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2CFTP, Instituto Superior Técnico, Universidade de Lisboa, Lisbon, Portugal

When building dark matter (DM) models, one often imposes conserved discrete symmetries to
stabilize DM candidates. The simplest choice is Z2 but models with larger stabilizing groups have
also been explored. Can a conserved non-abelian group lead to a viable DM model? Here, we
address this question within the three-Higgs-doublet model based on the group Σ(36), in which DM
stabilization by a non-abelian group is not only possible but inevitable. We show that the tight
connections between the Higgs, fermion, and DM sectors repeatedly drive the model into conflict
with the LHC results and DM observations, with the most recent LZ results playing a decisive role.
We believe that the lessons learned from this study help chart the limits of what can be achieved
within multi-Higgs-doublet DM models with large symmetry groups.

I. INTRODUCTION

A. Stabilizing dark matter: symmetry groups vs. individual symmetries

There exist several irrefutable pieces of evidence for dark matter (DM) filling the Universe [1]. The main-
stream view is that DM consists of one or several sorts of heavy, stable, electrically neutral particles of
non-baryonic nature, which are absent in the Standard Model (SM) and, therefore, require some form of New
Physics beyond the SM. One popular idea is to assume that the scalar sector is not as minimal as in the SM
but contains new scalar fields. Equipped with a new global symmetry that remains unbroken in the vacuum,
this scalar sector leads to one or more scalar DM candidates.

A prototypical illustration of this scenario is the inert doublet model (IDM) [2–5]. This is a version of the
two-Higgs-doublet model (2HDM) with an exact Z2 symmetry that acts trivially on the first Higgs doublet ϕ1
and the SM fields and flips the sign of the second Higgs doublet ϕ2. If the vacuum expectation value (vev) of
the second doublet is zero, ⟨ϕ2⟩ = 0, Z2 remains unbroken and stabilizes the lightest scalar from ϕ2 against
decay. As the model introduces very few free parameters and leads to numerous collider and cosmological
predictions, it has become a popular playground, see for example [6–10] and references therein.
Using Z2 as a DM stabilizing group is not the only option.1 One can easily construct multi-Higgs models

in which DM candidates are protected by the unbroken Zn, n > 2, see [12–22] and references therein. Such
models often contain additional processes that affect the DM evolution or feature several DM components with
distinct interaction preferences. One can even build a 3HDM model in which a pair of mass-degenerate DM
candidates is stabilized by an exotic CP symmetry of higher order rather than a Higgs family transformations
[23, 24]. Another idea considered in literature is to replicate the IDM, that is, to consider a 3HDM with
two independent Z2 symmetries flipping the signs of ϕ2 and ϕ3, respectively. The model possesses two DM
candidates coming come from the two inert doublets with much freedom to adjust the properties of the two
dark sectors [25–29].
One may wonder what happens if scalar DM candidates are stabilized not by a single symmetry but by a

non-abelian symmetry group. We stress that we talk about not a generic model whose lagrangian is invariant
under a non-abelian global group G (which can be broken later by the vevs), but a special situation where a
remnant non-abelian global symmetry group Gv ⊂ G survives after the minimization of the scalar potential.
If this is the case, the DM candidates hi form a multiplet under Gv, with additional channels for relic density
evolution, such as co-annihilation hihj → SM or semi-annihilation hihj → hk + SM. On the other hand, one
expects that, due to many residual symmetries, these interactions are not fully arbitrary but correlated with
other observables of the model.
This idea is not new. To our knowledge, the first—and the simplest—example based on the residual group

Gv = S3 was presented in [30]. In that work, a simplified DM model was constructed, which featured, in
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addition to the SM Higgs doublet, two electroweak (EW) singlet fields, the real η and the complex χ. The
interaction potential was designed in such a way that the model possesses S3 and that the vev alignment
preserves this group, making χ and χ∗ the two mass degenerate DM candidates. The model contained enough
freedom to introduce new channels that affect the DM thermal evolution and to satisfy observational con-
straints. Another attempt to build a DM model based on a non-abelian group, the quaternion group Q4, was
described in [31].
In this paper, we are interested in a different twist of the non-abelian DM scenario. In the above papers, as

well as in many other DM models, one postulates a dark sector which, by construction, does not participate in
the EW interactions and couples to the visible sector either through portal-like interactions or flavor physics
connections. Since the visible and the dark sectors are governed by different lagrangians, it is no wonder that
this scenario offers enough freedom to adjust the DM sector separately from the SM fields.

However, we want to explore the same scenario in the multi-Higgs-doublet models. Here, the scalar DM
protected by a non-abelian group appears from the same self-interaction potential as the SM-like Higgs boson
itself. As a result, the connections and constraints become much tighter, and it is not clear a priori whether
such a DM scenario is tenable. What we want is not to simply construct yet another DM model but to chart
the limits of what multi-Higgs-doublet models can in principle accommodate. Can they incorporate such a
scenario? Does it require much fine-tuning or any additional assumptions? Does it run into immediate conflicts
with collider and cosmological observations? Does it lead to specific predictions?

When addressing these questions, we make as few assumptions as possible and check where the analysis
leads us. It may seem that a residual non-abelian symmetry group of a multi-Higgs-doublet model must hinge
on several assumptions. This is not so. In fact, we start with only one assumption: we choose a multi-Higgs-
doublet potential which is invariant under a large finite group G of global symmetries. Experience shows
that if G is sufficiently large—and it of course depends on what “sufficiently” means—non-abelian DM follows
automatically. Namely, it turns out that, for a sufficiently large G, any minimum of the scalar potential keeps
unbroken some non-abelian subgroup Gv ⊂ G. Thus, DM stabilization by a non-abelian residual symmetry
group is not only possible but inevitable in such models. It was this initial observation that motivated the
present study.
In this work, we explore this phenomenon and its DM implications with the example of the three-Higgs-

doublet model (3HDM) whose scalar sector is invariant under the global symmetry group G = Σ(36). This
option first appeared in the systematic classification of the finite realizable symmetry groups of the 3HDMs
[32, 33]; the fact that all its global minima preserve a non-abelian subgroup Gv = S3 ⊂ Σ(36) was mentioned in
[34]. Recently, it was shown in [35] that, with a softly broken Σ(36), this model can accommodate cosmological
phase transition scenarios, in which expanding bubbles of true vacuum are separated from the false vacuum
background by charge-breaking bubble walls. The S3-stabilized DM evolution, which we study here, is another
interesting feature of this model.

B. The objectives and the structure of the paper

The main objective of this paper is to explore the characteristic features of the DM in multi-Higgs-doublet
models highly constrained by large global symmetry groups. We will see that it is not an easy task to arrange
for stable DM candidates that could account for at least a part of the total relic density without running into
conflict with direct detection and collider constraints. We believe that the Σ(36)-based 3HDM offers us lessons
about this general phenomenon.

The sequence of the steps we will take along these lines is the following. In the next section, we will review
the scalar sector of the Σ(36) 3HDM, list its minima and the physical scalars. We will also highlight the features
that arise due to stabilization of DM candidates by a non-abelian group, as contrasted with stabilization by a
single symmetry. Then, in Section III we attempt to complete the model with a suitable Yukawa sector. We
first show in Section IIIA that Σ(36) can be, in principle, extended to the quark sector but leads to unphysical
quark properties. Even this situation would be acceptable as a toy model, had we been able to keep the DM
candidates stable. But it turns out that all possible Σ(36)-invariant Yukawa sectors unavoidable lead to scalar
decays to quark pairs, precluding any stable DM scenario. This no-go result is the first lesson we learn.

We then relax our assumptions and, in Section III B, we construct a Yukawa sector that is invariant not
under the full Σ(36) but under its subgroup Gv = S3, the residual symmetry group at a chosen minimum. This
can be easily done in a fully realistic way. Moreover, since Σ(36) is not the symmetry of the full lagrangian, we
also take the liberty of introducing soft breaking terms respecting the same S3, which adds only one additional
parameter. This is done in a consistent way, so that the minimum we initially selected becomes the unique
global minimum of the resulting potential.
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We incorporate the model in micrOMEGAs [36] and present, in Section IV, the results of our study. First,
we focus on the model without any soft breaking and explore how the relic density and direct detection signals
depend on the free parameters. We compare our predictions with the Planck observations [37] and the upper
limits from the direct detection experiments Xenon1T [38] and LZ [39], including the very recent LZ results
[40]. We find that, due to a strong correlation among the signals, the Σ(36)-symmetric scalar sector is unable
to account even for a part of DM density. This strong conclusion is the second lesson emerging from our study.

We then proceed to the softly broken Σ(36) 3HDM, complemented with the S3 symmetric Yukawa sector,
and discuss in Section IVC the DM relic density and direct detection signals. As the tight correlation between
the scalar masses and couplings is now relaxed, we find it possible to match the DM abundance or to remain in
the sub-dominant DM scenario without violating observational constraints. However, even with these relaxed
assumptions, we see a serious clash between theoretical constraints and the LZ-2024 direct detection results,
which is the third lesson of our study. We place a lower bound on the magnitude of the soft breaking terms
that allow us to reach minimally viable models, and comment on the origin of these persistent conflict between
different experimental constraints.

II. THE SCALAR SECTOR OF THE Σ(36) 3HDM

A. Structural rigidity and its consequences

Structural rigidity is the central theme of the symmetry-based multi-Higgs model building activity. Here,
“rigidity” means that, for a sufficiently large finite group, the phenomenological properties of the model follow
robust patterns insensitive to the exact numerical values of the parameters. The key goal is then to identify
which pattern seems to (approximately) fit the observables and which multi-Higgs models lend support to such
a pattern.

We find it instructive to remind the reader of the situation in which the particle physics found itself at
the end of the 1970s. With the third generation of fermions just discovered, and their masses and mixing
parameters measured, the hierarchical structure of the fermion masses and the Cabibbo-Kobayashi-Maskawa
(CKM) matrix VCKM called for explanations. The problem was optimistically attacked by constructing N -
Higgs-doublet models with several generations of Higgs doublets. The scalar doublets were assumed to couple
to fermions and among themselves in such a way that the lagrangian stayed invariant under a group G of
global transformations acting both on the scalar and fermions fields. In this early activity, several options for
the group G were studied, such as the groups of sign flips, rephasing transformations, permutations, or their
combinations; for a brief historical overview see [41]. For example, the early suggestion [42] was based on the
group of ∆(27) ⊂ SU(3) generated by the following order-3 rephasing and permutation transformations:

a =

1 0 0
0 ω 0
0 0 ω2

 , b =

0 1 0
0 0 1
1 0 0

 , where ω = e2πi/3, ω3 = 1 . (1)

The idea of Ref. [42] was to “naturally” explain the mass and mixing hierarchies by assuming that the three
Higgs doublets acquire hierarchical vevs |v1| ≪ |v2| ≪ |v3|. However, as it was pointed out already in [42], the
∆(27) invariant scalar potential, with its limited structures and very few free parameters, was unable to yield
such a vev alignment.
The failure of the ∆(27)-invariant 3HDM to reproduce the desired vevs was later understood as a particular

example of a general phenomenon. Multi-Higgs potentials based on large finite symmetry groups possess a
rigid structure of their minima [34, 43] and even saddle points [35]. Their vevs scale as simple ratios such as
1 : 1 : 1 and remain stable against smooth variation of the coefficients. Another manifestation of a rigid vev
structure is the so-called geometric CP violation, the calculable relative phase between vevs, which was first
noticed in [44] for the same ∆(27) 3HDM and later used in other multi-Higgs models [45–47].
Structural rigidity has far-reaching consequences for the fermion sector of the model. As it was first pointed

out in [48], structural rigidity may render the quark sector unphysical at any minimum of a symmetry-
constrained potential. A no-go theorem was formulated in [48] and later refined in [49], which states that
the only way to obtain a non-block-diagonal CKM mixing matrix and, simultaneously, non-degenerate and
non-zero quark masses is to make sure that vev alignment breaks the group G completely, except possibly
for a symmetry belonging to the baryon number or a symmetry located purely within the inert sector (i.e.
for the doublets which do not couple to quarks). But in potentials with a large symmetry group, there are
always residual symmetries left at each of the possible minima. One popular way out is to add soft breaking
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terms, which can in many cases provide enough freedom to adjust vevs at least within some limits. A nice
illustration of the above situation was given for the A4-invariant 3HDM: while the model with an exact A4

symmetry always leads to pathological fermion sectors [50], adding soft breaking terms was enough to remove
the unwanted residual symmetries and render the model compatible with experiment [51]. For the ∆(27)
symmetric 3HDM, numerous attempts were undertaken to incorporate it into realistic models [45, 52–54], but
all of them had to resort to additional non-SM fields, going beyond the pure multi-Higgs-doublet models, or
even had to accept the massless fermions as a viable option as in [54].
Stabilization of scalar DM candidates is another manifestation of structural rigidity, as certain vevs can

remain exactly zero in broad regions of the parameter space. Thus, rigidity can be either a welcome feature,
as in the case of DM candidates, or a nuisance factor, as for the fermion sector. Whether one can keep its
positive features and avoid its downsides remains to be analyzed in specific models.

B. The Σ(36) 3HDM potential

Let us now describe and analyze the Σ(36) 3HDM scalar sector. First, a technical remark is in order.
The group Σ(36) derived in the 3HDM symmetry classification [32, 33, 55] was, by constructed, considered
as a subgroup of PSU(3) ≃ SU(3)/Z(SU(3)), where Z(SU(3)) ≃ Z3 = {13, ω · 13, ω

2 · 13} is the center of
SU(3), see more discussion in Appendix A. However, since it is convenient to work with unitary, not projective
representations, we will work inside SU(3). In this group space, the finite symmetry group we deal with is
denoted as Σ(36φ), or Σ(36 × 3), see e.g. [56, 57], and is of order 108. Although we will occasionally write
Σ(36) as in “Σ(36)-based 3HDM,” we will actually deal with Σ(36φ).
The group Σ(36φ), which can also be represented as ∆(27) ⋊ Z4, is generated by the same a and b as in

Eq. (1) and a new transformation d of order four:

d =
i√
3

 1 1 1
1 ω2 ω
1 ω ω2

 , so that d2 = −

1 0 0
0 0 1
0 1 0

 . (2)

The 3HDM scalar potential invariant under this group is

V0 = −m2
(
ϕ†1ϕ1 + ϕ†2ϕ2 + ϕ†3ϕ3

)
+ λ1

(
ϕ†1ϕ1 + ϕ†2ϕ2 + ϕ†3ϕ3

)2
−λ2

[
|ϕ†1ϕ2|2 + |ϕ†2ϕ3|2 + |ϕ†3ϕ1|2 − (ϕ†1ϕ1)(ϕ

†
2ϕ2)− (ϕ†2ϕ2)(ϕ

†
3ϕ3)− (ϕ†3ϕ3)(ϕ

†
1ϕ1)

]
+λ3

(
|ϕ†1ϕ2 − ϕ†2ϕ3|2 + |ϕ†2ϕ3 − ϕ†3ϕ1|2 + |ϕ†3ϕ1 − ϕ†1ϕ2|2

)
. (3)

Here, the first two lines are invariant under the entire SU(3) group of family rotations of the three Higgs
doublets, while the λ3 term selects the finite group Σ(36φ). This potential is also CP invariant [34, 55]; in
fact, the Z4 symmetry group within the 3HDM scalar sector automatically forbids any form of CP violation
in the scalar sector, be it explicit or spontaneous.
The potential in Eq. (3) contains very few free parameters. The coefficients m2 and λ1 fix the overall scales

of the vev v and the SM-like Higgs mass, while the locations of the global minima depend on λ2 and λ3. The
conditions for the potential to be bounded from below (BFB) were derived in [35]:

λ1 > 0 , λ1 + λ3 > 0 , λ1 +
1

4
λ2 > 0 , λ1 +

1

4
(λ2 + λ3) > 0 . (4)

All these inequalities are strict, meaning we must impose the BFB conditions in the strong sense [58].

C. The global minima and residual symmetries

Depending on the values of the quartic coefficients, the global minimum of the Σ(36) 3HDM can be either
neutral or charge-breaking. The latter option must be avoided at zero temperature, although existence of a
charge-breaking phase at intermediate temperatures is an interesting and insufficiently explored opportunity
for the hot early Universe evolution [35, 59]. The regions on the (λ2, λ3) plane that guarantee the neutral
minimum of the tree-level potential were established in [35] and are listed below.
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The vev alignment corresponding to a neutral global minimum can be written as

⟨ϕ1⟩ =
1√
2

(
0
v1

)
, ⟨ϕ2⟩ =

1√
2

(
0
v2

)
, ⟨ϕ3⟩ =

1√
2

(
0
v3

)
, (5)

with vi being, in general, complex. To simplify the notation, we will take the overall scale out, implicitly
assuming that |v1|2 + |v2|2 + |v3|2 = v2, where v = 246 GeV, and indicate the ratios between the individual
vevs. For example, if a minimum corresponds to v1 = v2 = v3, we write

(⟨ϕ01⟩, ⟨ϕ02⟩, ⟨ϕ03⟩) =
(
vC√
2
,
vC√
2
,
vC√
2

)
=
vC√
2
(1, 1, 1) , with vC =

v√
3
, (6)

and label this vev alignment as (1, 1, 1).
Depending on the free parameters, Σ(36) 3HDM allows for two scenarios for neutral minima [34, 35].

• BC-scenario: if λ2 > 0 and λ3 > 0, then the global minima correspond to the following vev alignments:

alignment B: B1 = (1, 0, 0) , B2 = (0, 1, 0), B3 = (0, 0, 1) (7)

alignment C: C1 = (1, 1, 1) , C2 = (1, ω, ω2) , C3 = (1, ω2, ω) . (8)

Other configurations such as (ω, ω2, 1) can be reduced to those already listed by an overall phase rotation
of the three doublets. For example, (ω, ω2, 1) = ω(1, ω, ω2) corresponds to the alignment C2.

• AA′-scenario: if λ3 < 0, while λ2 satisfies λ2 − 3λ3 > 0, then the global minima correspond to

alignment A: A1 = (ω, 1, 1) , A2 = (1, ω, 1), A3 = (1, 1, ω) (9)

alignment A′: A′
1 = (ω2, 1, 1) , A′

2 = (1, ω2, 1), A′
3 = (1, 1, ω2) (10)

In either case, we observe a similar picture: there are six degenerate global minima, which are all linked by the
transformations from the group Σ(36) broken by the vev alignment. For example, the broken transformation
d links Bi and Ci. Also, no higher-lying local minima exists for any of these cases [35].
For any choice of the global minimum, the symmetry group G = Σ(36) is spontaneously broken to the

residual subgroup Gv = S3. It is well known that any S3 can be generated by two generators g2 and g3
satisfying g22 = g33 = e, g−1

2 g3g2 = g−1
3 . The specific transformations g2 and g3 from Σ(36) that remain

unbroken and generate this residual S3 differ for each minimum. Here are several examples of the residual
symmetry generators:

alignment B1 = (1, 0, 0) : g2 = d2 , g3 = a . (11)

alignment C1 = (1, 1, 1) : g2 = d2 , g3 = b . (12)

alignment C2 = (1, ω, ω2) : g2 = d2a , g3 = b . (13)

alignment A1 = (ω, 1, 1) : g2 = d2 , g3 = ba2 . (14)

Besides, each vev alignment conserves CP , either the canonical CP0 : ϕa 7→ ϕ∗a or a generalized CP symmetry
which combines CP0 with a transformation from Σ(36). For example, the alignment A1 is invariant under
CP0 followed by d.

D. The physical scalars and DM candidates

Since any choice of the global minimum leads to residual symmetries, we expect scalar DM candidates
stabilized by these symmetries. The fact that the residual symmetry group is S3 hints at a two-dimensional
space of mass-degenerate DM candidates. This is the feature which we want to explore with our choice of the
symmetry group Σ(36).
In this subsection, we give the spectrum of physical scalars and indicate their conserved quantum numbers

which protect them against decay. We remind the reader that, at this stage, we are working with the bosonic
degrees of freedom only.

Let us begin with the BC-scenario and choose the vev alignment B1 as a representative case. We expand
the Higgs doublets around the minimum as

ϕ1 =
1√
2

( √
2h+1

v + h1 + ia1

)
, ϕ2 =

1√
2

( √
2h+2

h2 + ia2

)
, ϕ3 =

1√
2

( √
2h+3

h3 + ia3

)
. (15)
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The fields h+1 and a1 are the would-be Goldstone bosons which disappear in the unitary gauge. The remaining
fields are physical scalars with the following masses:

hSM = h1 : m2
SM = 2λ1v

2 = 2m2 , (16)

H+
2 = h+2 , H

+
3 = h+3 : m2

H+ =
λ2v

2

2
(double degenerate) , (17)

h =
1√
2
(h2 + h3) , a =

1√
2
(a2 − a3) : m2

h =
λ3v

2

2
(double degenerate) , (18)

H =
1√
2
(h2 − h3) , A =

1√
2
(a2 + a3) : m2

H =
3λ3v

2

2
(double degenerate) . (19)

Assuming λ2 > λ3, the neutral fields h and a indicated in the third line are the DM candidates. Since they are
mass degenerate, one can alternatively choose any linear combination of h and a, which can also be considered
as the DM candidate. Indeed, the residual symmetry group S3 given in Eq. (11) acts on h and a by 2π/3
rotations and reflections in the (h, a) plane. Thus, the pair (h, a) forms a real 2D irreducible representation of
S3, and it is this 2D space of spaces which is stabilized by the residual group.

For the AA′-scenario, we choose the alignment A3 = (1, 1, ω) and parametrize the doublets as

ϕ1 =
1√
2

( √
2h+1

vA + h1 + ia1

)
, ϕ2 =

1√
2

( √
2h+2

vA + h2 + ia2

)
, ϕ3 =

ω√
2

( √
2h+3

vA + h3 + ia3

)
, (20)

where vA = v/
√
3. Note that we took the phase factor ω out of the third doublet. The mass of the SM-like

Higgs is again

hSM =
1√
3
(h1 + h2 + h3) : m2

SM = 2(λ1 + λ3)v
2 = 2m2 . (21)

The charged Goldstone is G+ = (h+1 +h+2 +h+3 )/
√
3, while the two charged Higgses orthogonal to it are again

mass degenerate:

H+
2 , H

+
3 ⊥ G+ : m2

H+ =
v2

2
(λ2 − 3λ3) . (22)

To find the remaining four neutral mass eigenstates, we define

h− =
1√
2
(h1 − h2) , h+ =

1√
6
(h1 + h2 − 2h3) , a− =

1√
2
(a1 − a2) , a+ =

1√
6
(a1 + a2 − 2a3) , (23)

and observe that the neutral mass matrix splits into two identical 2 × 2 blocks M2 acting within the spaces
(h−, a−) and (h+, a+):

M2 = −λ3v
2

4

(
5

√
3√

3 3

)
. (24)

Inside (h−, a−), the eigenvectors and eigenvalues are

h = −1

2
h− +

√
3

2
a− : m2

h = −λ3v
2

2

H =

√
3

2
h− +

1

2
a− : m2

H = −3λ3v
2

2
. (25)

Note that A,A′ can be the minima only for λ3 < 0. We observe the same mass hierarchy m2
H = 3m2

h as
in Eqs. (18), (19). The construction of the physical states in the space (h+, a+) proceeds in the same way,
yielding a and A. Thus, we again have two mass degenerate DM candidates, h and a.

E. DM stabilization by a group vs. by a single symmetry

In the above discussion, we state that the DM candidates are stabilized by the residual symmetry group S3

rather than by individual residual symmetries. This language may be somewhat unconventional but it is fully
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justified. Suppose that, trying to stick to the conventional language, we would say that a is stabilized by the
residual Z2 symmetry −g2, which flips the sign of a but keeps h unchanged. Then we would not be able to
identify the symmetry which stabilizes h alone. Alternatively, we could switch to the complex fields

χ =
1√
2
(h+ ia) , χ∗ =

1√
2
(h− ia) (26)

and say that they are stabilized by the residual Z3 symmetry, under which they transform with the charges +1
and −1. Although such a representation may be useful to identify the semi-annihilation channel ψψ → ψ∗+SM,
it still does not capture the full picture. The full information on DM stabilization is provided by indicating
that it is the group S3 that protects the two real component scalar DM candidates.
Stabilization by a non-abelian group leads to another important feature, which prevents an immediate clash

with experiment that other models with two mass-degenerate scalar DM candidates may possess. Consider
again the IDM, the 2HDM with the residual symmetry group Z2. In this model, H is the lightest DM candidate
stabilized by Z2, and A is a heavier state, which is also Z2 odd. Being members of the same doublet and
possessing the opposite CP parities, the two scalars can interact through the ZHA interaction:

L ⊃ i
g

2cW
Zµ (H∂µA−A∂µH) . (27)

Then, in the mass-degenerate limit of mA = mH , we find that the DM particles can elastically scatter off a
nucleus via the transitions H → A and A → H mediated by the Z-exchange. This scattering would lead to
an unacceptable large direct detection (DD) signal and is definitely ruled out by the negative results of DD
searches.
One may wonder if the two degenerate DM candidates h and a, which our model contains, can also couple

to the Z bosons in a similar way. Fortunately, they do not; we observe only the ZhA and ZHa vertices but
not Zha. The reason is again group-theoretical. Since (h, a) form a doublet under S3, their hypothetical
interaction terms with Z must be of the type 2⊗ 2 = 1⊕ 1′ ⊕ 2. Since the conserved S3 does not act on the
Z, we must select the trivial singlet, which involves only the diagonal combinations. But the Zhh and Zaa
couplings are impossible by construction, and the non-symmetric Zha does not enter the trivial S3 singlet.
We conclude that the residual group S3 protects the model against the Zha interactions.
Finally, stabilization of DM by S3 differs from the case of Z2 × Z2 in that it allows for semi-annihilation

channels such as hh→ a+SM. This is due to the fact that the S3 decomposition of 2⊗ 2, which corresponds
to the S3 quantum numbers of the initial state, contains a 2, which matches the final state quantum numbers.

III. BUILDING REALISTIC Σ(36)-BASED DARK MATTER MODELS

A. A toy model: exact Σ(36) in the Yukawa sector

In order to track the freeze-out evolution of DM density and explore the interplay of two DM candidates, one
must complement the scalar interactions with a minimally realistic Yukawa sector. In this section, we describe
our attempt to extend the full symmetry group Σ(36) to the quark Yukawa. The no-go theorem proved
[48, 49] makes it clear that, even if such a sector can be constructed, the resulting quark properties cannot
fully match the experimentally measured values and will unavoidably display pathologies such as massless
quarks and insufficient mixing parameters. Nevertheless, since the main goal of our study is to check the
evolution of scalar DM stabilized by a non-abelian residual group, we find it appropriate to embrace this
situation, considering it as a toy model, provided the scalar DM candidates remain stable.

To set up notation, we write the quark Yukawa sector of the 3HDM as

−LY = Q
0

LiΓa,ijϕad
0
Rj +Q

0

Li∆a,ij ϕ̃au
0
Rj + h.c. (28)

Here, the indices i, j = 1, 2, 3 refer to the quark generations, while a = 1, 2, 3 label the Higgs doublets. The
superscript 0 for the quark fields indicates that these are the starting quark fields; when we pass to the physical
quarks by diagonalizing their mass matrices, we will remove this superscript.
To construct the Σ(36)-invariant quark Yukawa sector, we need to assign the quark fields QL, dR, and uR

to specific group representations, follow the rules for decomposition of their products, and extract the trivial
singlet. To do this, we first briefly review the irreducible representations (irreps) of Σ(36φ), reproducing some
of the results of [56, 57].
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The finite group Σ(36φ) has four 1D irreps labeled 1(p), p = 0, 1, 2, 3, which trivially represent the generators
a and b, ρ1(p)(a) = ρ1(p)(b) = 1, and differ only by the representing value of the generator d: ρ1(p)(d) = ip. For
shorthand notation, we will denote the trivial representation 1(0) as 1. Next, it has four complex 3D irreps
3(p), whose ρ3(a) and ρ3(b) are given by Eq. (1) and whose ρ3(d) is as in Eq. (2) with the same extra factor
ip. These are complemented by the four conjugate triplets (3(p))∗. Finally, the group possesses two real 4D
irreps, 4 and 4′, which we will not encounter in our construction. The squares of the irrep dimensions sum up
to the group order as

∑
i d

2
i = 4× 1 + 8× 32 + 2× 42 = 108.

In Appendix B, we collect the irrep decomposition rules for the products of a triplet with another triplet or
an antitriplet. These rules follow a uniform pattern, which allows us, without losing generality, to assign the
Higgs doublets to 3(0), which we shorten as 3. Then, the two most relevant decomposition rules are

3⊗ 3∗ = 1⊕ 4⊕ 4′ , 3⊗ 3 = 3∗ ⊕ (3(1))∗ ⊕ (3(3))∗ . (29)

It is instructive to compare this situation with the irreps of ∆(27) and their product decomposition, which
can be found, for example, in [60]. The group ∆(27) has nine distinct 1D irreps 1ij , which are labeled by the
powers of ω in their ρ1(a) and ρ1(b), and two complex 3D irreps, 3 and 3∗. As a result, 3 ⊗ 3∗ decomposes
into the sum of all nine distinct singlets. This feature makes the group convenient for flavor model building.
Indeed, assuming that ϕa and QLi transform as 3, one can assign each individual dRj to a different singlet,
which introduces flexibility in building the Yukawa sector [54]. In the case of Σ(36φ), this freedom is strongly
reduced, because the product 3⊗ 3∗ involves now only one singlet.
In Appendix B, we list all classes of irrep assignments for the quark fields. Although the Yukawa matrices Γa

and ∆a depend on cases, the consequences are similar: in each sector, we obtain massless or mass degenerate
quarks and insufficient mixing. For example, in the case where QL are trivial singlets, dR transform as 3∗,
and uR transform as 3, the three Yukawa matrices Γa take the following form:

Γ1 =

g1 · ·
g2 · ·
g3 · ·

 , Γ2 =

· g1 ·
· g2 ·
· g3 ·

 , Γ3 =

· · g1
· · g2
· · g3

 , (30)

where dots correspond to the zero entries. The three independent coefficients gi are in general complex. In
the up-quark sector, the matrices ∆a have the same structure, bearing their own parameters di. The quark
mass matrices become rank-1 matrices: (Md)ij = givj/

√
2, (Mu)ij = div

∗
j /
√
2. Diagonalizing these matrices,

we find two generations of massless quarks in the down and up-quark sectors and one generation of massive

ones, with m2
b = v2 |⃗g|2/2 and m2

t = v2|d⃗|2/2. These masses do not depend on the vev alignment.
Since the mass matrices can be diagonalized analytically, we write the quark rotation matrices explicitly,

insert them back in the Yukawa lagrangian, and, for a each choice of the vev alignment, establish how physical
scalars interact with quark pairs. Taking the vev alignment B1 as a reference, we find the following interaction
terms for the DM candidates h and a:

−LY ⊃ mb

v
b̄L [(dR + sR)h+ i(dR − sR)a] +

mt

v
t̄L [(uR + cR)h− i(uR − cR)a] + h.c. (31)

We arrive at a very concrete conclusion: the scalars h and a, which we considered as DM candidates in the
previous section, cannot be stable as they unavoidable decay to quark pairs with unsuppressed couplings.
We checked that this key result remains valid for all other vev alignments as well as for all the irrep choices

that can lead to Σ(36)-symmetric Yukawa sectors, even though the patterns of the Yukawa matrices and the
Higgs-quark couplings can be distinct. For completeness, in Appendix C we provide more details for each case.

In summary, when building an exactly Σ(36)-invariant Yukawa sector, there is no way to avoid tree-level
decays of the anticipated DM candidates to quark pairs. These scalars are intrinsically unstable and cannot
play the role of dark matter. The main obstacle is that quarks also carry the conserved quantum numbers
with respect to the same group S3 that was used to stabilize the scalars h and a. Thus, these scalars are no
longer forbidden to decay into quark pairs.

B. A realistic model: S3-symmetric Yukawa sector and softly broken Σ(36)

Since the exact Σ(36) in the Yukawa sector leads not only to the pathological quark sector but also to
unavoidable decays of the anticipated DM candidates, we need to relax our assumptions. We can construct a
realistic model using the same Σ(36)-invariant scalar potential (3) and complementing it with a Yukawa sector
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that is invariant not under the full Σ(36) but under a S3 subgroup. Moreover, we require this S3 to be exactly
the same residual S3 that remains unbroken at the minimum.
The specific example we consider is the vev alignment B1 = (1, 0, 0), with the residual symmetry group S3

given in Eq. (11). The doublet ϕ1 is now the trivial singlet of S3, while ϕ2 and ϕ3 transform as a doublet
irreducible representation. In the Yukawa sector, we assume that all quarks transform trivially under S3, so
that they couple only to the first doublet with the SM Yukawa matrices. In this way, the doublets ϕ2 and ϕ3
become truly inert, and their lightest states are indeed stable.
Of course, the full Σ(36) is no longer a conserved symmetry group of the entire lagrangian. As a result,

Σ(36)-breaking terms will leak, via quark loops, from the Yukawa sector back into the scalar sector. Instead of
calculating these terms, we take a different strategy and add soft breaking terms to the scalar potential that
violate the full Σ(36) but preserve S3. Various soft breaking options for the Σ(36) 3HDM were discussed in
[35, 61]. If we fix v and mh, then there is only one type of S3-preserving soft breaking terms,

Vsoft = µ2(ϕ†2ϕ2 + ϕ†3ϕ3) , (32)

which must be added to the potential V0 given in Eq. (3). The requirement that the vev alignment B1 is
the global minimum corresponds to µ2 > 0. Since the symmetry group S3 is unbroken, we still have the two
DM candidates h and a with the bosonic interactions coming from the scalar potential and the kinetic terms.
Compared to Eqs. (17)–(19), the soft breaking term leads to a uniform shift of the masses of all the scalars
from the second and third doublets keeping the physical scalar doublet degenerate:

(H+
2 , H

+
3 ) : m2

H+ = µ2 +
λ2v

2

2
, (h, a) : m2

h = µ2 +
λ3v

2

2
, (H,A) : m2

H = µ2 +
3λ3v

2

2
. (33)

We then choose mh, mH+ > mh, and µ
2 as the three independent free parameters2 and express the quartic

couplings λ2 and λ3 by inverting the first two relations from Eq. (33), while the heavy inert Higgs mass is
given by m2

H = 3m2
h − 2µ2. Note that all three quantities µ2, λ2, λ3 must be positive for the global minimum

to reside at B1. Also, due to the present of µ2, the model now has a well-defined decoupling limit.
We still call this model the Σ(36)-based DM model. Although the exact symmetry group is S3, the quartic

potential is the same as in the Σ(36)-symmetric 3HDM, which constrains in a significant way the types of
interactions and imposes correlations among the couplings. This model “inherits” certain features from the
Σ(36)-symmetric 3HDM [61], and this is why we distinguish it from a generic S3-based 3HDM DM models
[62, 63].

IV. DARK MATTER PROPERTIES IN THE Σ(36)-BASED 3HDM

A. Constraints on the model and comparison with the IDM

We implemented the Σ(36)-based DMmodel just described in micrOMEGAs [36], which allowed us to explore
the relic density and direct detection (DD) signals as functions of the free parameters of the model. Note that
the model features an exact scalar alignment limit, which allows us to evade most of the phenomenological
constrains on the SM-like Higgs measurements. We must, however, take into account the important constraint
on the model coming from the SM-like Higgs decay to the DM candidates, which exists for sufficiently light h
and a. The negative results of the LHC searches for an invisible Higgs decay [64] lead to the upper limit on
its branching ratio, Binv < 0.107, which translates into Γ(hSM → inv.) < 0.42 MeV.

To discuss the resulting constraints on the free parameters of our model, we find it instructive to compare it
with the IDM in the notation of [7–9]. The scalar potential of the IDM contains seven free parameters. After
fixing v and mSM, we still have five real parameters to adjust, which affect the IDM phenomenology. Among
them, the key role is played by the trilinear hSM-DM-DM coupling divided by v, which is traditionally labeled
as λ345. This coefficient sets the magnitude of several important processes, such as DM annihilation through
the s-channel Higgs resonance and the invisible Higgs decay to light DM candidates. It also contributes to the
quartic vertices hhW+

L W
−
L and hhZLZL to be discussed below. The key feature is that, within the IDM, this

all-important λ345 is an independent parameter, not directly related to the scalar masses. It can be chosen

2 Another possible choice of the three free parameters is mh, mH , and mH+ > mh.
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sufficiently small, |λ345| ∼< 0.04, so that, for the light DM candidates, the Higgs invisible decay width stays
suppressed.
However, in our model, the coefficient in the vertices hSMhh and hSMaa is not an independent parameter

but is expressed via masses of the hSM and the SM candidates:

hSMhh, hSMaa : λ̄v ≡ (2λ1 + λ3)v =
m2

SM +m2
H −m2

h

v
=
m2

SM + 2m2
h − 2µ2

v
, (34)

which is never too small. It is at least as large as v/4 and grows further as the inert sector mass splitting
increases. This coefficient leads to a huge invisible decay width of the SM-like Higgs

Γ(hSM → hh, aa) =
(m2

SM + 2m2
h − 2µ2)2

16πmSMv2
β , where β =

√
1− 4m2

h

m2
SM

. (35)

For m2
h = µ2, it yields 640MeV ·β and exceeds the experimental upper limit by orders of magnitude. Even the

nominal threshold mSM = 2mh is excluded: a slightly off-shell Higgs boson with the invariant mass exceeding
the nominal value mSM by a few ΓSM would already generate an unacceptably large signal. This analysis
implies that in our model, unlike in the IDM, the light DM region mh ≤ mSM/2 is altogether ruled out.

FIG. 1. The ratio Rγγ defined in Eq. (36) as a function of he charged Higgs mass for several values of µ2 compared
with the LHC results for the 2σ and 3σ bands around the central value.

The presence of inert scalars also modifies the loop-induced decays of the SM-like Higgs, in particular,
hSM → γγ. Let us denote the modification of this decay width with respect to the SM prediction as

Rγγ =
Γ(hSM → γγ)

Γ(hSM → γγ)SM
. (36)

The expression for this decay width can be recovered from the generic 2HDM result [65]:

Γ(hSM → γγ) =
GFα

2m3
SM

128
√
2π3

∣∣∣∣∑
f

NcQ
2
fA1/2(τf ) +A1(τW ) + 2× m2

SM + 2m2
H+ − 2µ2

2m2
H+

A0(τ+)

∣∣∣∣2, (37)

while for the SM expression we simply omit the last contribution. The factor 2 in the last term shows that
both H+

2 and H+
3 give equal contributions. Following [65], for a particle with mass mi, we define the mass

ratio as τi = m2
SM/(4m

2
i ) and use the formfactors

A0(τ) = −τ − f(τ)

τ2
, A1/2(τ) = 2

τ + (τ − 1)f(τ)

τ2
, A1(τ) = −2τ2 + 3τ + 3(2τ − 1)f(τ)

τ2
, (38)

where

f(τ) =

arcsin2
√
τ for τ ≤ 1, −1

4

[
log

(
1 +

√
1− τ−1

1−
√
1− τ−1

)
− iπ

]2
for τ > 1

 . (39)
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The structure of the charged Higgs contribution closely resembles the IDM counterpart [66–69]. However,
unlike in the IDM, the sign of the coefficient is fixed, which leads to Rγγ < 1 for a heavy charged Higgs.

The coefficient in the last term of Eq. (37) makes it clear that, without the soft breaking terms, the
contribution of the charged Higgses is not negligible. We find that, for µ2 = 0 and heavy charged Higgses,
Rγγ is as low as 0.8, which is already ruled out by the LHC measurements [70]: Rexp.

γγ = 1.10± 0.06. However,

a non-zero µ2 reduces the tension, provided the charged Higgs mass stays close to µ. In Fig. 1, we show the
behavior of Rγγ as a function of m2

H+ for several values of µ2. As we can see, the Rγγ curves can reach 0.92,
which lies within 3σ of the central experimental value, only for µ2 > (150GeV)2, and can exceed 0.98 (2σ
band) only for µ2 > (350GeV)2.
We arrive at the conclusion that the charged Higgs contributions to hSM → γγ are very sizable and, in the

absence of any additional contribution to compensate their effect, rule out the Σ(36) symmetric scalar sector.
The only way to bring hSM → γγ back within experimental limits is to assume a sufficiently large soft breaking
term.

B. DM properties: no soft breaking

log10(Ωtoth
2)

Ωtoth
2

mh(GeV)

µ2 = 0

mh < mH+ ≤ 1000GeV

PLANCK

FIG. 2. Combined relic density of h and a in the 3HDM with an exact Σ(36). Left: the relic density encoded in color
on the parameter plane (mh,mH+). Right: the relic density as a function of mh for several values of mH+ .

Keeping the above results in mind, we turn now to the study of the relic density as a function of the free
parameters. We begin the presentation of our results with the case of the Σ(36)-symmetric scalar sector, that
is, the model without soft breaking terms, µ2 = 0. Although the measurements of the two photon decay width
effectively rule out this scenario, we still want to see whether additional problems arise from the DM sector
alone.
When exploring the relic density evolution, we always observe that h and a give equal contributions. This

is of course expected due to the symmetry that links h and a, the two components of the S3 doublet. Thus,
when showing the values for Ωh2, we will always present the sum of their contributions.

In Fig. 2, we show the resulting relic density Ωh2 as a function of the two remaining free parameters mh

and mH+ . The left plot shows the results of a general scan, with the relic density encoded in color, while the
left plot reveals finer details of Ωh2 as a function of mh for several representative values of mH+ that go up
to 1 TeV. The shaded region in the right plot corresponds to mh < mSM/2 and is excluded by the invisible
decay width.
A salient feature of these plots is that, for mh > 45 GeV, the relic density is always below the Planck

result [37]: (Ωh2)Planck = 0.1200 ± 0.0012. This is due to the rather large annihilation, coannihilation, and
semi-annihilation cross sections. The only region where the predicted relic density matches the Planck result
is the narrow band around mh ≈ 40 GeV, but this low mass region is already excluded by the invisible Higgs
decay constraint.
The low relic density in the high-mass region can also be understood by comparing our model with the

IDM. In the IDM with heavy DM candidates, annihilation mainly proceeds into the longitudinally polarized
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W+W− and ZZ pairs [8], which are dominated by the quartic vertices

hhW+
L W

−
L (IDM): λ345 +

2(m2
H −m2

h)

v2
, hhZLZL(IDM): λ345 +

2(m2
H+ −m2

h)

v2
. (40)

As mentioned earlier, λ345 is an independent parameter and can be chosen small. If the mass splitting in
the inert sector is also small, the annihilation cross section is suppressed, and the relic density can match the
observed value. This is the mechanism behind the high-mass region of the IDM, which still remains viable.
However, in the Σ(36) model, these couplings are

hhZLZL : 2λ1 + 3λ3 = λ̄+
2(m2

H −m2
h)

v2
, hhW+

L W
−
L : 2λ1 + λ2 = λ̄+

2(m2
H+ −m2

h)

v2
, (41)

where λ̄ is given in Eq. (34). Both expressions are never small. The minimal value for the hhZLZL coupling
in the exactly Σ(36)-symmetric scalar sector is 5m2

SM/2v
2 ≈ 0.6 and further grows approximately as m2

h. This
explains why, for large DM masses, we always obtain the relic density significantly below the observed value.
We conclude that the model can account only for a small fraction of total dark matter. Although it still

leaves open the question of the origin of the dominant DM component, this sub-dominant DM scenario is, in
principle, viable.

Next, we confront this model with the direct detection limits. Let us denote by ξΩ = Ω/ΩPlanck the fraction
of the total relic density constituted by h and a. Then, we can compute the DD signal expected in this case,
taking into account the sub-dominant DM scenario we work in, and compare it with the experimental upper
limits on the spin-independent cross section σSI established by the DD searches. Instead of up-scaling the
published upper limits on σSI for such a comparison, we downscale our predicted cross section by defining

σ̂SI = σSI · ξΩ , (42)

and directly compare it with the published results.

σ
S
I
·ξ

Ω
(p
b
)

mh(GeV)

FIG. 3. The rescaled cross section for the direct detection signal σ̂SI = σSI · ξΩ obtained in our model, compared with
the upper limits from recent DD experiments.

In Fig. 3 we present this comparison. Even with the scaling down taken into account, the model predicts
rather large DD signals. This is unavoidable because the DM-Higgs interaction is governed by the same
coupling λ̄ as in Eq. (34). Still, there remains a sizable part of the random scan which passes the limits
obtained by the Xenon1T experiment. However, these predictions are in a clear conflict with the upper limits
announced by the LZ experiment both in 2022 [39] and especially in 2024 [40], definitely ruling out the model
we consider.

The bottom line is: with the latest LZ-2024 result, the scenario featuring two DM candidates arising within
the 3HDM with an exact Σ(36) symmetry in the scalar sector is ruled out.

C. DM properties with soft breaking terms

Next, we introduce the soft breaking terms (32) and explore the consequences for the DM observables.
In Fig. 4, left, we show how the DM relic density depends on µ2 > 0. The light and dark shaded green
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Ωtoth
2

mh(GeV)

PLANCK

µ2 = 0 (250GeV)2 (460GeV)2

mh(GeV)

mH+ −mh(GeV)

400 600 800

5

10

Ωtot < ΩPlanck

Ωtot = ΩPlanck

FIG. 4. Left: The total relic density in the 3HDM for three values of the soft breaking parameter µ2 and several options
for mH+ −mh, see the main text. Right: The region in the (mH+ −mh, mh) parameter space in which the relic density
computed with a suitable µ2 can match the Planck results.

points correspond to the exactly Σ(36)-symmetric scalar sector with mH+ −mh = 10GeV and 100GeV; they
agree with Fig. 2, right. The red and blue families of points correspond to µ2 = (250GeV)2 and (460GeV)2,
respectively. In both cases, the three sequences of points, from top to bottom, refer to mH+ −mh = 0.1GeV,
10 GeV, and 100 GeV. As expected, if mh is fixed but µ increases, the annihilation cross section goes down,
and as a result the relic density rises.
Fig. 4, left, indicates that, for µ2 > (460GeV)2 and with a small mass splitting, a region of parameters

opens up, in which the calculated relic density matches the Planck measurements. For a better visualization,
we show this region in Fig. 4, right, on the plane of the mass splitting mH+ −mh vs. mh. For any choice of
masses mH+ and mh that fall inside the blue region, it is possible to find a suitable µ2 that leads to the total
relic density that matches the Planck result. For masses mH+ and mh outside this region, one always obtains
subdominant scalar DM for any choice of µ2. It is interesting to note that this borderline value of µ is very
similar to the value of the DM mass in the IDM, mDM ∼ 500 GeV, above which the so-called heavy mass
region with a matching relic density opens up [6–8].
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FIG. 5. The rescaled cross section for the direct detection signal σ̂SI = σSI · ξΩ for µ2 = (250GeV)2 and (460GeV)2,
compared with the experimental upper limits.

In Fig. 5, we show how the rescaled cross section for the direct detection signal σ̂SI changes as µ2 grows. We
show the predictions for the same soft breaking parameter values: µ2 = (250GeV)2 and (460GeV)2. For DM
mass well above µ, the rescaled DD signals still hover above the upper limits from LZ, similarly to the case
µ2 = 0, and are not significantly suppressed with µ2 variation. This behavior can be understood by noticing
once more that the same λ̄, which is never too small, both sets the DM scattering process as in Eq. (34) and
drives the annihilation cross section, Eq. (41). If we fix a large mh and increase µ2, the DD cross section goes
down, but the relic density fraction goes up, and the two effects approximately compensate each other in the
rescaled DD signal.
The only way to keep DD cross section low and, at the same time, further suppress relic density is to keep

λ̄ small and increase the charged Higgs mass. This is what we observe for mh very close to µ. In particular,
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we find that the model with µ2 = (460GeV)2 is, in principle, capable of bringing the DD signal below not
only LZ-2022 but also the latest LZ-2024 upper limits [40]. However, this is done at the expense of a large λ2;
we checked that the lowest lying points in Fig. (5), right, correspond to mH+ > 720 GeV, which translates
into λ2 above 10. Also, the large mass splitting between H,A and H+

2,3, which arises in this case, drives the
electroweak precision observables far beyond the experimental limits.
We conclude that the tight correlations arising in our model even in the softly broken regime, once more,

lead the predictions to severe clashes with theoretical and experimental constraints. It may prove useful to
extend the parameter µ2 to even larger values in a quest for a fully viable DM model. But we believe that the
present study clearly indicates the persistent problems that arise in this and other similar DM models based
on a multi-Higgs-doublet with very large finite symmetry groups.

V. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

In this paper we addressed the question whether scalar DM candidates stabilized by a non-abelian residual
group is a viable option within multi-Higgs-doublet models. A conserved non-abelian group not only protects
the multiplet of DM candidates against decay but also gives rise to additional DM evolution channels. In
contrast to previous works, in which a non-abelian group protected dark sector, by construction, was nearly
decoupled from the SM fields, we considered a multiplet of DM candidates emerging from additional inert
electroweak scalar doublets that enter the same Higgs potential that leads to the SM-like Higgs boson. As the
benchmark example, we used the Σ(36)-based 3HDM [32, 33] and took the advantage of its property that, for
any choice of its free parameters, the global minimum of the potential always preserves a non-abelian subgroup
S3 ⊂ Σ(36) and therefore always stabilizes a pair of mass degenerate DM candidates [34].
Due to very tight symmetry-based relations between the SM-like Higgs, the quark sector, and the dark

sector, we found that this idea repeatedly runs into conflict with observations.

• The 3HDMYukawa sector invariant under the exact Σ(36) not only leads to non-physical quark properties
but also destabilizes all the scalars, rendering a realistic quark sector incompatible with DM candidates.
To avoid this problem, we relaxed our assumptions and built the Yukawa sector invariant not under the
full Σ(36) but under S3, the same subgroup that remains unbroken after minimization.

• The extra charged Higgses significantly reduce the hSM → γγ decay width, which conflicts the LHC
measurements. As the hSM coupling with DM is never suppressed, the unsuppressed invisible Higgs
decay rules out this model for mh < mSM/2.

• If the scalar sector respects the full Σ(36) symmetry, the scalar DM is unavoidably subdominant and,
at the same time, enters in conflict with the direct detection results from the LZ experiment [40]. The
bottom line is that the model with an exactly Σ(36)-symmetric scalar sector complemented with S3-
invariant Yukawa interactions is ruled out.

• The soft breaking terms governed by the single new free parameter µ2 can relax the tension. These soft
breaking terms violate Σ(36) but preserve the same S3 that remains as a residual symmetry group at the
minimum, thus, supporting the same pair of DM candidates stabilized by the residual non-abelian group.
Still, the quartic potential inherits many features of the exact Σ(36) 3HDM and remains very constrained.
A moderately large µ > 350 GeV can bring the hSM → γγ within the experimental limits. For µ > 460
GeV, a high-mass, compressed-spectrum region opens up, in which the relic density predictions can
match the Planck result. However, the DD signals in this region are way too high, above not only LZ
[39, 40] but even Xenon-1T [38] results.

• Alternatively, there is a region for µ > 460 GeV with a very sub-dominant DM scenario, in which the
DD signal dives below the latest LZ limits [40]. However, it requires a large charged vs. neutral Higgs
mass splitting, and an extreme value of λ2, violating experimental and theoretical constraints.

The origin of these repeated conflicts is clear. Our starting idea of a large finite global symmetry group
strongly constraints the shape of the scalar sector. Looking back at the Higgs potential (3), we see that it is

the term λ1(ϕ
†
1ϕ1 + ϕ†2ϕ2 + ϕ†3ϕ3)

2 that forces the effective DM-SM coupling λ̄ in Eq. (34) to always remain
unsuppressed. It is this unsuppressed coupling that drives the large invisible Higgs decay for light DM, the
large contribution of the charged Higgs loops to hSM → γγ for heavy DM, as well as the large DD signal.
Thus, the large DM effects are tightly connected with our starting assumption of a large symmetry group.
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It may happen that extending our study to µ2 in excess of 1TeV2 would reveal a model that would be
technically within the existing limits. But judging from the present experience, it will always be at the brink
of exclusion and never be a natural candidate. But the main goal of this work was not to construct yet another
DM model but to explore the limits of what multi-Higgs-doublet models can in principle accommodate. We
met this objective: through a concrete example, we learned several lessons that further highlight the conflicts
between symmetry assumptions, the LHC results, and DM properties that arise if we try to derive a DM
multiplet stabilized by a non-abelian group from the multi-Higgs-doublet model potential. We believe that
these lessons are of interest to the community and help clarify what can and what cannot be achieved with
several Higgs doublets alone, without additional New Physics assumptions.
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Appendix A: SU(3) vs. PSU(3)

When we discuss three-family global symmetries either of the Higgs doublets or of fermion generations, we
usually think of a symmetry group G ⊂ SU(3). However, SU(3) contains a non-trivial center: Z(SU(3)) ≃
Z3 = {13, ω · 13, ω

2 · 13}. Of course, this center is always a symmetry of the entire lagrangian of any 3HDM,
just because it is a very particular subgroup of the hypercharge gauge transformations U(1)Y . Since we are
looking for symmetry groups G in addition to the electroweak gauge group, we should not include this Z3 in
our search for global symmetry groups. This can be done by considering the factor group SU(3)/Z3, which is
called PSU(3), the projective SU(3). Thus, if we aim to establish all distinct symmetry-based situations in
the 3HDM, we should look for subgroups of PSU(3), not SU(3).
Let us show how it works for the group ∆(27) mentioned above. The two generators in Eq. (1) do not

commute inside SU(3), as their commutator gives

[a, b] = aba−1b−1 = ω2 · 13 . (A1)

However, if we now view a and b as representative elements of the cosets aZ3 and bZ3, which belong to PSU(3),
then they do commute: their commutator is just the coset Z3 itself, the trivial element of PSU(3). So, by
applying the homomorphism f : SU(3) → PSU(3) to the group ∆(27) ⊂ SU(3), we obtain the abelian group
∆(27)/Z3 = Z3 × Z3 ⊂ PSU(3). Similarly, if we start with ∆(54) = ∆(54) ⋊ Z2 ⊂ SU(3), we arrive at
∆(27)/Z3 = (Z3 × Z3) ⋊ Z2 ⊂ PSU(3). This is why the classification of the finite symmetry groups of the
3HDM scalar sector [32, 33, 55], dealt with (Z3 × Z3)⋊ Z2, not ∆(54).

However, working directly inside PSU(3) is less convenient. We are used to exploring complex spaces, not
projective spaces, and to dealing with matrices as in Eq. (1), not cosets of matrices. Moreover, we have much
information on unitary irreducible representations (irreps) of finite groups, not projective irreps. Therefore, in
practical calculations, it is advisable to work inside SU(3)—remembering about the center when appropriate.

The group Σ(36) of order 36 was identified in [32, 33, 55] as the largest finite symmetry group of the 3HDM
scalar sector. This is a subgroup of PSU(3), and it can be written as (Z3×Z3)⋊Z4, with the already familiar
Z3×Z3 “core” and the new transformation which acts on it by automorphisms. Back within SU(3), this group
is denoted as Σ(36φ), or Σ(36× 3), see e.g. [56, 57], and is of order 108.

Appendix B: Representations of the group Σ(36φ)

Irreducible representations of the group Σ(36φ) together with the character table were listed in [56, 57].
They include four 1D irreps 1(p), which differ by the representing value of ρ1(d) = ip, four complex 3D irreps
3(p), whose ρ3(a) and ρ3(b) are given in Eq. (1) and ρ3(d) is the same as in Eq. (2) with an extra factor ip,
four conjugate triplets (3(p))∗, and finally two real 4D irreps. As in the main text, we shorten 3(0) to just 3.
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The sum of the squares of the irrep dimensions is
∑

i d
2
i = 4× 1 + 8× 32 + 2× 42 = 108, which is the order of

Σ(36φ).
The decomposition of various products of irreps were derived in [56], Appendix C. We are interested in

products of 3, which is how the Higgs doublets transform, with 3(p) or (3(p))∗. First,

3⊗ 3∗ = 1(0) ⊕ 4⊕ 4′ . (B1)

If a ∼ 3 and b∗ ∼ 3∗, then the trivial singlet is obtained as

[ab∗]1 = a1b
∗
1 + a2b

∗
2 + a3b

∗
3 . (B2)

Eq. (B1) can be generalized to other triplets-antitriplet products as

3(p) ⊗ (3(p′))∗ = 1(p−p′) ⊕ 4⊕ 4′ , (B3)

where p− p′ is understood as taken mod 4.
Next, the product of two triplets is decomposed as

3⊗ 3 = 3∗ ⊕ (3(1))∗ ⊕ (3(3))∗ . (B4)

If a ∼ 3 and b ∼ 3, then the explicit expression for the antitriplet 3∗, which is antisymmetric under a↔ b, is
inherited from the SU(3) irrep products:

1√
2
ϵijkajbk =

1√
2

 a2b3 − a3b2
a3b1 − a1b3
a1b2 − a2b1

 ∼ 3∗ . (B5)

The six-dimensional symmetric subspace splits into the two invariant subspaces:

1√
24

 √
2 τ−a1b1 − τ+(a2b3 + a3b2)√
2 τ−a2b2 − τ+(a3b1 + a1b3)√
2 τ−a3b3 − τ+(a1b2 + a2b1)

 ∼ (3(1))∗ ,
1√
24

 √
2 τ+a1b1 + τ−(a2b3 + a3b2)√
2 τ+a2b2 + τ−(a3b1 + a1b3)√
2 τ+a3b3 + τ−(a1b2 + a2b1)

 ∼ (3(3))∗ . (B6)

Here, we used the shorthand notation

τ− =

√
2(3−

√
3) , τ+ =

√
2(3 +

√
3) , τ−τ+ =

√
24 . (B7)

Again, the decomposition Eq. (B4) can be generalized to the product of any two triplets:

3(p) ⊗ 3(p′) = (3(−p−p′))∗ ⊕ (3(1−p−p′))∗ ⊕ (3(3−p−p′))∗ , (B8)

where all indices are computed mod 4. However, the decomposition rules remain the same as in Eqs. (B5) and
(B6).

Appendix C: Yukawa sectors for the exact Σ(36) symmetry

We present here the details of extending the symmetry group Σ(36) to the quark Yukawa sector. With the
list of irreps of the group Σ(36φ) and their product composition rules, we present in Table I the main options
for the irrep assignments in a Σ(36φ)-invariant quark sector. In principle, one can also choose different triplets;
for example, in the second line, QL could be chosen to transform as 3(1). But with a simultaneous relabeling
the irrep assignments for dR and uR, this choice would still lead to the same Yukawa structures. Let us now
build the Yukawa matrices for each of the cases listed in Table I.
Case 1-3-3-3: QL are trivial singlets, dR ∼ 3∗, uR ∼ 3, the first line of Table I. The three Yukawa

matrices Γa were given in Eq. (30), and similar matrices ∆a with their own parameters di arise for the up

sector. Starting from the mass matrices (Md)ij = givj/
√
2 and (Mu)ij = div

∗
j /
√
2, we define, as usual, their

hermitean squares Hd =MdM
†
d and Hu =MuM

†
u:

(Hd)ij =
v2

2
gig

∗
j , (Hu)ij =

v2

2
did

∗
j . (C1)
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label QL ϕ dR uR

case 1-3-3-3 1 3 3∗ 3

case 3-3-1-3 3∗ 3 1 3∗ or (3(1))∗ or (3(3))∗

case 3-3-3-1 3 3 3 or 3(1) or 3(3) 1

TABLE I. The main options for Σ(36φ)-invariant Yukawa sector.

Both in the down and up-quark sectors, we have two generations of massless quarks and one generation of

massive ones, with m2
b = v2 |⃗g|2/2 and m2

t = v2|d⃗|2/2.
In general, the mass matrices are diagonalized through the rotations

d0L = VdLdL , d0R = VdRdR , u0L = VuLuL , u0R = VuRuR . (C2)

which lead to the CKM matrix VCKM = V †
uLVdL and the diagonal matrices Dd = V †

dLMdVdR and Du =

V †
uLMuVuR. Let us assume that the non-zero masses correspond to the third eigenvector. Then the matrices
VdL and VuL take the following generic form:

VdL =
1√
|⃗g|2

 ↑ ↑ ↑
x⃗1 x⃗2 g⃗
↓ ↓ ↓

 , VuL =
1√
|d⃗|2

 ↑ ↑ ↑
y⃗1 y⃗2 d⃗
↓ ↓ ↓

 . (C3)

Here, for the down-quark sector, g⃗ = (g1, g2, g3) and x⃗1, x⃗2 are the other two eigenvectors corresponding to
zero eigenvalue, which cannot be uniquely defined. The same construction holds for the up-sector in terms of

the vectors d⃗ = (d1, d2, d3) and y⃗1, y⃗2.

Proceeding in a similar way with Gd = M†
dMd and Gu = M†

uMu, one finds (Gd)ij = |⃗g|2v∗i vj and (Gu)ij =

|d⃗|2viv∗j . One can then find the rotation matrices VdR and VuR, inserting them back in the Yukawa lagrangian

and obtain the interaction patterns of the neutral scalar fields ϕ0a = (ha + iaa)/
√
2 with quark pairs:

−LY ⊃
√
2mb

v2
d̄L

 0 0 0
0 0 0

ϕ⃗0 · u⃗1 ϕ⃗0 · u⃗2 ϕ⃗0 · v⃗

 dR + h.c. , (C4)

and a similar matrix for the up-quark sector. Here, the two vectors u⃗1 and u⃗2, of norm v, are orthogonal to
v⃗ and with each other. Although the three vectors u⃗1, u⃗2, v⃗ are different for different vev alignments, they all
share the key properties: the SM-like Higgs couples only to b̄b, while all the additional neutral Higgses couple
to bd̄ and bs̄. In particular, for the vev alignment B1 we recover the coupling patterns given in Eq. (31).

Case 3-3-1-3: dR are trivial singlets, QL ∼ 3, uR ∼ 3∗. The Yukawa matrices Γa again come from the
simple product of 3∗ ⊗ 3, which is then coupled to the three singlets dR, each with its own coefficient:

Γ1 =

g1 g2 g3
· · ·
· · ·

 , Γ2 =

 · · ·
g1 g2 g3
· · ·

 , Γ3 =

 · · ·
· · ·
g1 g2 g3

 . (C5)

We arrive at (Hd)ij = |⃗g|2viv∗j /2. again yielding two massless generations and a massive b-quark, with the

same mass squared as before: m2
b = v2 |⃗g|2/2. However, the quark rotation matrix is now governed by the

vector of vevs rather than the coefficients:

VdL =
1

v

 ↑ ↑ ↑
u⃗1 u⃗2 v⃗
↓ ↓ ↓

 , (C6)

while VdR takes the form similar to Eq. (C3). The interactions of the neutral Higgses with quark pairs is now
described by the matrix

−LY ⊃
√
2mb

v2
d̄L

 0 0 ϕ⃗0 · u⃗1
0 0 ϕ⃗0 · u⃗2
0 0 ϕ⃗0 · v⃗

 dR + h.c. , (C7)
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We again observe that the decays of h and a to b̄d and b̄s are unavoidable.
In the up-quark sector, we encounter the product 3∗⊗3∗⊗3∗, which contains only one singlet. As a result,

the entire up-quark sector now involves only one free parameters d. Using the representation product rules
listed in Appendix B, we obtain the following Yukawa matrices:

∆1 = d

· · ·
· · −1
· 1 ·

 , ∆2 = d

 · · 1
· · ·
−1 · ·

 , ∆3 = d

 · −1 ·
1 · ·
· · ·

 . (C8)

The mass matrix and its hermitean square are

(Mu)ij = − d√
2
ϵijkv

∗
k , (Hu)ij =

|d|2
2

(
v2δij − v∗i vj

)
. (C9)

The mass spectrum is now different: one zero eigenvalue, with the eigenvector (v∗1 , v
∗
2 , v

∗
3) and two non-zero

degenerate eigenvalues m2 = |d|2v2/2. The Higgs-quark couplings now show a different pattern but the overall
conclusion remains unchanged: h and a unavoidably decay to the quark pairs.

Case 3-3-3-1, with uR being trivial singlets, while QL ∼ 3∗, dR ∼ 3, is similar to the previous one, with
the structures in the up and down-quark sectors swapped.
Finally, case 3-3-1-3(1) and case 3-3-1-3(3), with QL ∼ 3 and uR ∼ (3(1))∗ or uR ∼ (3(3))∗, involve new

structures. The down sector remains the same as in case 3-3-1-3, while the up sector is now constructed from
a different contraction of triplets:

∆1 = d

√
2τ∓ · ·
· · ∓τ±
· ∓τ± ·

 , ∆2 = d

 · · ∓τ±
·

√
2τ∓ ·

∓τ± · ·

 , ∆3 = d

 · ∓τ± ·
∓τ± · ·
· ·

√
2τ∓

 , (C10)

where τ− =
√
2(3−

√
3), τ+ =

√
2(3 +

√
3), so that τ−τ+ =

√
24. We now obtain a mass matrix with

three non-zero masses, two of them being degenerate. Although the analytic diagonalization for a generic vev
alignment is cumbersome, it is easily done for the alignments which are possible for the Σ(36) potential. The
bottom line is the same: all new neutral Higgses couple to quark pairs, leading to decays of h and a.
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