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ABSTRACT

We place perturbative unitarity constraints on both the dimensionful
and dimensionless parameters in the Next-to-Minimal Supersymmetric
Standard Model (NMSSM) Higgs Sector. These constraints, plus the
requirement that the singlino and/or Higgsino constitutes at least part
of the observed dark matter relic abundance, generate upper bounds on
the Higgs, neutralino and chargino mass spectrum. Requiring higher-
order corrections to be no more than 41% of the tree-level value, we
obtain an upper bound of 20 TeV for the heavy Higgses and 12 TeV for
the charginos and neutralinos outside defined fine-tuned regions. If the
corrections are no more than 20% of the tree-level value, the bounds are
7 TeV for the heavy Higgses and 5 TeV for the charginos and neutralinos.
In all, by using the NMSSM as a template, we describe a method which
replaces naturalness arguments with more rigorous perturbative unitarity

arguments to get a better understanding of when new physics will appear.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The discovery of the Higgs boson [II, 2] completes the experimentally successful
Standard Model (SM). The SM however cannot account for the observed dark matter
(DM) in the universe. Numerous astrophysical observations require DM to be elec-
trically neutral, colorless, non-relativistic at redshifts of z ~ 3000 and generate the

following relic abundance [3], 4],
Q,h* = 0.1199 £ 0.0027. (1)

DM that was once in thermal contact with the SM is very well motivated [4]. For
thermal DM, the observed relic abundance is correlated with the annihilation cross

section,

5 _01pb-c N g_4 1

Qh" ~ —(av> (ov) ~ Smmi (2)
Griest and Kamionkowski [5] applied unitarity arguments to the annihilation cross
section in order to place an upper bound of 120 TeV on the dark matter mass [6].
In this work, we show how perturbative unitarity arguments can be used to place
bounds, not only on the DM mass, but also on the new particles (“mediators”)
that are associated with the dark matter annihilation and often have SM quantum
numbers. Because of the strength of the thermal dark matter paradigm, we argue the
constraints on the mediators offer the strongest estimate now available for when new
physics that couples significantly to the SM will appear [7]. In addition, we want to
use our methodology to place stronger bounds on the dark matter mass. In this work,
we use the Next-to-Minimum Supersymmetric Standard Model (NMSSM) [8H10] as

a template to implement our philosophy.

Throughout the development of the SM, perturbative unitarity arguments have

reliably answered the question of when is new physics going to appear. For example



in Fermi effective theory, perturbative unitarity is violated around 350 GeV. New
physics in the form of the W and Z bosons (at 80 and 90 GeV, respectively) rescued
the theory from becoming strongly coupled. Moreover without the SM Higgs boson,
the SM violates perturbative unitarity around 1.2 TeV [I1], 12]. The Higgs boson
prevented WW scattering from becoming strongly coupled. Applying perturbative
unitarity arguments to models of new physics is often not as straightforward as these
SM cases. In most models of new physics beyond the Standard Model, there are many
new particles, masses and couplings. In order to constrain models of new physics, we
employ several low-energy observables as constraints. In this work, we show how the
relic abundance constraint as well as the requirement of having the measured Higgs
mass can be used in concert with perturbative unitarity arguments to set bounds.
We note there is a deeper connection between perturbative unitarity and a consistent
theory of thermal dark matter. When the dark matter mass is large and near the
perturbativity bounds, the couplings in the annihilation cross section are by definition
large. Thus, while annihilating to set the relic abundance while falling out of thermal
equilibrium, the dark matter is often confining to form bound states. These bound
states transform trivially under the dark matter stabilization symmetry and are rarely
stable over the lifetime of the universe. Thus, dark matter theories that are near or
violate the perturbative unitarity bounds are often inconsistent with observation of

the dark matter relic abundance.

The NMSSM provides a compelling framework to implement our philosophy. It
naturally explains the observed SM Higgs mass [I}, 2], provides a viable dark mat-
ter candidate, features gauge coupling unification and solves the hierarchy prob-
lem [13[14]. We focus on the NMSSM Higgs sector. To date, none of the new particles
predicted by the NMSSM or any new physics model have been found. Within the
particle physics community, this has cause a reconsideration of naturalness, the dom-
inant explanation of when new physics will be bound. In this work, we aim to provide

an alternative to naturalness as a mean to estimate new particle masses.



In the following, we first provides an overview of the NMSSM Higgs sector. Sec-
tion 3 details our perturbative unitarity constraints on NMSSM Higgs sector. Sec-
tion 4 discusses our relic abundance constraints. Our results are given in Section 5.

We conclude in Section 6.

II. THE NMSSM

This section provides a brief overview of the NMSSM, using the notations intro-

duced in [I4]. The NMSSM superpotential is given by:
A S o 1
Wiarssy = Yl (QTeHy) — yadp(QF e Hy) — yollh (LT eHy) + NS (H T e Hy) + 5/@53. (3)

Here € is the SU(2) invariant antisymmetric tensor with the non-zero components
given by €19 = 1,697 = —1. We will restrict our discussion to the scalar Higgs,
charged higgsino, and neutralino sectors. The winos, binos and squarks will be treated
as decoupled. We will work with tree-level expressions. Our analysis will not be

significantly altered by including loop corrections.

A. Scalar Higgs Sector

The scalar part of the Higgs potential has three contributions: the F-term (Vg),
D-term (Vp), and soft SUSY breaking terms (Vy,p). We assume no CP-violation in

the Higgs sector so all the couplings are real.

V=V +Vp+ Viops (4)
Vie = NP2ISJ? (HEH, + HiHG) + NHE eHy) + <822,
1 1 2
Vb = Sgsl HiHal* + S (g7 + 63) (HZHU - H;Hd> ,
1
Veoft = m%,qu:Hu + m%,dH;Hd +mz|S|* + ()\AA(H;‘;EHd)S + gﬁA,@S?’ + c.c) )



Here g, and g, are the U(1)y and SU(2) coupling constants respectively. The fields

can be parameterized as follows:

1
—2 (Ud + hd + iad) HJ

Hy= | V2 o= 1 |
d Hy ’ v — (vy + hy +iay) | (5)

1 :
S:ﬁ(vs—i—hs—l—zas). (6)

The CP-even fields hg, hy, hs are the scalar Higgses, with vacuum expectation values
(VEV) vy, vg and v, respectively. The Higgs sector also includes three CP-odd fields
ay, aq and as and two charged fields H and H,;. Before electroweak symmetry

breaking (EWSB), the free parameters of the Higgs NMSSM potential are
Aa K, A)\) AH: m%{w m%{u) m%’ (7)

EWSB requires the Higgs potential to have a global minimum when the Higgs fields
H,, H; and S are at their respective VEVs v,, vy and v,. The vacuum expectation
values of the fields must sit at the minimum of the Higgs potential for a successful
electroweak symmetry breaking. Evaluated at the vevs, the partial derivatives of the
potential with respect to each of the six fields must be zero giving rise to what are
called the tadpole conditions. The stationary condition of the potential with respect

to the pseudoscalars gives the following conditions:

m2 _ 2_2/\_2 2 1.2 _1 2 2 E A t
=~ gzmzsm (B) Qchos( B)+ /\N"‘ x ) tan(/3),
/\2 1 K
my, = —p’ — 2?7”22 cos” () + §mQZ cos(28) + p <X'“ + A*) cot(6),

)\2 K A KR
2 =" mZ =2+ 27 sin(28) + 2 sin(28) | — ~
m ngZ( + )\Sln( B) + p sin(20) )\H<

K

AquAm),



where 1 = v,/ V2. These VEVs have to be such that
v2 403 = 0? (8)
where v is the SM Higgs VEV| defined as
v = 246 GeV (9)
Defining an angle 3 such that
v, = vsin Vg = vcos (10)
the EWSB constraints then bring the number of free parameters down to six.
A, Kk, Ay, Al tanf,  p. (11)

After EWSB, the W* and Z gauge bosons acquire longitudinally polarized compo-
nents by eating the Goldstone bosons of the up and down Higgses, G° and G*. The
NMSSM scalar Higgs sector is then composed of three scalar CP-event Higgses h,, hq
and s, two CP-odd pseudoscalar Higgses a and ag, and one charged Higgs H*. The
fields @ and H¥ are such that

ag cosf3 sinf 0 GY
a, | = | —sinf cosf 0 a (12)
Qs 0 0 1 Qs
and
H,)* cos 3 si G*
Haom ) _ gosing . (13)
HF —sin 3 cosf3 H*

However, at very high energies, the Goldstone Boson Equivalence Theorem



(GBET) tells us that the couplings of W* and Z are equal to the couplings of the
corresponding Goldstone bosons. In our study, at high center of mass energies, it will

then be sufficient to work with ag4, a, (HE, (H])*), or G° (G%) in place of Z° (W*).

B. Scalar Masses

The Higgs potential shown in includes mixing terms for both the scalars and

the pseudoscalars. The pseudoscalar mass matrix in the (a, a,) basis is

2 K \f)\
M2 _ Slnl;ff (A’\ + X'u> (A - _'u) (14)
T\ Py (A - Z) M (/j: &) sin28 — %A
In the (hg, hy, hs) basis, the matrix elements of the scalar mass matrix are
M =m3 cos2ﬂ+u< +A,\) tan 3, (15)
M 4y =mysin® B+ p (X + Ay ) cot ﬁ,
4/{2 )\2 Aym

A1 , K

MI%,12 =2 (? - Z) msin 2 — p <XMA)\) )
2v2\ 22 2

Mh — %MWZ cos 3 — \/_gmz (AA + Tﬁu) sin f3,

2v/2\ V2 m
g

Mh 93 = T,umz sin 8 —

(A,\ + 2;;;) cos 3.

The NMSSM Higgs sector then includes three scalar mass eigenstates hy, hs, hg,

two pseudoscalar mass eigenstates a; and a, and one charged mass eigenstate H™.

In this paper, we require the lightest CP-even Higgs mass eigenstate to be the
125 GeV Higgs boson mass measured at the LHC in 2012 [I], 2]. This additional con-

straints allows us to fix one of the parameters shown in and brings the number of



free parameters down to five. This is achieved by solving the characteristic equation,

Det[M}? — m3I] = 0 for A,. Now there are only 5 independent parameters left,

)\7 K, A)m tanﬂa M- (16)

Since we operate at tree-level, the NMSSM Higgs sector parameters further obeys

the constraint

mil <mj <c082(2ﬁ) +

2|A{25m2(25))

g+ g3

which leads to a lower bound on A

A= 0.8. (18)

Rotation by § also rotates the charged Higgses, ((H;)*, H;") into the Goldstone
boson w' that gets eaten by the W* boson and the physical charged Higgs H™.

H;)* cos 3 sin wt
() \ _ [ cosp sing | o)
HY —sin 3 cos 3 H*
The mass of the charged Higgs mass eigenstate given by
2)2 2u K
2 2 2
Mg+ = mW — ?mz + m (A)\ + X,u) . (20)

The charged particles, w™ and H~ are the conjugates of the above.

C. Neutralino Sector

The neutral SU(2) x U(1) gauginos B and W3 generally mix with the higgsi-

nos ]:Iu, I:Id and the singlino S. The 5 x 5 neutralino mass matrix in the basis



(B°, W3, HY, HY,S), is then

M, 0 —CcgsSwmyz  SgSwmyz 0
0 M, cgCwmy  —SgCymy 0
Mg = | —cgswmyz  cpewmy 0 — I —Avy (21)
SgSwimyz —SgCwmyz — 0 — Ay
0 0 A\, —\g 2k,

Since we decouple the winos and binos, we need only to consider the 3 x 3 Hig-

gsino/singlino block of this mixing matrix

0 —l =y,
M;(O = — 0 —)\Ud (22)
—\vy, —Avg V250,

Besides the neutralinos, the NMSSM also includes two charginos (:“1% whose squared

masses are
9 2 _ Ly oo 2
$\/(M22 + p? +2m%,)? — 4(uMsy — m, sin 2ﬁ)2> (24)

Decoupling the winos only leaves one chargino, the charged Higgsino H*, whose mass

18
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D. The heavy limit

Cases of particular interest in our study are configurations where

ILL,A)\,A,{ > . <26)

In these cases, the scalar and fermion mass spectra simplify considerably. In par-
ticular, the mixing between the Higgs/Higgsino and singlet/singlino sectors becomes

negligible. The masses of the non-decoupled scalar particles then become

mj, = 125GeV (27)
21 K
mig = mgl = m?ﬁ[i = Sln(25> (X,u + A)\) (28)
K> K K
i, = Ag i Awppmg, = =35 A, (29)

while the fermion masses are
mg?:mﬁgzmgi:,u mS,:_ (30)

Since A ~ O(1), the NMSSM Higgs sector in the heavy limit has the three following

characteristic scales

1y At /A (31)

The energy scale p has a crucial role since it sets the energy scale of the fermionic
sector and is involved in all the scalar and pseudoscalar Higgs masses. Notably, in

order for the scalar sector to be much heavier than the fermion sector, we would need

Ay>p or A > . (32)
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We will show later in this paper that these regions of parameter space are tightly

constrained by unitarity.

ITI. VACUUM CONSTRAINTS

The Higgs potential shown in generally has a large number of minima. Requir-
ing the EWSB vacuum shown in to be stable — deeper than all the other vacua —

provides preliminary constraints on the 5 parameters in ([16]).

At the EWSB vacuum, the Higgs potential takes the following value

\2 mysin?28  micos?2B

where,

— K2 2 K 1
Voin = F/f‘ + gﬁAﬁug + ﬁmé/ﬁ (34)

Although the Higgs potential cannot be analytically minimized, five different
classes of vacua other than the EWSB vacuum can be identified, as shown in [15].

These are

|Hy| = [Ha| = [S] =0

|Hy| = |Hq| #0 and |S| =0

[Ho| # 0 and [Hi = |S] = 0

|Hy| # 0 and |H,| =S| =0

S| # 0 and |H,| = [Hq4| = 0.

In our study, we locate the minima in these directions and require the EWSB vacuum

to be deeper than any of these vacua. A more complete search for the global minima
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of the NMSSM Higgs potential using algebraic approaches is done in [16]. They found
that for both CP violating and CP conserving Higgs potential, a large part of the
parameter space is eliminated when the EWSB minimum is required to be a global

minimum.

IV. CONSTRAINTS FROM PERTURBATIVE UNITAR-
ITY

One fundamental constraint on the SM and on models of new physics is the fact
that all the scattering amplitudes in the theory must be unitary. Applying this
unitarity criterium on the NMSSM Higgs sector would allow to constrain not only

the dimensionless couplings A and x but also ratios of energy scales.

A. Overview of unitarity

When a scattering takes place, the evolution of the different states from ¢t = —oo
(incoming) to t = +oo (outgoing) is described by the scattering S-matrix. This matrix

is usuallty decomposed in function of a T-matrix such as
S=1+:1T. (35)

In this study, we focus on two-to-two scattering processes, where the scattering ampli-
tudes can be expressed in function of the center of mass energy /s and the scattering
angle 6. For these processes and for a given initial state (i| and final state |j), the

matrix element (f|7|i) is related to the scattering amplitude M; through

(fIT i) = (2m)"0" (py — pi) M i(V/5, cos ), (36)
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Requiring that S should be unitary leads to a non-trivial constraint on the T-matrix.
STS=1 = —i(T-TH=T'T (37)

For a given initial state (i| and final state |f), the matrix element (f|T|i) can be

computed using Feynman rules
(fITVi) = (2m)*6 (o — i) Trs- (38)

then becomes

— <7; ~To =Y an) . (39)
Going further requires simultaneously diagonalizing both sides of . This can be

performed by decomposing the 7;; matrix into its angular momentum eigenstates.

For two-to-two scattering, these eigenstates are given by

1 )\‘1/4)\1/4 1
7:;](\/5) = / d(cos 0)T;;(v/s, cos ) P (cos 0). (40)
2 167s ),

where the \(z,y, z) = 2% + y? + 22 — 22y — 2yz — 222 are phase space factors. For
each of the 7;37 components, simultaneously diagonalizing both sides of gives

~i(T = T) =) T T (41)

n

which leads to the following requirement on the eigenvalues of 7

2T = |T/[". (42)
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Argand diagram

Exact Matrix Element

1 v =Re T}
2

FIG. 1: The Argand circle. In unitary theories, the eigenvalues of the exact partial-wave

components of the scattering matrix, ’7;;] , must lie on this circle.

This identity is known as the optical theorem. Decomposing the right hand side of
into real and imaginary part leads to the following identity

2
(Re’];;])2 + (Imf{ — %) = —. (43)

Geometrically, 1} means that the eigenvalues of 7 lie on a circle of center (O, %)
and radius R = % —the Argand circle— in the complex plane. This identity is illustrated
on Fig. . It is important to note that applies to the exact scattering matrix
elements. In perturbation theory, the 77 matrices can be computed only up to a

finite loop order. These approximated 77 generally do not lie on the Argand circle.

B. Perturbativity and Unitarity

In a unitary theory, the eigenvalues of all the scattering matrices must lie on the
Argand circle. Since this requirement only applies to the fully resummed scatter-

ing amplitudes, it is in general impossible to directly apply it. However, Shuessler
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— J
y =Im7T;
Argand diagram
*o, Nth-loop
412 A
: -
Tree Level r=ReT;]

FIG. 2a: Tree-level value of the eigenvalues of 77. The arrows show how the loop
corrections bring the eigenvalues of 77 closer to the Argand circle.

and Zeppenfeld [17] have given a useful prescription to set unitarity bounds based
on tree-level scattering amplitudes with the further assumption that the theory is

perturbative.

Tree-level scattering amplitudes are not subject to the unitarity requirement of
. In fact, as shown in Fig. , since they are real, they have to lie on the x-axis
in the complex plane and never reach the Argand circle. The loop corrections then
play a crucial role in unitary theories. As shown in Fig. 2a] they bring the scattering
amplitudes closer and closer to the Argand circle, often following a circuitous route.
Fig. [2blshows the most optimistic case, in which the loop corrections take the shortest

possible path to the circle and are therefore minimal.

In the optimistic case shown in Fig. 2b] the size of the loop corrections can be
straightforwardly computed using simple geometric arguments. The relative amount

of loop corrections with respect to the tree-level value is given by

i t,iree [\/ (7 ’”ee)z + 411 - %] (44)

J,exact J tree
Ti =Ty

Jtree

a =




~ 16

Argand diagram

T :Re’f;{

FIG. 2b: Optimistic case where the loop corrections take the shortest route to the Argand
circle. The orange point is the tree-level value of the 7 eigenvalue considered.

The ratio a represents the minimal relative amount of loop corrections needed to
unitarize a given theory. Since it assumes that the loop corrections take the most

direct route to the circle, this estimate is conservative.

If a is close to one and the theory is not perturbative. Computing scattering
amplitudes at tree-level thus allows to estimate when perturbativity is broken in a

unitary theory.

Setting a maximal a, beyond which perturbativity is broken, introduces some
amount of arbitrariness in our approach. This arbitrariness is however limited. The

following two requirements
a<41% and a<20% (45)
correspond respectively to requiring

1 1
ﬁf’tree(s)‘ < 3 and T

T (s)| <
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These requirements hold for all center of mass energies y/s. We show results for these

two cases.

Although our study focuses on the NMSSM, the approach outlined here is universal
and only assumes that the theory considered is unitary and perturbative. Once a

maximal ratio ay., is chosen, upper bounds on the tree-level scattering amplitudes

can be derived from for any type of model.

C. Pole handling

Sec. [V B outlined a conservative and universal approach to derive perturbativity
requirements in unitary theories. These requirements can be enforced by setting upper
bounds on the eigenvalues of the tree-level scattering matrices, as shown in (46)).
Since these bounds hold for all /s, the approach that would lead to the strongest
constraints would be to scan over /s and apply to the maximal |7;/"
given initial state (i| and final state |j), a general tree-level scattering matrix element

looks like

. For a

—m2 —m2 —m2
s —m: t—ms uw—mg;

7;]‘ _ A4*point 4 Z ‘Afb + Z A; + Z Ag (47)

where the A are constants and the m,, are the masses of the different propagators.
Far from s,t or u-channel poles, the amplitudes are well-behaved and can be
straightforwardly applied. In the regions near the poles, however, imaginary contri-
butions to the scattering amplitudes need to be taken into account. These imaginary
contributions in general prevent both sides of from being simultaneously diag-
onalizible and the approach shown in Sec. [V B|is no longer valid. When scanning
over 4/s, regions near the poles then need to be treated with care. Our approach for

handling the poles is outlined in the appendix.
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FIG. 3: Isocontours of the largest eigenvalue of the s-wave scattering matrix 7° in
function of A and x for \/s — 0o. The blue and red contours are the upper bounds on A
and k for amax = 20 and 41% respectively.

D. Unitarity in the NMSSM Higgs sector

We now apply the procedure outlined in the previous sections to the NMSSM
Higgs sector, focusing on two-to-two scalar scattering. The states we consider in this
study are neutral pairs of CP-even scalars. We consider only the J = 0 partial-
wave components of the scattering matrices, which are expected to give the strongest

unitarity bounds.

1. /s — oo limit

A simple preliminary study can be performed by computing the scattering amplitudes

for s — oo. In this case, the s, ¢t and u-channels vanish and the contributions to
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the amplitude entirely come from four-point interactions. The parameters that are
constrained by unitarity in this limit are therefore the dimensionless couplings A and
k. A similar procedure has been performed in the SM by [I1} 12] and has allowed to
set an upper bound on the Higgs quartic coupling, and therefore on the SM Higgs

mass.

Since the s — oo amplitudes do not involve propagators, we can work in the

interaction eigenbasis. We therefore consider the following 15 CP-even scalar pairs.

|CP+> = {hdhd, hdhua hdhsa huh’ua huh57 hshs> Aqad, AqQy,, AdQs, AyQqy, Ayds, Asls,
Hy Hy* HPH VN2(Hy Y + Hy H)} (48)

The strongest constraints will come from the 11 x 11 upper block of this CP-even

matrix. This block is shown in Appendix [B]

We could further consider h;h; — xx or a;a; — XX, where x is dark matter or
other fermionic particle. However, the dominant contribution to these scatterings
occurs for J = 1 partial waves. Since our study focuses on S-wave scattering, we do

not take fermion scattering into account in our study.

The eigenvalues of the s-wave scattering matrix 7° have to be computed numeri-
cally. Fig. 3| shows isocontours of the largest eigenvalue of 70 in function of X and x.

For the values of a,.x that we use, the bounds on these dimensionless couplings are

ANES3 for amax = 41% (49)
M <2 for amax = 20% (50)
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FIG. 4: Feynman diagrams contributing to the scalar scattering matrix

2. /s finite

To put unitarity constraints on the trilinear couplings A, and A,, we need to evaluate
the partial wave scattering amplitudes for finite v/s. For a process of the form ¢;;¢;2 —
@102, the different types of diagrams contributing to the scattering amplitudes are
shown in Fig. 4l Recall that the general form of the total amplitude for two-to-two

scattering processes is

. A® At A
,ﬁj:A47pomt+zs_:n%_'_Zt_:n%—i_zu_:n% (51)

The s, t and u-channel contributions to the amplitude are then expected to constrain

ratios of scales such as A3 /s or A2 /s.
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Here, we use the following 15 CP-even pairs of scalar mass eigenstates

‘CP+> = {hihy, hihg, hohg, hihs, hohs, hhs, 22, zay, zaz, ara1, arag, azas (52)
wtw, HYH™ 1/V2 (Hw™ + H—w+)} (53)

Here, the w® and z particles are the Goldstone bosons associated to the longitudinal

components of the W+ and Z bosons.

Fig. |5/ shows the evolution of the largest eigenvalue of 70 at tree-level in function of
\/s. Due to the large number of scalars in our model, the amplitudes have numerous
s-channel poles. To avoid running into s, t and u-channel singularities of the tree-level

amplitudes, we follow the procedures outlined in Sec. [V C|

The value of /s that maximizes the 7° eigenvalues is in the result of a compro-
mise between including more entries in the scattering matrix —being above all the
thresholds— and having large s, ¢t and u-channel contributions. The resulting optimal
value generally lies right behind the threshold corresponding to the heaviest scalar

pair of the model

V/ Sthreshold = 27nheaviest~ (54)

We found that computing unitarity constraints at

V Smax = \/gmheavy (55)

constrains the parameter space as well as actually maximizing 7;? over s. The optimal
/s is them of the same order as the heaviest scalar mass of the model. In Sec. , we
showed that, in the heavy limit, the NMSSM scalar Higgs masses are combinations of
the scales p, /Ay and /A, pu. By constraining the ratios A3 /s and A? /s, unitarity

bounds at s = sy then effectively constrain the ratios Ay/p and A, /p.
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FIG. 5: Absolute value of the largest eigenvalue as a function of /s (TeV) for a parameter
point with A = 0.8396, k = 2.3410, Ay = —6814.50 GeV, A,, = —4364.70 GeV, 3 =
0.868950, 4+ = 8415.30 GeV. The mass of the heaviest scalar particle is 45.83 TeV. The
divergences appear when an intermediate particle goes on shell in the s-channel. The
grayed zone is not taken into account in the scans.

Perturbativ unitarity constraints allow us to set upper bounds on the dimensionless
couplings A and &, but also on the ratios Ay/p and A, /p. Setting an upper bound on
1 would then bound all the scales in the theory. Since p appears only in the particle
mass terms, an additional constraint other than unitarity is required to fully anchor

the mass spectrum of the NMSSM Higgs sector.

V. CONSTRAINTS ON THERMAL DARK MATTER

In order to set an upper bound on the mass scales Ay, A, and u, our perturbative
unitarity constraints need to be supplemented by an additional requirement. We
require the NMSSM Higgs sector to have thermal Dark Matter candidate, which is in
general a mixed Higgsino/singlino state. In the following, we require DM relic density

to be smaller than or equal to the current measured value, equation (1).
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It is possible that the observed dark matter in the universe is multi-component
and is composed of, e.g., non-thermal axions. Multiple contributions to the DM
relic abundance means the NMSSM neutralinos must annihilate more efficiently so
the total relic abundance matches equation . This larger annihilation cross section
means larger couplings, if all of the other parameters in the cross section are the same.
Thus, our perturbative unitarity bounds would be violated at lower scales than the
ones presented in this paper. See [7] as an example of this for a non-supersymmetric

Higgs portal.

A. Unitarity and Relic Abundance

In order to reach a low relic density, DM needs to efficiently annihilate to SM
particles. The annihilation channels in the MSSM are shown in Fig. [6] There involve
only SM weak couplings. The higher the DM mass is, however, the more it needs
to annihilate in order to have a low enough relic density. Since the couplings of the
diagrams in Fig. [0] are fixed in the MSSM, there is an upper bound on how heavy the
DM can be. This upper bound is around 1.1 TeV for MSSM Higgsinos [18].

In the NMSSM, however, additional annihilation channels, shown in Fig. [7] open
for Higgsino/singlino DM. The couplings associated to these channels are proportional
to A and k. These couplings are not fixed and can therefore be large enough to
allow multi-TeV DM particles to have the correct relic density. Since dimensionless
couplings have to remain perturbative, a general model-independent upper bound on
the DM mass can still be set by requiring all couplings to be less then 47. This bound,
computed in [5], is of about 120 TeV. In our study, however, the unitarity criteria
detailed in Sec. [V] set much tighter bounds on A and k. Using these bounds would

then allow to significantly improve the bound on the DM mass set in [5].

As shown in Sec. [T, the DM mass in the heavy limit is O(p). Setting a bound

on the DM mass using relic density would then amount to set an upper bound on
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p. Using the unitarity constraints from Sec. |[[V| would then allow to fully anchor the
mass spectrum in our model.

X

/

)Z? 4

FIG. 6: Dark Matter annihilation diagrams to gauge bosons through a

\T

chargino/neutralino. The corresponding amplitudes are proportional to the SM weak
couplings.

FIG. 7: s-channel Dark Matter annihilation diagrams through scalar and pseudoscalar
Higgs bosons in the NMSSM. The corresponding amplitudes are proportional to a
combination of the A and x quartic couplings.

B. Possible loopholes

Combining unitarity and relic density constraints allows to set upper bounds on
the A, and pu scales for most of the parameter configurations. In some regions of the
parameter space, however, the DM annihilation rate is strongly enhanced even when
the A and k couplings are small. In these regions, the bounds set by unitarity and

relic density will be considerably loosened. These regions are, however, narrow and
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well-defined parts of the parameter space, resulting from a significant fine-tuning of

the NMSSM parameters.

a. s-channel resonances If the DM mass is half the mass of one of the neutral
Higgses, the annihilation cross section will receive large contributions from s-channel
resonant diagrams. To quantify how close one is to the s-channel resonant regions,

one can use the fine-tuning parameter R;, defined as

2 — my,
R= maxi‘ DM T V| (56)
mpg.

k3

R is positive and goes to zero in the Higgs funnel regions. Our bounds will not apply

in parameter regions with small value of R.

b. t-channel resonances In both the NMSSM and the MSSM, DM can annihilate

in the ¢t-channel to two W bosons with an intermediate chargino. For

MpwM — McChargino ™~ Mw=+ (57)

resonant annihilation occurs. In our model, the neutralino mass is either smaller than
or equal to the chargino mass and so such ¢-channel resonant annihilations never take

place.

c. Sommerfeld enhancement In certain cases, the annihilating DM particles
form bound states before annihilating. Such bound states are formed through ladder
diagrams like the one shown in Fig.[8l This non-perturbative process can significantly
enhance the DM annihilation cross section and relax the bounds set by relic density.
In the MSSM for example, it increases the upper bound on the wino mass by a factor

of two [I8]. The magnitude of the Sommerfeld enhancement factor depends on the
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sizes of the following parameters

Ev:l<9)7 65:1 20 %:l(%) (58)

aV mpy’ a \'my

where v is the DM velocity, « is the fine-structure constant of the interaction at
play in the ladder diagram and mg is the mass of the mediating particles —the W
bosons in Fig. [§ § is the mass splitting between DM and the intermediate particle
in the ladder diagram —so the chargino in Fig. [§f The Sommerfeld enhancement
is significant only if €,,€5,€, S 1. For multi-TeV DM, €,,e4 ~ 0. The size of the
Sommerfeld enhancement will then depend on the Higgsino-Singlino or the Higgsino-
Chargino mass splittings. The former is larger than a few GeV at tree-level in most
of the parameter space. The latter usually receives large one-loop contributions from
stops and sbottoms in the full NMSSM. Therefore, in most of the parameter space,

€5 2 1 and Sommerfeld enhancement can be neglected.

FIG. 8: Example of a ladder diagram contributing to the Sommerfeld enhancement for
Higgsino DM annihilation.

C. Direct Detection

In the MSSM, there is no tree-level contribution to the spin-independent direct
detection (DD) cross section for Higgsino Dark Matter. In the NMSSM, however,
Higgsino/Singlino states can scatter against up and down quarks through the dia-
grams shown in Fig. [0, which give a non-zero spin-independent DD cross section. For

heavy DM, these diagrams are strongly suppressed by the sine of the mixing angle
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between the doublet and singlet scalar states. Future direct detection experiments

like XENONI1T, though, would still be able to reach part of the light DM regions.

FIG. 9: Tree-level diagrams contributing to the spin-independent direct detection
cross-section for Higgsino/Singlino DM. The associated cross sections are mixing angle
suppressed.

VI. RESULTS

We scan uniformly over the five-dimensional NMSSM parameter space using the

following scan bounds

A, |k] <4, and |ul,|A\] < 40 TeV. (59)

A, is fixed by requiring one of the Higgs mass eigenstates to be at 125 GeV. We then

select points of the parameter space using the following requirements

e No tachyonic masses
e Stable EWSB vacuum
e Unitary scattering amplitudes

e Relic density lower than the current measured value
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e Direct detection cross section lower than the current LUX bounds [19].

The unitarity bounds are computed for both ay., = 41% and ap. = 20%. The
tree-level scattering amplitudes are evaluated at /s = V5 Migeaviest.  Relic densities
and spin-independent direct detection cross sections are computed using MicrOmegas
[20]. The maximal value of the relic density is taken to be the value measured by

Planck [3] plus three sigma
Qe < 0.1199 + 0.0027 (60)

Figs [10} [11] [12] and [14] show the points of the parameter space that survive
all the cuts for ap.x = 41%. These figures also show the projected reach of the
XENONIT experiment. The yellow points are points that would be within the reach
of XENONIT while the blue points will be outside the reach of the experiment. In
order to separate between the bulk of the parameter space and the s-channel resonant
regions, Figs 10| to [12| show the fine-tuning parameter R, defined in versus the
masses of the DM, the charged Higgs and the heaviest CP-even Higgs respectively.
Outside the resonant region, the bound on the DM mass is of about 12 TeV, so one
order of magnitude larger than the bound shown in [5]. The upper bounds on the
charged Higgs mass and the heaviest CP-even Higgs mass are about a factor of two

larger, around 20 and 25 TeV respectively.

Figs [13| and [14] respectively show |A,| versus |u| and |A,| versus |u| for points

outside the resonant regions. Points are considered outside the resonant regions if
R > 10%. (61)

Fig. [14] that shows |A,| versus |u| is particularly striking. Here, vacuum constraints
favors regions of the parameter space where the ratio A,/u is well-defined. With the

amax = 41% unitarity criterium, typical Ay /u ratios are no larger than about 2.
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FIG. 10: R fine-tuning factor versus the DM mass for the points passing the unitarity and
relic density constraints for amax = 41%. The yellow points represents points that are
within the reach of XENONI1T while the blue points are expected not to be seen by the
next generation of DM direct detection experiments.

- - — )
0.7 R=10%|]
— 20 TeV

10 15 20 25 30 35 40

FIG. 11: R fine-tuning factor versus the mass of the charged Higgs for the points passing

the unitarity and relic density constraints for ama.x = 41%. The yellow points represents

points that are within the reach of XENONI1T while the blue points are expected not to
be seen by the next generation of DM direct detection experiments.
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FIG. 12: R fine-tuning factor versus the heaviest CP-even Higgs mass for the points
passing the unitarity and relic density constraints for amax = 41%. The yellow points
represents points that are within the reach of XENONI1T while the blue points are
expected not to be seen by the next generation of DM direct detection experiments.

|A, | (TeV)

FIG. 13: |A,| versus |u| for the non-resonant points passing the unitarity and relic density

constraints for amax = 41%. The yellow points represents points that are within the reach

of XENONIT while the blue points are expected not to be seen by the next generation of
DM direct detection experiments.
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FIG. 14: |A,| versus || for the non-resonant points passing the unitarity and relic density

constraints for aymax = 41%. The yellow points represents points that are within the reach

of XENONIT while the blue points are expected not to be seen by the next generation of
DM direct detection experiments.

Figs[15] [16], [17] [18] and [19] show the same plots as Figs [10]to [14] but for am., = 20%.
Figs to show R versus the DM, charged Higgs and heaviest CP-even Higgs

masses respectively. Figs [18 and [19| respectively show |A,| versus |p| and |A,| versus
|pt| for non-resonant points. The upper bound on the DM mass outside the resonant
regions is now of about 7 TeV, so tighter than with the ay., = 41% unitarity criterium.
With the new, tighter, unitarity criterium, the upper bound on the heaviest Higgs

mass gets much stronger and is now of about 10 TeV.

This significant drop in the Higgs mass bound can be understood by noticing that
the typical A,/u ratios shown in Fig. are much smaller than with ay. = 41%.
Fig. [20| shows |A,| versus |p| for both amax = 41% and amayx = 20%. Tightening the
unitarity criterium has caused the large A, /u branch to disappear, leaving only points
with Ay/u ~ 1. Fig. illustrates how unitarity criteria can be used to constrain

ratios of energy scales.
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FIG. 15: R fine-tuning factor versus the DM mass for the points passing the unitarity and
relic density constraints for amax = 20%. The yellow points represents points that are
within the reach of XENONI1T while the blue points are expected not to be seen by the
next generation of DM direct detection experiments.
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FIG. 16: R fine-tuning factor versus the charged Higgs mass for the points passing the
unitarity and relic density constraints for amp.x = 20%. The yellow points represents points
that are within the reach of XENONI1T while the blue points are expected not to be seen

by the next generation of DM direct detection experiments.
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mj™ (TeV)

FIG. 17: R fine-tuning factor versus the heaviest CP-even Higgs mass for the points
passing the unitarity and relic density constraints for amax = 20%. The yellow points
represents points that are within the reach of XENONI1T while the blue points are
expected not to be seen by the next generation of DM direct detection experiments.

FIG. 18: |A,| versus |u| for the non-resonant points passing the unitarity and relic density

constraints for amax = 41%. The yellow points represents points that are within the reach

of XENONIT while the blue points are expected not to be seen by the next generation of
DM direct detection experiments.
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FIG. 19: |A,| versus |u| for the non-resonant points passing the unitarity and relic density

constraints for aymax = 41%. The yellow points represents points that are within the reach

of XENONIT while the blue points are expected not to be seen by the next generation of
DM direct detection experiments.

30
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FIG. 20: |A,| versus |u| for the non-resonant points passing the unitarity and relic density
constraints for amax = 41% (light blue) and apmax = 20% (red). The large |A)/p| region is
ruled out when the unitarity constraint becomes tighter.
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VII. CONCLUSION

We have seen that vacuum stability together with perturbative unitarity and relic
abundance considerations put powerful constraints on the scale of new physics in the
NMSSM for the majority of the parameter space. The points that are unconstrained
by these considerations are finely tuned in the sense that there is a resonance de-
cay mechanism or large Sommerfeld enhancement facilitated by small mass splitting

between the LSP and the charginos.

Outside of the finely tuned regions, next generation collider, direct and indirect
detection experiments will be able to eliminate most of the parameter space leading

us to very special finely tuned parameter points within the NMSSM.
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Appendix A: Handling of Tree-level poles

1. s-channel poles

s-channel propagators are of the following form

1
D= - Al
s —m?+il’ (A1)
where I' is the decay width of the propagating particle. In order for the tree-level

approximation

1

5 —m?2

Dtree —

(A2)

to be valid, the width I' needs to be small with respect to s — m?. In this study, we

follow the approach outlined in [I7] and require
|V/'s —m| > bT (A3)

where b 2 1 is a regulator. b should be chosen such that the regulator dependence

of the final result is minimal. In our study, we set b to the value used in [I7] for the

MSSM:
b=3.3. (A4)

However, we found that the optimal value of s that gives the best constraint while
avoiding any s—channel poles lies close to the value s = 5m3; . where my, .. is

the mass of the heaviest scalar Higgs. We will discuss this further in Section [VD 2
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2. t and u-channel poles

The partial wave components of the scattering matrix are obtained by integrating
over the scattering angle 6. Regions where a t or u-channel pole is reached for at least
one 6 should then be treated with care. In particular, for a two-to-two scattering
process of the form 1 4+ 2 — 3 4+ 4, t and u-channel poles are encountered in the

following configurations

1. my > m,, + m3 and my + m,,, < my in t-channel scattering,

2. my > m,, +my and my + m,, < ms in u-channel scattering.

Initial and final states that verify either of these conditions are called critical states.
Critical states are states that are involved in at least one scattering process with a ¢
or u-channel pole. Scattering processes involving a critical state should then not be
taken into account when diagonalizing the scattering matrix. In this study, we follow
the partial diagonalization procedure followed in [I7] that is outlined in more details

below*.

For two-to-two scattering processes, we divide the set of all possible 2-particle
states into critical states K and not-critical states VK using the conditions shown in

. For an given initial state ¢ and a final state j, both non-critical, becomes

mTii = ) TaiTi + ) T Tl (A5)

heNK heK

* The rest of the section is taken directly from [I7]. Since the thesis outlining this procedure in

detail is in German, we considered it would be useful to transcribe this part here.



The non-critical block of the scattering matrix 77 — 'T| NEXNKE

diagonalized through a unitary matrix U. We then get,

- J —1 —1
ImUTlNKxNKU =0T T‘NKXNKU UT‘NKXNKU

+UTJT ’NKXKU_IUT}KXNKU_I'

Denoting T‘NKxNK by T,

T = 17+ 32 (T el )., |

heK

We then obtain a modified version of

(ReT2) + (Imﬁi - %)2 - i .y

with a small correction R such that R* = Y, _x }(TJ]KxNKU_l)ih‘Q > 0.
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can be safely

(A7)

(A8)

Par-

tial diagonalization then makes the radius of the Argand circle shrink from 1/2 to

\/1/4 — R2. One can retrieve the original Argand circle by defining

= \/(IDLeJ\Zii)2 “ R j=1ImM,.

(A9)

The procedure and identities shown in the previous sections remain unchanged if z

and gy are used instead of Re7; and Im7;;.
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Appendix C: Quartic couplings

Vssss(a,b,c,d) =

(—@g(g%g%)(

1
i~

4

(97 +93) —

) (

—i\%(

—6ir?(

+iAR(

USlUb 1US1Ud 1+ USzUb 2U52Ud 2)

US\ULUS UL, + UL\ U, US U,
+UL U UL UGy + USL U, US U
+US UL UL UL + U USLUS UL
US\ UL US UL + US\UP U\ Uy + U2 UpsUSs U,
HUS UL U U + USsU USsUS + U3 sUpsUS, Uy
+UZ USLUS UL, + US UL US UL, + US L USUS UL,
+U33Ub QUSQUdS + USSUb U 3Ud2 + US3Ub3U »Uq, )
USSUbSU SUd3)
U\ UL US UL + U\ UpsUS, U,

+ US\UpsUSSUS + Uy U USs U

+ USLUUS\ Uss + US, U USL UL,

+ US3Ub 1U52Ud3 + USsUb U 3Ud2

+ US UL U Uy + UssUphUSs Uy

+ USsUb 3US1Ud2 + US3Ub 3U UdS,1)> (C1)



Vsspp(a,b,v,0) =
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( - i/4(9% + 93)( szlUb 1UP U51 + USQUb 2U1?2U§2)

+Z(4

1
_(9% + 93) - )\2)( USlUb 1UP2U52 + USQUb 2UP1U§1)

—iN( Ugh Ui Uy sUss + UgsUpsUshUsy

—2iK?(
—IAR(
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UfSUb 3UP3U533)
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—Uz2UpsUy 3Us) —
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UaSsUb 1UP U[fz
UysUps UL Uy
USsUb 2UP3U5 1))

(C2)



Voppp(a, 8,7,0) =

( - 32’/4<9% + 95)( U£1U£1U51U§1 + U£2U§2U52U§2>
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4
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+UL UG UT UL, + UL UL sUT U
+UL UL UL UL + UL, UL UL UL,
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Vssce(a,b) = <— (i/4)g3(

(g4 N 2)
iR

—iA(\ + ksin2/3)

1

Vwwss(a,b) = < — Z(Z)gg(

Vppee(

Hilgh /4 - X 2)
(I

—iA\ — ksin2f3)

a,fB) = <— (i/4)g5(

+i(g3/4 = A?/2)(

—iA(\ — ksin23)
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Ungbg + USlUb 1)
UflUb2 + UszUb 1) sin2f3

US2Ub2 U(;S:IUM) cos 2f3

U§3U£3> (C4)

Uf,gsz +US1Ub1)
U£1Ub2 + USQUM)Sanﬁ
U£2Ulf2 — UilUb’l)COSQﬁ

USUS; ) (C5)

U£2U£2 + Uo]ZlUéDJ)
US\USs + US,Upy) sin 26

UOIZzUB,z — U5,1U5,1) cos 23

UP3U5 3) (C6)
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Vwwpp(a, B) = ( — (i/4)g5( ULLUL, + UL UL
—i(g2/4— N}/2)( UL\ UL, + UL, UL, ) sin28

1
+Z(Z)Q%( U£2U[§2 - Uolj,lU,éD,l) cos 23

—iA(A + Ksin2p3) U£3U§3> (C7)

Veeee = —i(Nsin26)* + 1/2(g7 + g3) cos[28]?)
Viwww = (% sin[28° + 1/2(2 + ) cos[25]?)
Ve whw™ =i/4((g7 + g3) cos[48] — 4)\* cos[28]%)
Vetw spla, a) = <)\/<LU£3U£3
(63— 2V)(USUE, ~ USUEL))
Ve wtspla, o) = — ()\KUig)UOI:g
—i(gg — 20 (US,UL, — US\UL))
Veeww = —i/2(g7 + g5 — 2A*) sin[23]?
Vsscw(a, b) = —i((gf/él) sin26(U£1U,fl — Uf,QU,fQ)
+A\K cos[25]U£3Ulfg
F1/2(93/2 = A) cos2B)(US,US + US\US,)) - (C8)

Vppew(a, B) = _i((Q%/Zl) sin 23( Uf,lUéD,l - U£2U,§,2)
— Ak cos2[3 U£3U£3
—1/2(g3/2 — \?) cos 2/3( U£2U£1+U£1U§2)> (C9)
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Veeew = i/4(g7 + g5 — 20?) sin[40]
Vwwwe = —i/4(g} + g5 — 2A%) sin[43]
(C10)

Appendix D: Tri-linear couplings

Vsss(a,b,c) = ( - (3Z/<2\/§))<9% + 95)( UdUSlUb 1Uc51 + UuUfob QUCSQ)
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Ug,DlUf:s + U§3U£1))

U Ul + U§2U51)) (D2)

Vsee(a) = < — igamw ( U(fl cos 3+ Uy sin 3)

—(i/2)\/ g3 + g3mz( UZysin B — UZ, cos B) cos 23
+(ENV2)( UdUCfQ + UUUf,l) sin 23
—z()\/\/§)( (2kvs + Ay)sin 25 + 2/\1)5)U£3> (D3)

Vwes(a) = —z(l/(?ﬁ)( US\ (g7 sin[2B]va + (g5 — 2A?) cos[28]v,,)
+ ng(—gf sin 28v, + (g5 — 2)\?) cos[2/]vq))
+ UZ3(V2kp+ AAy/V/2) cos 25) (D4)
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Vwtepla) = ( 2k — Ay /2)
+(0u/ VD - g3/2)
+(a/ V2N = g3/2) U5,2)

Vuretpla) = = ((=V2(sp = A4)/2)
(VD2 = g3/2)
( )

+(va/ V2) (X - g}/2 U£2>) (D5)

Vsww(a) = —i\/§<(,u()\ —sin[2f]k) — AA,/2sin[28]) U?

47063~ g% cosl28)u — (6 — 202 sin(28)) U
4&((95 + g2 cos[28])va — (g5 — 2A*)v, sin[23]) U51> (D6)
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