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Abstract

Associated production of a dark particle and a photon, represented as a mono-γ event, is a

promising channel to probe particle contents and dynamics in the dark sector. In this paper

we study properties of the mono-γ production of a vector dark matter at future e+e− colliders.

The photon-like and Pauli operators, as well as triple gauge bosons interactions involving the dark

matter, are considered in the framework of Effective Field Theory. We show that, comparing to the

Pauli operator, the triple gauge bosons couplings are much more interesting at high energy collider.

Beam polarization effects are also analyzed, and we show that the experimental sensitivities can

not be enhanced significantly because of the smaller luminosity.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Gravitational effects of dark matter (DM) have been unambiguously observed in astro-

physical and cosmological measurements [1–3]. Not only that, DM is also an excellent can-

didate of explaining some fundamental theoretical questions of the Standard Model (SM).

There are also abnormalities, for instance the muon g−2 [4], which can be accounted for by

the DM. However it is certainly true that the particles that have been observed can not be

the DM. Extending particle contents of the SM by adding new states which interact weakly

with the SM particles is the most profound approach to study physical properties of the

dark sector. It is highly desirable to adopt an approach of Effective Field Theory (EFT)

involving the DM, the so called DM EFT (DMEFT) [5–7], to model-independently study

physics of the dark sector. In general, the DM can take into play at both tree and loop

level [8, 9], and a variety of theoretical models of DM have been proposed [10]. Lots of

experimental searches for DM in direct [11], indirect [12] and collider signatures [13] have

been conducted, but so far no clear evidence was reported.

In general, the DM can be scalar [14–18], fermion (Dirac or Majorana) [15–22] or vector

state [15, 17, 18, 23]. In this work we focus on a vector model of the DM, whose kinematical

Lagrangian is given as,

LX = −1

4
XµνXµν +

1

2
m2
XX

µXµ , (1)

where Xµ is the massive vector field with mass mX , and Xµν is its field strength. The

Dark Photon (DP) model [24], in which a dark vector state interacts with the SM particles

through a kinematical mixing term εXµνFµν [24, 25], is a representation of this class. The

photon component of the DM can induce decay into charged particles, and can be described

by following effective operator,

O1 = eε ψγµψXµ . (2)

In case of that the above kinematical mixing is the only building block of the DM model, the

mixing parameter ε must be very small (with a typical value ε ∼ 10−10) such that the theory

is consistent with experimental measurements [26–30]. However, such strong constraint can

be released if more new states are involved, for instance the Axion-like particles [31].

On the other hand, the DM can also couple to SM fermions at D5 via magnetic dipole
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interaction (Pauli operator) [32–34],

O2 =
1

2Λ2

ψσµνψXµν , (3)

where ψ is a charged fermion in the SM, and Λ2 is the energy scale parameter. The above

dipole interaction can appear at one-loop level in a UV completed model [32, 33]. Hence

the energy scale Λ2 is at the same order of mass of the heavy particles running in the loop,

which should be a scale of new physics (NP), i.e., Λ2 ∼MNP . In contrast to the photon-like

operator Eq. (2) , whose contribution to cross section of the mono-γ process decreases as

1/s at high energy, the Pauli operator Eq. (3) can initiate the mono-γ signal at a constant

rate. Therefore, on dimensional analysis, significance of the Pauli operator is considerably

larger than the one of the photon-like operator at high energy colliders, as long as the EFT

description is valid. So far, lower bounds on the energy scale Λ2 has not been reported. It

was shown that future muon colliders with center of mass energy (CoM)
√
s = 3 TeV, 10 TeV

are expected to be good experiments to study it [34].

In this paper we study following triple gauge boson couplings,

O3 =
1

Λ2
3

ZµαF
ανXµ

ν , (4)

O4 =
1

Λ2
4

ZµαF
ανX̃µ

ν , (5)

O5 =
1

Λ2
5

W+
µαW

−ανXµ
ν , (6)

O6 =
1

Λ2
6

W+
µαW

−ανX̃µ
ν , (7)

where Fµν , Zµν and W±
µν are field strengths of the photon, neutral and charged weak bosons,

respectively; X̃µν is the dual field strength of the DM, and Λ3,4,5,6 are the energy scale

parameters of the corresponding interactions. Here and after we will call these operators as

DM triple gauge boson couplings (DMTGCs). Due to restriction of Bose statistics, the above

operators can not exist in DMEFT where the DM filed is included before breaking of the

SUW (2)× UY (1) gauge symmetry by the SM Higgs doublet [18]. Similar situation happens

in neutral sector of triple gauge boson interactions within the SM contents [35–37], i.e.,

couplings of γγZ, γZZ, ZZZ [38, 39]. Therefore, signals of such interactions indicate either

that there are somehow enhancement effects in some higher dimensional operators containing

those vertices, or that the NP scale is not so far away from the EW scale, such that the DM
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field can be included effectively after the EW symmetry breaking [40]. The recently reported

anomaly in the W boson mass measurement can be an indication of new physics near the

EW scale [41]. On the other hand, when the DM couples to a SM current which is broken

by the chiral anomaly, Wess-Zumino type interactions between X and the SM gauge bosons

can appear when heavy fermions are introduced to cancel the anomaly [42]. Furthermore, in

case of that X couples to purely right-handed currents [43], the triple interaction XWW will

disappear, and only the coupling XZγ is allowed. Naively, experimental constraints on the

charged sector of the DMTGCs are expected to be stronger, and can be further complicated

if kinematical mixing between the DM and the photon is not neglected. In consideration of

this, we will study this part elsewhere.

In this paper, we focus on the neutral sector of the DMTGCs. We will study the mono-γ

production of X at future e+e− colliders, and our analysis includes photon-like and Pauli

operators, as well as the DMTGCs. In general the vector X can be always invisible at the

colliders by assuming that it couples dominantly to a completely dark sector, even through

its interaction with the SM particles are non-zero. In Sec. II, we study invisibility of the vec-

tor X by assuming that the NP operators are the only available couplings bellow the scale

under consideration, i.e., Λi (or MNP ). This condition can give constraints on the scale

parameters if the vector X is required to be invisible at the detector. In Sec. III, we study

properties of the mono-γ events at e+e− colliders, including its differential cross sections (in

Sec. III A), and beam polarization effects (in Sec. III B). In Sec. IV, we study constraints

on the scale parameters by the BaBar experiment (in Sec. IV A), DELPHE experiment (in

Sec. IV B) and anomalous magnetic dipole moments of the electron (in Sec. IV C). Experi-

mental significances at future colliders, CECP and ILC, are studied in Sec. V. Conclusions

are given in the final section, Sec. VI.

II. INVISIBILITY AT e+e− COLLIDER

In general, final state configuration for probing the DM at colliders depends on its in-

visibility, or its decay width ΓX . If the DM decay with a relatively high rate, then it can

be visible at the detector. The typical decay length of the X in mono-γ process at a CoM

energy
√
s is given as,

LX = γXτX =

√
s

2mXΓX

(
1 +

m2
X

s

)
. (8)
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In case of that mX > 2m` (` = e, µ, τ), the DM can decay into charged lepton pair via the

photon-like and Pauli operators. The corresponding decay widths are given as,

Γ1(X → `+`−) =
mXe

2ε2

12π

(
1 + 2r2`

)√
1− 4r2` , (9)

Γ2(X → `+`−) =
m3
X

24πΛ2
2

(
1 + 8r2`

)√
1− 4r2` , (10)

where r` = m`/mX . The rates of these two channels are roughly at the same order if

eε ∼ mX/Λ2. Since the DMTGC operators, anomalous decay, Z → Xγ, can happen when

mX < mZ , and the corresponding decay width is given as,

Γ3(4)(Z → Xγ) =
m5
Z

144πΛ4
3(4)

(
1 + r2X

)(
1− r2X

)3
, (11)

where rX = mX/mZ . Neglecting the 3-body decay channel, X → Z∗γ → ffγ, then X

decay invisibly. The L3 [44] and DELPHI [45] collaborations at the LEP experiment have

searched for single photons at the Z resonance. and obtain an upper limit on the branching

ratio, BZ→Xγ < 10−6. This bound can exclude a parameter space in the Λ3(4) −mX plane.

We will discuss this in details in Sec. V.

On the other hand, the DMTGC operators can initiate 3-body decays at elementary

particle level, X → Z∗γ → ff̄γ, with fermion f being leptons, neutrinos or quarks. Such

processes are suppressed by m4
X/m

4
Z , hence it is much smaller unless mX is very closer to

mZ . In case of f = q, the 2-body hadronic decay channels X → hγ can give non-trivial

contribution. We will study these hadronic decay channels in a separate work. For this

moment, let us focus on the on-shell two-body decay X → Zγ, which pops up if mX > mZ .

The corresponding decay width is given as,

Γ3(4)(X → Zγ) =
m5
X

144πΛ4
3(4)

(
1 + r2Z

)(
1− r2Z

)3
, (12)

where rZ = mZ/mX . The width is suppressed by a factor of m4
X/Λ

4
3,4.

When we study experimental significance in Sec. V, we will implement all the above

results by requiring its decay length is smaller than a typical value, say LX < 1m or so,

depending on real configuration of the detector.
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III. MONO-γ PRODUCTION

In this section we study the mono-γ signals at e+e− colliders, i.e., the process e+e− → γX.

The representative Feynman diagrams are shown in Fig. 1(a)-1(c). In cases of the photon-like

and Pauli operators, the photon is generated via initial state radiation, while for the DMTGC

operators photon can be produced via a s-channel exchange of a (virtual) Z-boson. The

invisible X results in a missing transverse energy at the detector. The dominant irreducible

SM background is production of single photon in association with a neutrino pair, i.e.,

e+e− → γνν̄. However, different from pair production of fermionic DM (or production of

a single fermionic DM in company with a neutrino), where invariant mass of the missing

momentum has a continuous distribution, it is peaked at mX in our case because there is

only one invisible particle. This can reduce significantly the background, and the efficiency

depends on precisions of momentum measurement of the γ, beam energy spectrum, etc. .

We will consider such effects in Sec. V, where experimental significances of the signals are

studied. On the other hand, one of the advantages of the e+e− collider is that the beam

particles can be polarized. So, before analyzing experimental sensitivities, let us discuss

production properties of the signals, including differential cross section given in Sec. III A,

and beam polarization effects given in Sec. III B.

e+

e−

X

γ

(a)

e+

e−

γ

X

(b)

e−

e+

Z∗

γ

X

(c)

FIG. 1. Feynman diagrams of the mono-γ production at e+e− collider. Fig. 1(a) and Fig. 1(b)

stand for initial state radiations of a photon, and can be induced by the operators Eq. (2) and

Eq. (3) . In constrast, the DMTGC operators, Eq. (6) and Eq. (7) , can generate a photon via

exchange of a (virtual) Z-boson in s-channel, as shown in Fig. 1(c).
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A. Differential and Total Cross Sections

In this section we study total and differential cross section of the signals. In massless

limit of the beam particles, the polarized differential cross sections are given as,

dσ1,±∓
d cos θγ

=
e2ε2

4πs(1− z2X) sin2 θγ

[(
1 + z4X

)(
1 + cos2 θγ

)
+ 2z2X sin θ2γ

]
, (13)

dσ2,±±
d cos θγ

=
1

πΛ2
2(1− z2X)

[(
1− z2X

)2
+ 2z4X + z2X

(
1 + z4X

)
cot θ2γ

]
, (14)

dσ3(4),±∓
d cos θγ

=
e2(gV ∓ gA)2 s (1− z2X)3

64πΛ4
3(4)

[
(1− z2Z)2 + z4Zy

2
Z

][ sin2 θγ +
1

2
z2Z
(
1 + cos2 θγ

)]
, (15)

where zX = mX/
√
s, zZ = mZ/

√
s and yZ = ΓZ/mZ ; θγ is polar angle of the photon

in the Lab. frame where the z-axis is defined along to flying direction of the incoming

electron; σi, λe−λe+ are cross section with helicities λe− , λe+ = ±1 for electron and positron

, respectively. Thanks to spin conservation, the photon-like and DTGC operators can give

non-zero contributions only when λe− = −λe+ , while for the Pauli operator only helicity

combinations with λe− = λe+ survive. In addition, since parity violation of the electroweak

neutral current in the SM, σ+− and σ−+ has a difference depending on product between

vector and axial-vector couplings, i.e., gV gA of the electron (see Eq. (15) ).

We can also see that there are singularities at θγ = 0, π for the photon-like operator, sim-

ilar to the well-known property of the background. Such singularity disappears in channels

induced by the Pauli and DMTGC operators. In order to avoid those kinematical space, we

implement our operators into FeynRules [46], and using MadGraph5 [47] to estimate cross

sections with following kinematical cuts,

∣∣ηγ∣∣ ≤ 3.35, pT,γ > 1 GeV . (16)

Fig. 2(a) shows polar angle distributions of the signal and background with above kinematical

cuts at a typical center of mass energy
√
s = 500 GeV, and for the signal we have set mX = 0,

eε = 0.1, and Λi = 1 TeV for reference. Signal of the photon-like operator is much similar to

the background. However, the Pauli operator possesses a constant polar angle distribution,

as can be seen from Eq. (14) in case of zX = 0. For the DMTGC operators, the two

operators have completely the same distribution, as we can seen from Eq. (15) . However,

signal events are dominated in the central region of the detector. This is completely different
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FIG. 2. Fig. 2(a): normalized distributions of the polar angle of the photon in the CoM frame with

√
s = 500 GeV and mχ = 0 GeV. Fig. 2(b): normalized distributions of the energy of the photon

in the CoM frame with
√
s = 500 GeV. Since Eγ is determined by purely kinematical condition,

distributions of Eγ for the signals are illustrated by the DMTGC operators with mχ = 100 GeV and

mχ = 300 GeV. In addition we have put kinematical cuts
∣∣ηγ∣∣ < 3.35 and pT,γ > 1 GeV in both

plots.

from the background, and results in a higher kinematical selection efficiency. Furthermore,

this property is purely because of transverse part contribution of a spin-1 particle exchanged

in s-channel, and hence is independent on mass of the DM, mX (see Eq. (15) ). The above

polar angle distributions can be used to distinguish the new physics operators, and we will

discuss the detials in Sec. V.

Neglecting practical limitations on experimental measurements, energy of the radiated

photon has a fixed value for the signal. For CoM energy
√
s it is given as,

Eγ =
1

2

√
s

(
1− m2

X

s

)
. (17)

This is determined by purely kinematical conditions, the photon has the same energy Eγ

for all operators. However, photons of the background have a continuous energy spectrum

dominated at soft region, as shown in Fig 2(b). The peak at (1−m2
Z/s)
√
s/2 ≈ 241.7 GeV

is due to the resonant channel e+e− → Z(νν̄)γ. This can introduce a problem for probing

signals when mX is near mZ . The situation gets worse if
√
s � mZ ,mX , in which case

Eγ ∼
√
s/2 for both signals and background. In any case, since energy of the signal is

always peaked at Eγ, background events can be suppressed by a factor of 10−1 to 10−4,

depending on mass of the DM. Nevertheless, Due to Initial State Radiation (ISR) and
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FIG. 3. Fig. 3(a), cross sections of mono-photon productions with respect to center of mass energy

√
s for mχ = 0 GeV, eε = 0.1 and Λi = 1 TeV Fig. 3(b), mass dependences of the total cross

section at
√
s = 500 GeV for eε = 0.1 and Λi = 1 TeV. In addition we have put kinematical cuts∣∣ηγ∣∣ < 3.35 and pT,γ > 1 GeV in both plots.

emission of beamstrahlung photons [48], beam energies are characterized by continuous

spectra. Energy of the photon is hence smeared. In Fig 2(b), distributions of Eγ for O3 are

shown for mX = 100 GeV and 300 GeV. The ISR effect is taken into account by using the

plugin MGISR [49, 50] to the MadGraph. We can see clearly the smearing effect. It turns out

that selection efficiency of the signal is reduced.

Fig. 3(a) and 3(b) show CoM energy and mass dependences of the total cross section,

respectively. we can see that, while cross section of the photon-like operator is dominant

at low energy, and the one of the Pauli operator keeps a constant in the whole range of
√
s, contributions of the DMTGC operators grow quickly with in creasing CoM energy. On

the other hand, cross section of the background is reduced slightly from
√
s = 200 GeV to

√
s = 400 GeV. This behavior closely related to the resonance channel e+e− → Z(νν̄)γ. The

cross section reachs roughly a constant at high energy region. For the DMTGC operators,

the mX dependence shows a normal kinematical suppression at large mass region. However,

for both the photon-like and Pauli operators the distributions show an enhancement as

mX →
√
s. This is due to soft singularity (in massless limit of the incoming electrons), as

can be seen in Eq. (13) and Eq. (14) (there is a factor 1− z2X in the denominator in both

cases).

10



10−3

10−2

10−1

100

101

102
σ
[p
b
]

200 400 600 800 1000 1200 1400 1600 1800 2000√
s [GeV]

mX = 0GeV, eǫ = 0.1, Λ = 1TeV

(Pe− , Pe+) = (+80%, +30%), |ηγ | ≤ 3.35, pT,γ ≥ 1GeV

Bkg.

O1

O2

O3

O4

10−3

10−2

10−1

100

101

102

σ
[p
b
]

200 400 600 800 1000 1200 1400 1600 1800 2000√
s [GeV]

(Pe− , Pe+) = (−80%, −30%), |ηγ | ≤ 3.35, pT,γ ≥ 1GeV

mX = 0GeV, eǫ = 0.1, Λ = 1TeV

Bkg.

O1

O2

O3

O4

10−3

10−2

10−1

100

101

102

σ
[p
b
]

200 400 600 800 1000 1200 1400 1600 1800 2000√
s [GeV]

(Pe− , Pe+) = (−80%, +30%), |ηγ | ≤ 3.35, pT,γ ≥ 1GeV

mX = 0GeV, eǫ = 0.1, Λ = 1TeV

Bkg.

O1

O2

O3

O4

10−3

10−2

10−1

100

101

102

σ
[p
b
]

200 400 600 800 1000 1200 1400 1600 1800 2000√
s [GeV]

(Pe− , Pe+) = (+80%, −30%), |ηγ | ≤ 3.35, pT,γ ≥ 1GeV

mX = 0GeV, eǫ = 0.1, Λ = 1TeV

Bkg.

O1

O2

O3

O4

FIG. 4. Energy dependences of the cross sections with beam polarizations (Pe− , Pe+) =

(+80%,−30%) (top-left panel), (−80%,−30%) (top-right panel), (−80%,+30%) (bottom-left

panel), and (+80%,−30%) (bottom-right panel), respectively. Signals are shown with mX = 0 GeV,

eε = 0.1 and Λi = 1 TeV.

B. Beam Polarization Effects

One of the most advantages of the e+e− collider is that the beam particles can be po-

larized. Since the background contributes mainly through chiral couplings of the SM, par-

ticularly the eνW coupling at high energy region, polarized beams are much help to reduce

the background. The cross section with electron beam polarization Pe− and positron beam

polarization Pe+ are given by,

σ
(
Pe− , Pe+

)
=

1

4

∑
λe− ,λe+=±1

(
1 + λe−Pe−

)(
1 + λe+Pe+

)
σλe−λe+ , (18)

where σλe−λe+ are cross sections with 100% polarizations, and for signals they are given

in Eq. (13) -Eq. (15) . Fig. 4 shows the polarized cross sections with typical polarization

Pe− = ±80% and Pe+ = ±30%. For the background, the cross sections are shown without
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contributions of the resonance channel (e+e− → Z(νν̄)γ), which is less affected by beam

polarizations, and is inessential when Eγ is not closer to EZ
γ . The rest contributions come

from the left-handed charged currents in the SM, the dominant background is σ−+. Hence

σBkg(−80%,+30%) is the largest one, as shown in the bottom-left panel. The other polarized

channels are roughly suppressed by a factor from 0.06 to 0.54. For the Pauli operator,

chirality is fliped in the neutral current, σ±± are the only non-zero contributions. Hence

the largest polarized channels are σ2(±80%,±30%), the others are suppressed by a factor

of about 0.61. In contrast, for both photon-like and DMTGC operators, the non-vanishing

100% polarized cross sections are σ±∓. This property results in the largest contributions

σ1,3,4(±80%,∓30%). Contributions of the other polarization configurations are reduced by

a factor of about 0.61.

IV. CONSTRAINTS FROM e+e− EXPERIMENTS AND ae

In this section we study constraints on the various NP operators by searches at the Bar-

Bar [51] and DELPHI [52] experiments, as well as measurements of the anomalous magnetic

dipole moment of the electron [53, 54]. There are also astrophysical and cosmological con-

straints [42], particularly bounds on the photon-like operator are very strong [31], but we

don’t consider those limits here.

A. BaBar

The BaBar experiment with CoM energy of 10.58 GeV at the PEP-II B-factory has

searched for dark photon by mono-γ events with a total luminosity of 53 fb−1 [51]. A search

for dark photon in the resonance channel [55], e+e− → γX, X → `+`− (` = e, µ) was also

conducted by the BaBar Collaboration. However, exclusion limits in this channel depend

on branching ratio of the decay X → `+`−. Here we re-interpret mono-γ results for the

Pauli and DMTGC operators. The single photon was required to have a polar angle in the

following range,

−0.4 < cos θγ < 0.6 for mX < 5.5 GeV , (19)

−0.6 < cos θγ < 0.6 for mX > 5.5 GeV , (20)
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in the CoM frame. Here mX = 5.5 GeV is the critical value for defining low (mX < 5.5 GeV)

and high mass (mX > 5.5 GeV) regions. In addition, photon is further selected by the cuts

Eγ > 3 GeV and Eγ > 1.5 GeV in the low and high mass regions, respectively. The cuts

Eγ > 3(1.5) GeV are helpful to reduce background, but are useless for signals since the polar

angle requirements have rejected the events with Eγ . 3.86 GeV in the low mass region

and Eγ . 2.27 GeV in the high mass region (with mX < 8 GeV which corresponds to the

maximum searched by the experiment). Hence we will ignore effects of the cuts on Eγ. On

the other hand, as we have seen in Fig. 2(a) that polar angle distributions of the operators

are completely different, therefore, efficiencies of the geometric cuts can be very different.

The BaBar Collaboration used Boosted-Decision-Tree (BDT) based on characteristics of Eγ

and cos θγ to select signals. Here we consider only the effects of the geometric cuts, and are

accounted for by implementing the cuts at generator level. The corresponding acceptance

efficiencies are estimated at selected representative points (ε = εBarBar,mX = mBarBar
X ) on

the 90%C.L. exclusion line of the BaBar. Assuming that the trigger and reconstruction

efficiencies of the photon are the same for all the operators, then for given mass mX =

mBarBar
X , the 90%C.L. lower limits on the energy scales Λi are given as,

Λi ≥
[
σi(Λi = 1 GeV,mX = mBarBar

X )

σ1(ε = εBarBar,mX = mBarBar
X )

]1/κ [
GeV

]
, (21)

where κ = 2, 4 for i = 2, 3(4), respectively; and the cross sections are calculated after the

geometric cuts. Our results will be shown in Sec. V.

B. LEP-DELPHI

Constraints on emission of an invisible graviton from low-scale extra-dimension and su-

persymmetric models were studied by the DELPHI experiment at LEP [52], and has been

re-interpreted as limits on Dark Matter, for instance, in Ref. [56]. The DELPHI data

was obtained with different CoM energies [57], ranging from 180.8 GeVto 209.2 GeV. The

single-photon events were selected by three different triggers: the High density Projection

Chamber (HPC), the Forward ElectroMagnetic Calorimeter (FEMC) and the Small angle

TIle Calorimeter (STIC). Here we focus on the HPC which covers a wider range of Eγ,

45◦ < θγ < 135◦ , 0.06EBeam < Eγ < 1.1EBeam , (22)
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comparing to FEMC and STIC. However, the HPC module has relatively lower trigger

efficiency and worse energy resolution. The trigger efficiency strongly depends on the photon

energy, and is about 52% at Eγ = 6 GeV and above 77% when Eγ > 30 GeV, and reached a

maximum 84% when Eγ ' EBeam. Since energies of the photons generated with parameters

considered in this paper are almostly larger than 20 GeV, we will use a constant trigger

efficiency εTrig = 80% in our analysis. Furthermore, energy of the mono-γ (given by Eq. (17)

) can also be significantly smeared by the energy resolution, particularly for hard photons

(or equivalently smaller mX). It turns out that selection efficiencies of the signals decrease

in the low mX region. In our following analysis, we require |Eγ − Eγ(mX)| < 1 GeV, and

energy dependence of the efficiency due to energy resolution was taken into account by

the systematical uncertainty ±8% [57]. The experimental significances are estimated by

calculating following χ2 function,

χ2 =
∑
i,j

 NSig

(√
si, θj

)√
NBkg+Sig

(√
si, θj

)
+ ∆σ2

Syst ·N2
Bkg

(√
si, θj

)
2

, (23)

where NBkg/Sig/Bkg+Sig

(√
si, θj

)
= Li · εTrig · σBkg/Sig/Bkg+Sig

(√
si, θj

)
are number of events of

the background, signal and summation of the background and signal, respectively; and polar

angle distribution has also been binned in order to enhance the significance, and θj stands

for cj−1 < | cos θγ,j| < cj with cj being the boundary values of the bin. The results will be

discussed in Sec. V.

C. Anomalous Magnetic Dipole Moment

Discrepancy between theoretical prediction and experimental measurements in the mag-

netic dipole moment of the muon has been reported long ago (we refer to Refs. [58, 59]

for recent reviews). Combination of the recent measurements by the FNAL Muon g − 2

experiment [60] and the old BNL result [61] has pushed the discrepancy to a level of 4.2σ.

Implications of this anomaly have been widely studied. In this paper we focus on the anoma-

lous magnetic dipole moment of the electron. Improved measurement of the fine structure

constant by a matter-wave interferometer of cesium-133 atoms [62] shows a 2.4σ tension

with the SM prediction [63],

∆ae ≡ aExpe − aSMe = −(8.8± 3.6)× 10−13 (Berkeley-2018) . (24)
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The important thing is that it has a different sign from the ∆aµ. Even through it is still

suggestive, such a discrepancy challenges theoretical models which try to explain both ∆ae

and ∆aµ simultaneously. However, the most recent atomic physics measurement of αem

using Rubidium-87 atoms implies [53, 54],

∆ae ≡ aExpe − aSMe = +(4.8± 3.0)× 10−13 (LKB-2020) , (25)

which is more than 4σ away from the Berkeley-2018 result. More interestingly, the deviation

is positive, has the same sign with the ∆aµ. Even through experimental uncertainties are at

the same level, it is clear that further improved measurements are necessary to clarify the

discrepancies reported in these two experiments, and consistent experimental results can be

expected in forthcoming years. In following analysis we ignore this sign problem, and use

the result given in Eq. (25) to study constraints on the mixing parameter ε. Contribution

of the photon-like operator to ∆ae is given as [23, 64],

∆aXe =
e2ε2

4π2
r2e FX(re) , (26)

where re = me/mX , and the function FX(re) is given as,

FX(re) =
1

2

∫ 1

0

dx
2x2(1− x)

(1− x)(1− r2ex) + r2ex
, (27)

which is always positive.

V. SIGNIFICANCES AT FUTURE e+e− COLLIDERS

In practical measurement, energy of the photon can be smeared by, for instance, ISR of the

beams and beamstrahlung emission of the photons [67]. In order to avoid overestimation of

the experimental sensitivities, and also to select most of the signal events, the above detector

activity should be taken into account. Take ILC as an example [67], it was shown that nearly

70% of the beam particles have energy lying in the window
∣∣EBeam− 250 GeV

∣∣ ≤ 1 GeV, see

also our simulation results in Fig. 2(b). In following calculations of experimental sensitivity,

we estimate both signal and background events by assuming that the beam energy has

a fixed value
√
s/2, and cross section of the signal is multiplied by an efficiency factor,

εISR = 70%, no matter which collider is under considering. Furthermore, the background

is estimated by collecting all the cross sections as long as energy of the photon lies in the
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window
∣∣EBkg

γ −ESig
γ

∣∣ < 1 GeV. The above simple approximation does not capture all signal

(and also background) information, but much conservative it is. On the other hand, as we

have shown that in Fig. 2(a), polar angle of the photon is much sensitive to the signal, and

hence useful to enhance the experimental sensitivities. In consideration of this, distribution

of the variable cos θγ is divided into 10 bins, and the experimental significance is estimated

by calculating following χ2 function,

χ2 =
∑
i

(
εISR ·NSig

i

)2
NBkg
i + εISR ·NSig

i +
(
εSyst ·NBkg

i

)2 , (28)

where NSig
i and NBkg

i are signal and background events in the i-th bin, εSyst stands for

systematic uncertainty which can reduce the sensitivity significantly as shown in Ref. [68].

We also assume that εSyst = 1% in following calculations. The radiative BhaBha process

can also contribute the background. However such contribution can be significantly reduced

by requiring that there is only one reconstructed BeamCal cluster, as reported in Ref. [67].

So, we will neglect the background coming from radiative BhaBha process.

A. Significances at CEPC

The CEPC experiment is designed to be a Higgs factory [69], but is also relevant for

probing particles and dynamics in dark sector [70]. Three different running modes at the

CEPC have been proposed [69]. In this study we focus on the mode with
√
s = 240 GeV,

in which a total luminosity of 5.6 ab−1 will be accumulated at two interaction points for 7

years of running. There are also other e+e− colliders, for instances, ILC, FCC-ee and CLIC

running at a similar CoM energy. Here we chose the CEPC as a representative one for

probing the operators considered in this paper. In our simulations, following kinematical

cuts are used to estimate the signal significance defined in Eq. (28) ,

pT,γ > 0.5 GeV , |ηγ| < 2.65 . (29)

Fig. 5(a), Fig. 5(b) and Fig. 5(c) show our results for the operators O1, O2 and O3(4),

respectively.

The shaded region in blue represents LX > 0.1m with assumption Br(X → `+`−) = 1.

As we have mentioned, this condition can be released if the particle X decays into dark
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particles. For reference, we also show the contour with LX = 1m in dashed-blue line. The

gray region in the Fig. 5(a) is obtained by data extracted from Ref. [51], and stands for a

90%CL excluded region by the BaBar experiment. The gray region in Fig. 5(b) is obtained

by reinterpreting the same data for the operator O2, based on the method explained in

Sec. IV A. For the operator O3(4), due to suppression of the s/m2
Z , constraint from the

95%CL@CEPC

LX > 0.1m

L
X
=
1m

95%CL@DELPHI
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a e
@
L
K
B
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FIG. 5. Expected sensitivities at 95%CL for the operators O1 (Fig. 5(a)), O2(Fig. 5(b)) and O3(4)

(Fig. 5(c)) at the CEPC with a total luminosity 5.6 ab−1. The shades regions represents constraints

from other experiments, and explained in the text.

BaBar experiment is rather week, and the excluded region is outside of the plot range in

Fig. 5(c). The purple region represents the 1σ bound of ae. We can see that there is still

parameter space, which can account for the ae, but have not constrained by the existing

experiments (if we don’t consider the astrophysical and cosmological constraints).

Based on the method explained in Sec. IV B for the DELPHI experiment, the expected

exclusion regions at 95%CL are shown in cyan. We can see that for the operator O1 the

constraint in low mass region is slightly weaker than the BaBar limit. The reasons are, 1) the

cross section for the operator O1 decreases with respect to CoM energy; 2) total luminosity

of the DELPHI is about a factor of 3 larger than the BaBar’s one. On the contrary, for the

operator O2, DELPHE’s constraint is stronger, because on the one hand cross section of the

signal does not depend on s, and on the other hand more background events are killed by

the much central cut on cos θγ (see Eq. (22) ). We can see that, inn small region of mX ,

constraint on the Pauli operator already reaches to about 60 TeV, and it is about 2 TeV for

the DMTGC operators.
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TABLE I. Polarization configures and the corresponding luminosities studied in this paper.

(Pe− , Pe+) (0, 0) (+80%, 0) (+80%, -30%)

LInt.
[

ab−1
]

4 1.6 1.6

The black-solid lines show the expected 95%CL experimental sensitivities at the CEPC

with an integrated luminosity 5.6 ab−1. The CoM energy of the CEPC is not much higher

than the DELPHE’s one, but the luminosity is about 40 times larger, hence the expected

sensitivity enhanced. For low mass senarios, the mixing parameter can be probed at a level

of 7× 10−4. The operator O2 with an energy scale Λ2 ∼ 600 TeV can be searched for at the

CEPC. Compared to the sensitivities at future Muon collider [34], the CEPC can already

probing most of the parameter space. For the operators O3(4), the 95% sensitivity to Λ3(4)

can reach to 1 TeV in the whole mass region (within the plot range), and it is about 5 TeV

in the low mass region.

B. Significances at ILC

The ILC collider was originally proposed to be run at a CoM energy
√
s = 500 GeV [71],

and recently scenarios with
√
s = 250 GeV and

√
s = 1 TeV [72] were also considered. Here

we focus the the mode with
√
s = 500 GeV, at which data will be collected with a total

luminosity of 4 ab−1. In addition, the H20 running scenario [73], in which both electron

and position beams are polarized, was aiming to optimize the physics performance of the

experiment. In this paper we consider three polarization configurations, which are listed in

the Tab. I. The experimental significances are estimated by applying following kinematical

cuts [67],

pT,γ > 6 GeV , |ηγ| < 2.79 . (30)

Fig. 6(a), Fig. 6(b) and Fig. 6(c) show the 95%CL sensitivities for the operators O1, O2

and O3(4), respectively. The shades regions are the same as the ones shown in Fig. 5(a)-

5(c). For the the operator O1 we can see that, even through the total luminosity of the

ILC is smaller, and the cross section of the signal is reduced, the experimental sensitivity is

enhanced by roughly a factor of 2 for
(
Pe− , Pe+

)
= (0%, 0%). This is due to 1) in low energy
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FIG. 6. Expected sensitivities at 95%CL for the operators O1 (Fig. 6(a)), O2(Fig. 6(b)) and O3(4)

(Fig. 6(c)) at the ILC500. The shades regions are the same as the ones shown in Fig. 5. The

black-dotted, -dashed, -dashdotted lines show cases for
(
Pe− , Pe+

)
= (0%, 0%), (+80%, 0%), and

(+80%,−30%), respectively. The 95%CL line for the CEPC is also show in black-solid line for

reference.

region the background also decreases with respect to s as shown in Fig. 3(a); 2) the stronger

transverse momentum cut kills more background. However, since the background tends to be

a constant at higher s, such enhancement is not expected at colliders with higher CoM energy.

On the other hand, as expected the polarization configuration
(
Pe− , Pe+

)
= (+80%,−30%)

gives better sensitivity. But the enhancement is not so promising, since the projected total

luminosity is 1.6 ab−1 which is smaller than the one of unpolarized scenario by a factor

of more than 2. Because of the same reason, polarized beams can not provide sizable

optimization for the operators O2 and O3(4), as shown in Fig. 6(b) and Fig. 6(c), respectively.

On the other hand, sensitivity to the operator O2 is significantly enhanced at the ILC500,

and reaches to a level of ∼ 103 TeV which is much higher than the expectation at the future

Muon collider [34]. This is due to the distinctive polar angle distribution between the signal

and background, as shown in Fig. 2(a), and hence the background is strongly suppressed by

the stronger cut pT,γ > 6 GeV. Similar enhancement happens for the operator O3(4), but it

is reduced because the cross section depends on Λ−43(4). On the other hand, probing power

in the high mass region is significantly enhanced. The sensitivity at 95%CL can reach to a

level of 7 TeV, which is about 5 times larger then the exclusion limit given by Z → γX at

the LEP and e+e− → γX by the DELPHE in the low mass region.
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VI. CONCLUSION

In summary we studied mono-γ production induced by photon-like, Pauli and DMTGC

operators at future e+e− colliders. We show that, while energy of the photon is purely

determined by kinematics, but polar angle distribution of the photon are very distinctive

for the various operators and the background. Particularly, for the DMTGCs, X and γ are

generated via a s-channel virtual Z-boson, hence photons are dominantly produced in the

central region, as shown in Fig. 2(a). Furthermore, behaviors of the total cross sections

at high energy region are also different. While contribution of the photon-like operator

decreases as 1/s, and the one of the Pauli operator does not depend on s, cross sections for

the DMTGCs grow quickly with respect to s. Hence at high energy colliders the DMTGC

operators are more promising comparing to the Pauli operators.

There were already e+e− experiments that searched for dark particles via the mono-

γ channel. Focus on the BarBar [51] and DELPHI [52] experiments, we re-interpret the

results as constraints on the parameters considered in this work. In small mass region of

mX , constraint from the DELPHI experiment on the Pauli operator already reaches to about

60 TeV, and it is about 2 TeV for the DMTGC operators. We also considered the anomalous

magnetic dipole moment of the electron [53, 54]. We show that there is still parameter

space, which can account for the ae, but have not constrained by the existing experiments

(except for astrophysical and cosmological constraints). We further studied the expected

experimental significance at the CEPC and the ILC. Our results indicate that very high

energy colliders, for instance Muon colliders at 3, 10 TeV, can not give much more profound

limit on the Pauli operators. This is because cross section for the Pauli operator does not

depend on s. The 95% lower limit on Λ2 can reach to 600 TeV at the CEPC, and can be

enhanced to ∼ 103 TeV at ILC500. On the other hand, because production rates induced

by the DMTGC operators grow quickly as increasing s, it is more interesting to search for

signals of the DMTGC at high energy colliders. The expected lower limit of Λ3(4) at 95%CL

is about 5 TeV at the CEPC, and it is about 7 TeV at the ILC500. Possible enhancement by

beam polarization are also studied. However, because of its smaller integrated luminosity,

the bounds on the scale parameters can only be enhanced slightly.
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