case
of the MSSM signal, there could be a t-channel subprocess
due to the sneutrino, which is kept heavy not to contribute
to our analysis. Thus, the cos @y, distribution has a small
peak near 1 with an overall flat shape throughout. The
angular behavior of W transfers to its decay product, and,
thus, the lepton’s cos @ distribution is of similar nature to
that of W; see right-top panel. So an inclusion cut of
|cos 8| < 0.9 for the lepton and the W will be effective to
suppress the background with less effect on signals. In SM,
the two intermediate W’s are boosted in opposite directions,

while in the case of signals, the W’s are less boosted and
also not in opposite directions, as they are decayed from C*
together with C%’s. Hence, the AR,y attains higher values
as compared to that of signals; see the bottom panel in
Fig. 4. We, thus, put a rejection cut of AR, > 5.0 to reduce
SM background with less effect on the signals. We name
the set of cuts on the angular variables as Ang_cut.

We estimate signal significance with an integrated
luminosity of £ = 100 fb~! with the formula

S:\/2{(S+B)log (14—%)—5] (26)

with S being the number of signal events and B being the
number of background events at a given luminosity. The
signal significances of the IDM signal and MSSM signal
are shown in Table III for the successive cuts on kinematic
variables and angular variables in all four BPs. The
significance values confirm that all four BPs are above
5o discovery limits in our analysis.

Although there is a good distinction between the back-
ground and the signals, it is ambiguous about the spin
nature of particles contained in signals apart from the fact
that the MSSM signal has more significance than the IDM
signal with the same mass parameters. We try to estimate
how the IDM signal is different from the MSSM signal
based on the asymmetry of some angular variables in the
following subsection.

TABLEIV. Asymmetries for both the signals and background and difference between the signals in the e"et — # + 2j + E; process
for longitudinally polarized beams for £ = 100 fb~! of integrated luminosity.

Asm Asmom Asmmssm
Variables WtW- BP1 BP2 BP3 BP4 BP1 BP2 BP3 BP4
cos Oy 0.1682 0.0632619 0.0663791 0.0573263 0.118111 0.0260318 —0.030412 —0.0775697 —0.00320661
cos 0, 0.291 0.169782 0.182949 0.180954 0.225528 0.0212554 —-0.0130694 —0.0379408 0.0206557
A

SAsm | 5,A45M |

Wtw- BP1 BP2 BP3 BP4
cos Oy 0.0223 1.66469 4.32789 6.0317 5.42458
cos 6, 0.0217 6.84267 9.03066 10.0846 9.43857
){2 49.5933 100.2823 138.0805 118.5126
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FIG. 5. Normalized distribution of the azimuthal angle ¢ of the
charged particle (C™) at production level for the background and
the signals in BP1 in e~e™ collider with transversely polarized
beams at /s = 1 TeV.

1. Identifying the nature of signal

We now try and identify the spin nature of the exotic
charged particle (C*) and its partner (C°) by taking account
of the observations made in the previous subsection. We try
to identify the type of signal based on asymmetries
constructed from the angular variables cos 6y, and cos 6,
for the signal inclusive of the background after effectively
reducing the background contribution maximally as dis-
cussed earlier. Then we estimate the difference between the
signal from the two models based on y?> using the
asymmetries. We have already discussed the difference
in the shapes of cos Oy, ; distribution, given in Fig. 4 for the
MSSM and IDM signal events. Based on the symmetric
shape in cos @ = 0, we define an asymmetry for both the
variables as

o(|cos Oy | > 0.5) — o(|cos By < 0.5)

A(cos 0 = .
( wi) o(|cosBy| > 0.5) + o(|cos By | < 0.5)
(27)
0.025—5
g 0.020—3
g ]
2 0.015 3
N ]
© 1
€ 0.010 — SM
2 1 {1TeviLC ——— IDM
0.005
] Tpol: BP1 ... MSSM
0.000 ~4+———"——"—F—"—"—"—F—+——1——
-7 —7/2 0 w/2 T

The difference is then estimated by a y?, calculated as

A=)

i

T i 2
AA" = Appyvysm — Avissmisu

. (28)

1-Ad,
osmXL
error on asymmetries due to SM background. The asymme-
tries in each signal are estimated including the background
after putting all the cuts (Sel_cut + Kin_cut + Ang_cut), i.e.,
reducing maximum background so as to highlight only the
signal. The asymmetry of a signal (S) including back-
ground (B) will be given as

is the statistical

i runs on the variables; 5Aqy =

ASUS + ABGB

29
65"‘03 ( )

-AS+B =

i.e., weighted by their respective cross sections. The
estimated values of asymmetries of the variables in each
signal mixed with the background are shown in Table IV
(top two rows). Although the Ag for cos 6y, seems to be
(—) for IDM signal and (+) for MSSM signal by looking
Fig. 4, the Ay, p are (+) for IDM, while they are (—) for
MSSM in most of the BP. The reasons are the following.
The asymmetries in SM are large (4), and the SM cross
section is larger by roughly a factor of 5 compared to the
cross sections in IDM after all cuts; see Table III. Hence,
the asymmetries in IDM signal reduce but remain positive
when combined with the SM background weighted by
cross sections in accordance with Eq. (29). For the case of
MSSM, individual asymmetries in signal become (—) after
the inclusion cut |cos@y | < 0.9. Moreover, the cross
sections are larger in MSSM compared to SM by roughly
a factor of 2; see Table III. This makes the Ag, 5 to be (=)
for most of the BP. The changes in the asymmetries with
respect to background are above 1o statistical errors shown
in the second column in Table IV. Differences between the
signals are calculated in terms of y> and shown in Table IV
in the last three rows for all BPs for an integrated
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o 1
> 1
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2 1
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© ]
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FIG. 6. Normalized distribution of ¢y, (left panel) and ¢, (right panel) for the background and the signals in BP1 in e*e™ collider for

/s =1 TeV with transversely polarized beams.
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TABLE V. Azimuthal asymmetries for both the signals and background in the e~et — £ 4 2j 4 E; process for transversely polarized
initial beams. The error in the SM is shown for £ = 100 fb~! of integrated luminosity.

Asyimom Asmmssm
Variables  Agy S Asy BPI BP2 BP3 BP4 BPI BP2 BP3 BP4
bw ~0.0029 00379 00471 00382  0.0387 00116  —-0.0053 —0.0032  —0.0057  —0.0038
b, 0.0113 0.0379 0.0475 0.0378 0.0375 0.0222 —0.0018 0.0009 0.0001 0.0027

luminosity of £ = 100 fb~'. The two signals have a
difference of ~10s in all the four BPs based on the total
x* shown in the last row.

These asymmetries can help to identify the nature of the
signal if observed above the background. The asymmetries
remain (+) for IDM, while they become (—) and above
statistical errors for BP2 and BP3, due to having large M,
and (+) and within 1o error for other BPs. Nevertheless, the
characteristics of the asymmetries which can be useful to
distinguish between the signals are benchmark dependent.
We require a variable that can distinguish between the
signals irrespective of the benchmark masses; we will
explore such a possibility in the following section by using
transverse beam polarizations.

B. Analysis with transverse beam polarization

We observed in the previous section that, though the
angular variables cos 6y, and cos @, are useful in identifying
the nature of the signal, they are limited to being dependent
on benchmark selections. The transversely polarized beams
have the potential of exploring new physics from the
azimuthal distributions of final state particles [32-38].
Here, we use the facility of transverse polarization of e*
beams to showcase the distribution of azimuthal angle ¢,
which has a very distinctive nature for two signals
irrespective of the benchmark selections as well as the
background. Before looking at the distribution of ¢ for the
final states, we first observe the distribution at the pro-
duction level and make an ansatz at the final state particle.
We calculate the normalized ¢ distribution for the C*
analytically in e"e™ — C*C~ process for SM as well as for
the signals with transverse beam polarization of (80%,
60%) for (e~, e™) beams and show them in Fig. 5 for BP1
with dotted lines. The same distributions for ¢, are also
shown with solid lines computed from events generated in
WHIZARD.' The differential cross section in ¢)¢ has the form

do c

r% - +nrérf(Be) cos 2pc — - + Pe+),  (30)

where f(f¢) is a function of boost (B) for the particle C

with different forms for different physics model; see
Appendix B for details. We choose the spin direction for

'ISR effect has been neglected here for simplicity.

both the initial beams along the (4) x axis as an example;
making the spin directions opposite for the two beams
would result in an overall phase shift for all models, not
affecting our findings. The explicit form of f () [shown in
Egs. (B18), (B29), and (B39) for analytical expressions]
makes the amplitude large for the IDM signal while
negligibly small for the MSSM signal and the W+*W~
background; see Fig. 5. If the ¢, distribution in MSSM
attains an amplitude comparative to IDM in some other
benchmark scenario, the nature will be different due to
having a relative 7 phase shift compared to IDM, as can be
seen in Fig. 5. This behavior of ¢ distribution for the
mother particle C* is transferred to its decay products,
which in this case are the lepton and W(jj) even after
including the detector level effects as well as with ISR
effect, as seen in Fig. 6. Here also, the amplitude in IDM is
large enough compared to MSSM and SM, making the
¢w/; a good discriminator for identifying the nature of the
signal. To depict a quantitative measure of distinction
between the two signals, we again construct asymmetries
for the ¢y, given by

o(cos (2¢w;1) > 0) — a(cos (2¢w;1) < 0)
a(cos (2¢w;1) > 0) + o(cos (2¢y,) < 0)
(31)

Albwy) =

We have listed the asymmetry values in Table V for the SM
background as well as all four BPs combined with the
background after the cuts Sel_cut + Kin_cut + Ang_cut, as
used in the previous section for our analysis with longi-
tudinally polarized beams. The asymmetries for both ¢y,
and ¢, are nearly zero (much smaller than the 1o statistical
error given in the first and second rows of the second
column) for the background (shown in the second column)
and the MSSM signal. The asymmetries for the IDM
combined with the background, however, remain large
enough even after mixing with the background with a larger
cross section compared to the signal. Although the asym-
metry in IDM reduces as the my increases [see Eq. (B29)
for the phi analytic] mainly due to smaller cross sections,
asymmetry can still be significant enough with higher
integrated luminosity. Thus, these two distributions and
their asymmetries are able to identify the spin nature of
C*/C° contained in the signal if a significant deviation is
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observed at a future ILC. The signal identification can be
quantified with higher significance for higher luminosity.

V. CONCLUSION

In this article, we make an effort to identify the spin
nature of exotic charged particles and their neutral partner,
possibly a dark matter candidate, in the [*2j + E; final
state at the future e e~ collider. We chose two well-known
BSM models such as IDM and MSSM, containing exotic
charged particles and neutral partners of spin zero (scalar)
and half (fermion), respectively, for the demonstration.
First, we devised some rectangular cuts on some kinematic
as well as angular variables to reduce the SM background in
order to find a significant deviation from the SM back-
ground. We then use the shape of angular variables and
their asymmetries to identify the nature of the new physics
signals. The cos @y, distribution and their asymmetries
help distinguish and identify the MSSM and the IDM
signals over the SM backgrounds with longitudinally
polarized beams depending on the benchmark points.
The transverse beam polarization helps to identify the
IDM signal robustly through the azimuthal (¢y;) distri-
bution of the final state particles. Thus, both longitudinal
polarization and transverse polarization prove useful in
their respective ways in identifying the spin nature of exotic
charged particles and their partner contained in a new
physics signal if observed at a future e~e* collider in the

I*2j + E; final state. We note that, while the identification
gets help from the enhanced cross section in the longi-
tudinal polarization due to the large cross section, a more
clear and more distinct identification is established with the
use of transversely polarized beam.
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APPENDIX A: FEYNMAN RULES

The Feynman rules for the vertices involved in the SM,
IDM, and MSSM processes are
(1) H+(kl )H_(k2)A”: —iE(kz - kl )ﬂ’
(i) H* (k) H (ky)Z,: —i(=g, sin Oy + g, cos Oy ) (k, —
k1) s
(lll) XTX{Ay _ie}/;n
(IV) XTX{ZM in(v)( - a)(}/S) = igZyu((gL + gR) + (gR -
91)75);
where g; = (sin*0y —3—1(2c0s?0, — 1)), gg = (sin? Oy —
2—1(2cos?0g—1)), and cos@, =U;; and cosbr =V,
are the cosine of left and right chargino mixing angles,
respectively.

APPENDIX B: AZIMUTHAL ANGULAR DISTRIBUTION WITH TRANSVERSELY POLARIZED BEAMS
1. SM: e” (p1.s1)e”* (p2.52) > W™ (kp A2) W (ky, A1)

The amplitude for the diagram with the photon in the s channel is given by

je?

M, (51,82, 41, 4y) = —TTJ(SLPz)V””(Sl,P1)€”(/11,k1)€p*(/12, k2)G (ki k),

where

Gpu/p(kl ’ kZ) = ((kz

- kl)ygup - (2k2 + kl)ygpu + (2kl + kz)pgﬂl./)'

(B1)

(B2)

Following are the expressions for the amplitudes of the diagrams containinga Z boson and neutrino propagator,

respectively:

ie?

My(s1, 82,41, 4) = 2(s — M2)sin Oy (52, p2)7*(vy — agys)u(sy, pr)e” (A, ky)e”* (A, ko) Gy (kis ky),  (B3)
M, (51,82, 41, 42) = —ﬁ@(%l)z)}’”h(ﬁl — K)y"Pru(si, pr)e! (. k)€ (. ky). (B4)

The square amplitude with polarized initial beams is given by
|/\/l|2 = ZM(SD 52,415 42)Pe- (51, 53) P (52, 54)/\/“-(53’ 54,1, 22), (BS)

SiAj
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where
M :M7+MZ+MU. (B6)

The spin density matrix for the electron and positron (P,- and P+, respectively) is written as

1 1 p=ithe-
e~
Pe = 1i¢2— ’ 1 ' ’ (B7)
2¢7 Nr 2
1 1oites
e
Po={, 0. (B8)
7€ er 2

with their degree of polarization along transverse direction (6 =7, ¢,-/.+) as (17, &r), respectively,
Throughout the calculation, we use cf and sf as shorthand notations for cos @ and sin 0, respectively. The total square

amplitude can be written as
(B9)

M =M, + My + M, + 2Re(M, M) + 2Re(M, M) + 2Re(M, M}).
The expressions for the square amplitude of various diagrams and their interference are given by

M, |* = 2(ﬁ21—1)2 [B2e*(34% — 184% — (3% — 27 + 3)c6* + 19)
— B2(3p* =27 + 3)(c6* — 1)e*nrér cos(2¢) cos (¢~ — .+ )
(B10)

= B3 =28 + 3)(ct0? = 1)e*nrér sin(29) sin (h- — e+ ).

My = WEe (@2 + 02) (3 — 185 — (3 — 2% + 3)c6 + 19)
z sin49w(ﬁ2— 1)2(S—M%)2 / f
+ (34 =267 +3)(c6® = Vinrér(a; — v7) cos(2¢) cos (he- — ¢+)
= (38 =2/ + 3)(cO0® = )nrér(a; — v7) sin(2¢) sin (¢e- — pe+ )], (B11)
64
MJ = 4sin* Oy (B* — 27O + 2pc0 — 1) (B° = 105" + 9F" = 46" £ 4(° + F)ef)
—((56° +6p* = 11%)c6? + 4(3p* — B> — 4)Bch + 4)], (B12)
2PPE2et
Re(M M) = 25 Oy (77 = 16)2<S =) [0, (186% = 3p* + (3 — 28> + 3)c6> — 19)
+ (3:54 - 2:62 + 3)(692 - l)nTgTUf COS(2¢) cos (¢e’ - ¢€+)

(B13)

+ (38 = 2% + 3)(c0® — D)r&rvy sin(24) sin (- — e+ )],

2 4
Re(M}’MI) = 4Si1’12 6W</}2 _f)s(zﬂce _/}2 _ 1) [(2/)72 - 3/)74 - 3)C62 + (3ﬂ4 - 18ﬁ2 + 19) + 2(ﬁ3 +ﬁ1)003
+ e (2B + p)ed® + (36 — 28 + 3)56?) cos(2¢) cos (¢~ — )

+0r&r(2(F + )t + (34" = 24 + 3)s60°) sin(2¢) sin (¢~ — ¢,+)
= nrér(2(F° + B)cd) cos(2¢) cos (¢~ — p+) + (68 — 2% — 8)cO
= nr&r(2(B° + B)cd) sin(2¢) sin (¢~ — )], (B14)
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PEZe*
2sin* Oy, (B% = 1)2(2BcO — p*> — 1)(s — M2)
+ Blay + vy)3p4s0% — (184% - 19)
+nrér(ap = v) (34" = 282 + 3)s6%) cos(2¢) cos (¢~ — ¢+
+ prrér(ap — vp) (34" = 2% + 3)s6%) sin(24) sin (- — .+
+ (a4 vy)((26° = 38)c6* + (68" — 28> — 8)ch)
= Bnrér(2(B° + p)cOs6?) sin(2¢) sin (.- — .+)
= Brér(2(f° + B)cOs6?) cos(2¢) cos (- — ). (B15)

Re(M, M) = Blas + vp)(2(B° + B)cd?)

Here, /3 is the boost of the W bosons and /s = 2E, is the center of mass energy. Integrating over the polar angle 6, we get
the differential cross section with respect to the azimuthal angle (¢) as

do s

6~ i | 4o 0| M| x (3.894 x 10'") fb. (B16)

In this case,

dp 64x2s 12pM73,(s — M%)
Enre*ér(ay —vp) 38 = 1)*log (75)°) cos(2 = - + o)
* 128M3, (s — M%) sin* 0y,
16834 (3% — 26/ + (3p* = 2> + 3)nrércos(2p — ¢, + ¢,) +27) 82 Ece* (3% = 26/% +27)(a; + v7))
+ 2450, * M (s — M2 sin® Oy
~ 8P2EZet v, (3% — 2647 + (3p* — 2% + 3)npér cos(2¢p — po + ) + 27)
3MY, (s — M%) sin? Oy,
. e'nrér(3(F* — 1)*log (125)° — 4p(36° + B* + > + 3)) cos(2p — . + ¢,)

do [ x3.894x 10" <E§e4(af + vy)(4B(36° — 23B* + f* + 27))

24B8M7, sin® Oy
'3 = +3(8* = 1)*(F* + 1) tanh™' () = 36)  e*(4B(34° — 23p* + > +27))
B 34M3, sin Oy, B 24pM%,
B -9 - 1) log ((B=1)%) = 6(* =9)(B* — 1)’ log(p + 1))
24pM3,

E2e*(ay+ vp)(3(8% = 9)(8* — 1) log (15)°)
12M%,(s — M2)
_Einretér(ap —vp)(4(36° + B* + B + 3)) cos(2¢ — - + o)
12M73, (s — M%) sin* Oy,
87 Ece*((36* = 28* + 3)npér(aj — v3) cos(2¢p — ¢ + d)w)))
3M3, (s — M%)?sin* Oy ’

(B17)

After putting the values of masses, couplings, and energy of the beam in the nonoscillatory part of the above equation, while
keeping the coefficient of the oscillatory part as a function of 77, &7, and f(fBy ), we find the following expression for the
differential cross section:

do

dg = 427968+ nrErf (B cos(2p = - + dee). (B18)

where
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B (0.02614784% — 0.104591°% + 0.1568874* — 0.1045915% + 0.0261478) log ((1 — 5)?)

fp)
My
(0.05229568% — 0.2091823% + 0.313774p* — 0.2091824> + 0.0522956) log(1 + j3)
My,
0.105566/" — 0.174968° + 0.1752934> — 0.104591p3

(B19)
My,

2. IDM: e™ (py,s1)e* (py,s;) = H™ (ko) H* (ky)

The amplitudes, in this case, for the s-channel diagrams containing a photon and Z boson, are given below as

ie?

My(sth) = _Tﬁ(327p2)7ﬂ”<slvpl)(kl - kz),p (B20)
igz (g, cos Oy — gy sinfy,) _
My(sy,87) = 2(g2 4(s YMZ; w) M(Sz,l’z)}’”(”f - af}’s)”(sl’pl)(kl - kz),l- (B21)
VA

The square amplitude for the process is given by

M| = ZM(% 52)Pe- (51, 53) Per (52, 84) M (53, 54), (B22)

where
M =M, + M;. (B23)
The expressions for square amplitudes of the two diagrams along with their interference are written as
IMP = [M,2 + | My]? + 2Re(M,M}). (B24)

Here,

M, > = Z/}2592€4€_1(¢"_+¢“+)(261(¢“_+¢“+) — inrérsin(2)(e* P — e*Pet ) 4 nrép cos(2g) (€X' + e2ier)),  (B25)

1 : .
IMz|* = (5 = M2) an? 20y, wzsezEﬁg%e"(‘f’f“ﬁe*)ez(z(aj% + v})e’(‘ﬁf“ﬁﬁ))
z
—ﬂz(sez)Eﬁgée"'(‘/’E'*"’f*>e2(nT§T(a}% — U%) cos(2¢)(eXt 4 ¢2ider))
+ 0’ Egze V) e (nrér(af — vF) sin(29) (20 — €27))], (B26)
1 . .
Re(M M) = [B2(cO? — 1)E2e3 gyv e +00) (el b t0))

2(s — M%) tan 20y,
+ ﬁz(sez)E§e3gzvf-e'i(¢f’ H/)”)(i'lrfr sin(2¢) (eziqs, — Qlit )
+ ﬁz(sgz)Ege3gzvf€_i(‘/’f‘ o) (npér cos(2¢) (2P + 20 )] (B27)

In this case, the /3 is the boost for the H*. From the above square amplitude, we obtain the differential cross section, after
integrating over the variable 6, as
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do  3.894 x 10! (8 E;gye’ (af —nrér(ay — vf)(ay + vp) cos(2¢ — - + o) + )
dp ~ 64n’s 3(s — M2)? tan® 20y,

(B28)

2 8B EZe? 20— + ) + 1
F 2Pty cos(2 o+ )+ 1) - LI S~ e L))

3(s — M%) tan 20y,

With the values of masses, couplings, and energy of the beam, we find the differential cross section to be a function of 7,
Er, and f(pB) as follows:

Z—; = 4.64277p + 3.4296Tn7Er > coS(2p — P + o ). (B29)

3. MSSM: e~ (py1.s1)e* (p2.s2) = x~ (ky,s3)x ™ (ka, 54)
The amplitudes of two s-channel processes have the following expressions:

: 52

ie” _
My(517521/13’/14) = Tv(s21p2)7/;4 u(sy, py)i (/13’7C ))/”%(/14,/(2), (B30)
ig; _
Mz (51,82, 43, 44) = m”(szvpz)yﬂ(”f - af?’s)”(slvP])M;((/la,kl)l’y(vx ;(7’5) (Aa. kr). (B31)
z

The square of the amplitude is written as

M= M(sy, 52,43, A4)Pe- (51, 53)Pe+ (52, 54) M (3, 54, 43, ), (B32)

Si\Ai
where
M= ./\/ly + M. (B33)

The expressions for the square amplitude of two s-channel diagrams and their cross term are given as

IMP = M, > + [ Mz* + 2Re(M,M}). (B34)
Here,
4
e
(M2 = = (e CHHItP) 2(c0? — Ny &p (e CPH) 4 e207) — (2(82567 - 2))), (B35)
1
My|* = W [Edgzvi(azfP(cO® + 1) + v3(*(c6* = 1) +2))
E;g:(2az(ay(c6® + 1) + vy (P (c6® — 1) + 2)) + 16a,a,pcbv,v,)
" <af B ReEH GPgE( + 2)(EH ) 1 )] (B36)
ReMM3) = 57— B Pl = Vo e + 28262020y, + 01, = 1)+ 2)
z
+ Egezgze_i(2¢+¢f’+¢e+)(ﬂ2(092 - l)anvav){eZi(2¢+¢e+))]. (B37)

Here, the /3 stands for the boost of y*. Using the above matrix amplitude square, the differential cross section is found to be
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do  3.894 x 10"p <8E§ezgzval(ﬁ2nT§T co8(2¢p — - + o) + B> =3)

% n 647°s

36— M2)

N AE. g (Pnrér(at — vi)(ap + vf)(ay + v7) cos(2¢ — h- + @)

3(s — M2%)?

P cos2h e +be) 2 =3) +

AELG((a} + 03)((3 = f2)0] + 2a%ﬂ2>>), (B38)

3(s — M2%)?

Substituting the values of all the couplings, masses, and beam energy except the m,,, we obtain the expression for the

differential cross section as

do

22 = 5243718 — 17.4575° — 0.96678483 &7 cos (2 + e — - ).

dg

(B39)
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