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We give a survey on current constraints on the Inert Doublet Model parameter space, including all
theoretical as well as experimental limits from collider and astrophysical data. For allowed regions
in the parameter space, we provide total production cross sections for the pair-production of scalars
at the 13 TeV LHC and propose benchmarks scenarios which should be investigated by the LHC
experiments at Run II.

I. INTRODUCTION

One of the simplest models for a scalar dark matter is the Inert Doublet Model (IDM), a version of a Two
Higgs Doublet Model with an exact Z2 symmetry [1]. It contains one SU(2) doublet of spin-0 fields, playing the
same role as the corresponding doublet in the SM, with the SM-like Higgs particle. This doublet is even under
the Z2 symmetry, while the second doublet, being Z2-odd, is not involved in the mass generation and does not
interact with fermions. This so called inert or dark doublet contains 4 scalars, two charged and two neutral
ones, with the lightest neutral scalar being a natural DM candidate. Due to the Z2 symmetry, all particles from
the dark doublet are pair-produced.

This model was studied in order to provide a heavy Higgs boson [2] as well as a lighter Higgs boson, to be
produced at LHC [3]. It was considered as a model with a “perfect example” of a WIMP [4–7]. It leads to an
interesting pattern of the Universe evolution, towards the Inert phase as given by the IDM, with one, two or
three phase transitions [8]. Furthermore, the IDM can provide a strong first-order phase transition [9–13], which
is one of the Sakharov conditions needed to generate a baryon asymmetry of the Universe. After a discovery in
2012 of a SM-like Higgs particle, many analyses have beed performed for the IDM, using Higgs collider data, as
well as astrophysical measurements, see eg. [14–17]. In addition, proposals were made how to search for dark
scalars at the LHC in the di- or multilepton channel [17–19].

Recently, also the important issue of vacuum (meta)stability in the IDM has been discussed, and it was found
that additional (possibly heavy) scalars can have a strong impact on it [20–23] [55]. Especially on the eve of
the LHC run II, the determination of the regions of parameters space which survive all current theoretical and
experimental constraints is indispensible. Therefore, we here provide a survey of the IDM parameter space,
after all constraints are taken into account. We found that the main sources of these are run I LHC Higgs data
as well as dark matter relic density (Planck) and direct dark matter search at LUX.
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II. THE INERT DOUBLET MODEL

The D-symmetric potential of the IDM has the following form:

V = − 1
2

[
m2

11(φ†SφS)+m2
22(φ†DφD)

]
+ λ1

2 (φ†SφS)2+ λ2

2 (φ†DφD)2

+λ3(φ†SφS)(φ†DφD)+λ4(φ†SφD)(φ†DφS) + λ5

2

[
(φ†SφD)2+(φ†DφS)2

]
,

(1)

with all parameters taken as real (see e.g. [8]). The vacuum state in the IDM is given by [56]:

〈φS〉 =
1√
2

(
0
v

)
, 〈φD〉 =

(
0
0

)
, (2)

where v = 246 GeV denotes the vacuum expectation value (vev). After minimization, with v fixed, the model
has in total 6 free parameters. We here choose

Mh, MH , MA, MH± , λ2, λ345 (3)

as independent input parameters, with λ345 = λ3 + λ4 + λ5.

III. THEORETICAL AND EXPERIMENTAL CONSTRAINTS

We have performed an extensive scan on the parameter space of the IDM, taking all current theoretical as
well as experimental constraints into account. We give a short description of these in the following paragraphs
and refer to [24] for more details. Several of the observables below have been calculated using the public tools
2HDMC [25] and micrOMEGAs [26].

a. Theoretical constraints Our model is subject to several theoretical constraints, which we briefly list here.
First, vacuum stability as well as positivity pose several constraints on relations of the couplings [27, 28]

λ1 ≥ 0, λ2 ≥ 0, λ3 +
√
λ1λ2 > 0, λ345 +

√
λ1λ2 > 0,

m2
11√
λ1
≥ m2

22√
λ2
, (4)

where the last condition guarantees that the inert vacuum 2 is global. We furthermore require the scattering
matrix to be unitary, leading to a limit of | Li| ≤ 8π on the eigenvalues of specific hypercharge/ isospin scattering
matrices. Finally, we require all couplings to have maximal absolute values of 4π to stay within the perturbative
range. Note that choosing MH as the dark matter candidate leads to

MH ≤ MA,MH± . (5)

b. Experimental measurements and constraints The discovery of a Higgs boson by the LHC experiments
and the measurement of its mass leads to fixing Mh. Following the ATLAS/ CMS mass combination [29], which
renders Mh = 125.09 ± 0.21 ± 0.11 GeV, we use

Mh = 125.1 GeV (6)

throughout our study. Furthermore, upper limits exist on the total width of this particle [30, 31] of ∼ 22 MeV.
The decay widths of the electroweak gauge bosons have been extremely well measured by the LEP experiments
[32]. Being conservative, we require

MA,H +M±H ≥ mW , MA +MH ≥ mZ , 2M±H ≥ mZ . (7)

Constraints from null-searches at colliders as well as agreement with the 125 GeV Higgs signal coupling
strength an 95 % confidence level are implemented via the publicly available tools HiggsBounds-4.2.0 [33–35]
and HiggsSignals-1.3.1 [36]. Constraints from electroweak precision tests are taken into account via the
oblique parameters S, T, U [37–40], which are equally required to agree within 95 % C.L. taking full correlations
between them into account [41]. We require the charged Higgs to decay within the collider, leading to a lower
limit of Γtot(H

±) ≥ 6.58 × 10−18 GeV. Furthermore, bounds from reinterpreted SUSY searches at LEP render
M±H ≥ 70 GeV [42] and rule out regions where [43]

MA ≤ 100 GeV, MH ≤ 80 GeV,∆M ≥ 8 GeV. (8)
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With this set of requirements we also stay out of the region ruled out by the recent reinterpretation of SUSY
bounds from LHC [44]. As discussed above, one of the advantageous features of our model is the fact that it
comes with a stable dark matter candidate. Therefore, current limits on dark matter relic density as well as
direct detection cross sections need to be respected. We consider the first by requiring

Ωc h
2 ≤ 0.1241 (9)

to be in agreement with the upper limit on relic density from the last Planck collaboration results [45]. Limits
from direct detection are taken into account in form of the last LUX limits [46].

IV. RESULTS

After fixing Mh (6), we have performed an extensive scan on the remaining 5 parameter space, taking all
theoretical and experimental constraints into account. If not stated otherwise, λ2 ∈ [0; 4.5] and λ345 ∈ [−1.5; 2].
Masses were varied from 0 (MH) to 1 TeV for MH (MA, MH±) respectively. The scan has been performed in
three subsequent steps

• In the first step, we use the mass and coupling regions as given above. All points, whether allowed
or excluded, are kept; all exclusion criteria for a specific parameter point are memorised. We test all
theoretical constraints, as well as the total width of the 125 GeV Higgs boson and of the charged scalar,
and electroweak precision observables. Also limits from collider exclusions recast from SUSY searches and
Z/W widths are applied at this stage.

• Only points which have passed the above constraints are then checked against limits from the Higgs signal
strength and collider searches via HiggsBounds-4.2.0 / HiggsSignals-1.3.1 .

• Points which passed all above bounds are then furthermore tested against Planck and LUX data .

Constraints on the masses are usually obtained through an interplay of several constraints rendering a direct
correlation difficult. However, we found that both couplings λ2 and λ345 can be directly related to a few
constraints. This can e.g. be observed directly from figure 1, which shows the limits in the (λ2, λ345) plane
after scan step 1 and in the (MH , λ345) plane after scan step 3, respectively. A clear cut from perturbativity
on the largest allowed value of λ2 arises from the upper bound on the quartic coupling of the H, leading to
λ2 ≤ 4

3 π ≈ 4.19 [15, 27] [57]. We furthermore observe a λ2 (λ345) dependent positivity induced lower bound
on λ345 (λ2). After performing all steps of the scan, we additionally find that for masses MH ≥ 60 GeV, the
strongest constraint on λ345 indeed stems from direct dark matter experiments, leading to |λ345| <∼ 1.2 for
masses MH

<∼ 1 TeV. On the other hand, in the region where the channel h → HH is kinematically open, it
was found that additional strong constraints stem from the SM Higgs signal strength measurements, leading to
|λ345| <∼ 0.02 (see also e.g. [16, 47]). Furthermore, an interplay of limits from weak gauge boson decays and
dark matter constraints basically rules out the whole region where MH ≤ 48 GeV. A more dedicated discussion
of all other constraints will be given in [24]. As relevant results, we here exemplarily display all points forbidden
by a particular constraint as well as allowed regions in the (MH , MH±) and (MH , MA) plane in figure 2. We
found that the ratios of all dark scalar masses are <∼ 1.5, implying a relatively strong degeneracy. We found
that a blind scan favours high mass regions for all dark scalars [58].

V. BENCHMARKS

Out of all allowed regions in parameter space, we then chose 5 benchmark points which should be tested by
the LHC experiments at the current LHC run [48]. We give parameter specifications and total cross sections
for H A and H+H− pair-production, which were obtained using Madgraph5 [49] together with an UFO IDM
input file [20, 50] (cf. also figure 3).

• Benchmark I: low scalar mass; HA : 0.371(4)pb, H+H− : 0.097(1)pb

MH = 57.5 GeV, MA = 113.0 GeV,MH± = 123 GeV, λ2 ∈ [0; 4.2], λ345 ∈ [−0.015; 0.015]
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FIG. 1: Left: Constraints from positivity (forbidden points in blue, lower left curve) and perturbativity (forbidden
points in green, right stripe) in the (λ2, λ345) plane. Points which survive perturbativity and positivity constraints after
scan step 1 are displayed in red. Right: Step 3 scan: allowed (red) and forbidden regions in the (MH , λ345) plane from
the direct DM detection from LUX (dark red) and relic density from Planck measurements (black).

 0

 200

 400

 600

 800

 1000

 1200

 1400

 1600

 1800

 0  200  400  600  800  1000

M
H

+
 

MH

STU
positivity
unitarity

Γh
ΓH+

LUX
OK

 0

 200

 400

 600

 800

 1000

 1200

 1400

 1600

 1800

 0  200  400  600  800  1000

M
A
 

MH

STU
positivity
unitarity

Γh
ΓH+

LUX
OK

FIG. 2: MH vs MH± (left) and MH vs MA (right) after all constraints have been taken into account. Color coding
refers to the constraints which rule out parameter points, where the scan follows the steps as described in section IV.
Points labelled ”OK” have survived all theoretical and experimental bounds.

• Benchmark II: low scalar mass; HA : 0.226(2)pb, H+H− : 0.0605(9)pb

MH = 85.5 GeV, MA = 111.0 GeV,MH± = 140, GeV, λ2 ∈ [0; 4.2], λ345 ∈ [−0.015; 0.015]

• Benchmark III: intermediate scalar mass; H A : 0.0765(7)pb, H+H− : 0.0259(3)pb

MH = 128.0 GeV, MA = 134.0,GeV,MH± = 176.0 GeV, λ2 ∈ [0; 4.2], λ345 ∈ [−0.05; 0.05]

• Benchmark IV: high scalar mass, mass degeneracy; H,A : 0.00122(1)pb, H+H− : 0.00124(1)pb

MH = 363.0 GeV,MA = 374.0 GeV,MH± = 374.0 GeV, λ2 ∈ [0; 4.2], λ345 ∈ [−0.25; 0.25]

• Benchmark V: high scalar mass, no mass degeneracy; H,A : 0.00129(1)pb, H+H− : 0.000553(7)pb

MH = 311.0 GeV,MA = 415.0 GeV,MH± = 447.0 GeV, λ2 ∈ [0; 4.2], λ345 ∈ [−0.19; 0.19]

While benchmarks I and II are exceptional points in a sense that the allowed parameter space is extremely
constrained in the low mass region, benchmarks III to V are more typical, as these parts of the parameter space
are more highly populated. Furthermore, for scenario IV the production cross sections for HA and H+H− have
a similar order of magnitude.
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FIG. 3: Production cross sections in pb at a 13 TeV LHC for HA (left) and H+H− (right), in the (MH , λ345) plane.
Points presented here are allowed by all constraints mentioned above.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

The Inert Doublet Model provides a viable extension of the Standard Model scalar sector. While allowing
for the EWSB as in the SM, it additionally introduces a dark scalar sector with a good dark matter candidate.
We here discussed all currently available constraints on this model and identified the most stringent constraints
on dark matter couplings λ2 and λ345. We found that scalar masses are still allowed in basically the whole
mass range considered here, with a lower limit of MH ≥ 48 GeV, arising due to an interplay of LEP results
and dark matter constraints. Generically, the parameter space opens up for higher dark scalar masses. For
MH

>∼ 300 GeV, mass degeneracies are observed, with mass ratios below 1.5. We also provide pair production
cross-sections for 5 benchmark scenarios, which could be investigated experimentally at LHC run II.

Acknowledgments

MK thanks the organizers for an excellent organization and scienific atmosphere at the Toyama workshop
and for financial support. She acknowledges discussions with I. Ivanov and M. Sampaio. TR wants to thank
A. Goudelis, B. Herrmann, O. Stal and T. Stefaniak for useful discussions and R. Frederix for MG5 support.
We also thank B. Swiezewska and D. Sokolowska for discussion on the IDM as well as the Higgs Cross Section
working group for encouraging us to investigate possible benchmarks. This research was supported by the
DAAD grant PPP Poland Project 56269947 ”Dark Matter at Colliders” and by the Polish grant NCN OPUS
2012/05/B/ST2/03306 (2012-2016). The work of AI is supported by the 7th Framework Programme of the
European Commission through the Initial Training Network HiggsTools PITN-GA-2012-316704.

[1] N. G. Deshpande and E. Ma, Phys.Rev. D18, 2574 (1978).
[2] R. Barbieri, L. J. Hall, and V. S. Rychkov, Phys.Rev. D74, 015007 (2006), hep-ph/0603188.
[3] Q.-H. Cao, E. Ma, and G. Rajasekaran, Phys.Rev. D76, 095011 (2007), 0708.2939.
[4] L. Lopez Honorez, E. Nezri, J. F. Oliver, and M. H. Tytgat, JCAP 0702, 028 (2007), hep-ph/0612275.
[5] E. M. Dolle and S. Su, Phys.Rev. D80, 055012 (2009), 0906.1609.
[6] D. Sokolowska, Acta Phys.Polon. B42, 2237 (2011), 1112.2953.
[7] L. Lopez Honorez and C. E. Yaguna, JHEP 1009, 046 (2010), 1003.3125.
[8] I. Ginzburg, K. Kanishev, M. Krawczyk, and D. Sokolowska, Phys.Rev. D82, 123533 (2010), 1009.4593.
[9] G. Gil, P. Chankowski, and M. Krawczyk, Phys.Lett. B717, 396 (2012), 1207.0084.

[10] T. Hambye and M. H. Tytgat, Phys.Lett. B659, 651 (2008), 0707.0633.
[11] T. A. Chowdhury, M. Nemevsek, G. Senjanovic, and Y. Zhang, JCAP 1202, 029 (2012), 1110.5334.
[12] D. Borah and J. M. Cline, Phys.Rev. D86, 055001 (2012), 1204.4722.
[13] N. Blinov, S. Profumo, and T. Stefaniak (2015), 1504.05949.



Toyama International Workshop on Higgs as a Probe of New Physics 2015, 11–15, February, 2015 6

[14] B. Swiezewska and M. Krawczyk, Phys.Rev. D88, 035019 (2013), 1212.4100.
[15] A. Arhrib, Y.-L. S. Tsai, Q. Yuan, and T.-C. Yuan, JCAP 1406, 030 (2014), 1310.0358.
[16] M. Krawczyk, D. Sokolowska, P. Swaczyna, and B. Swiezewska, JHEP 1309, 055 (2013), 1305.6266.
[17] M. Gustafsson, S. Rydbeck, L. Lopez-Honorez, and E. Lundstrom, Phys.Rev. D86, 075019 (2012), 1206.6316.
[18] E. Dolle, X. Miao, S. Su, and B. Thomas, Phys.Rev. D81, 035003 (2010), 0909.3094.
[19] P. Swaczyna, MSc thesis 2013, University of Warsaw.
[20] A. Goudelis, B. Herrmann, and O. Stal, JHEP 1309, 106 (2013), 1303.3010.
[21] B. Swiezewska (2015), 1503.07078.
[22] N. Khan and S. Rakshit (2015), 1503.03085.
[23] M. Kadastik, K. Kannike, A. Racioppi, and M. Raidal, JHEP 1205, 061 (2012), 1112.3647.
[24] A. Ilnicka, M. Krawczyk, and T. Robens, in preparation.
[25] D. Eriksson, J. Rathsman, and O. Stal, Comput.Phys.Commun. 181, 189 (2010), 0902.0851.
[26] G. Belanger, F. Boudjema, A. Pukhov, and A. Semenov, Comput.Phys.Commun. 185, 960 (2014), 1305.0237.
[27] B. Swiezewska, Phys.Rev. D88, 055027 (2013), 1209.5725.
[28] S. Nie and M. Sher, Phys.Lett. B449, 89 (1999), hep-ph/9811234.
[29] G. Aad et al. (ATLAS, CMS), Phys.Rev.Lett. 114, 191803 (2015), 1503.07589.
[30] V. Khachatryan et al. (CMS Collaboration), Phys.Lett. B736, 64 (2014), 1405.3455.
[31] G. Aad et al. (ATLAS) (2015), 1503.01060.
[32] K. Olive et al. (Particle Data Group), Chin.Phys. C38, 090001 (2014).
[33] P. Bechtle, O. Brein, S. Heinemeyer, G. Weiglein, and K. E. Williams, Comput.Phys.Commun. 181, 138 (2010),

0811.4169.
[34] P. Bechtle, O. Brein, S. Heinemeyer, G. Weiglein, and K. E. Williams, Comput.Phys.Commun. 182, 2605 (2011),

1102.1898.
[35] P. Bechtle, O. Brein, S. Heinemeyer, O. Stal, T. Stefaniak, et al., Eur.Phys.J. C74, 2693 (2014), 1311.0055.
[36] P. Bechtle, S. Heinemeyer, O. Stal, T. Stefaniak, and G. Weiglein, Eur.Phys.J. C74, 2711 (2014), 1305.1933.
[37] G. Altarelli and R. Barbieri, Phys. Lett. B 253, 161 (1991).
[38] M. E. Peskin and T. Takeuchi, Phys.Rev.Lett. 65, 964 (1990).
[39] M. E. Peskin and T. Takeuchi, Phys.Rev. D46, 381 (1992).
[40] I. Maksymyk, C. Burgess, and D. London, Phys.Rev. D50, 529 (1994), hep-ph/9306267.
[41] M. Baak et al. (Gfitter Group), Eur.Phys.J. C74, 3046 (2014), 1407.3792.
[42] A. Pierce and J. Thaler, JHEP 0708, 026 (2007), hep-ph/0703056.
[43] M. Espirito Santo, K. Hultqvist, P. Johansson, and A. Lipniacka (2003).
[44] G. Belanger, B. Dumont, A. Goudelis, B. Herrmann, S. Kraml, et al. (2015), 1503.07367.
[45] P. Ade et al. (Planck) (2015), 1502.01589.
[46] D. Akerib et al. (LUX Collaboration), Phys.Rev.Lett. 112, 091303 (2014), 1310.8214.
[47] M. Krawczyk, M. Matej, D. Sokolowska, and B. Swiezewska (2015), 1501.04529.
[48] A. Ilnicka, M. Krawczyk, and T. Robens, Inert Doublet Model benchmarks for the 13 TeV run of the LHC, Submitted

to the Higgs Cross Section Working Group, April 2015.
[49] J. Alwall, M. Herquet, F. Maltoni, O. Mattelaer, and T. Stelzer, JHEP 1106, 128 (2011), 1106.0522.
[50] C. Degrande, C. Duhr, B. Fuks, D. Grellscheid, O. Mattelaer, et al., Comput.Phys.Commun. 183, 1201 (2012),

1108.2040.
[51] G. M. Pruna and T. Robens, Phys.Rev. D88, 115012 (2013), 1303.1150.
[52] T. Robens and T. Stefaniak, Eur.Phys.J. C75, 104 (2015), 1501.02234.
[53] D. Sokolowska (2011), 1107.1991.
[54] D. Sokolowska (2011), 1104.3326.
[55] Similar solutions can be found in a simple singlet extension of the SM Higgs sector, cf. e.g. [51, 52] and references

therein.
[56] In a 2HDM with the potential V given by eqn. (1) different vacua can exist, e.g. a mixed one with 〈φS〉 6= 0,

〈φD〉 6= 0, an inertlike vacuum with 〈φS〉 = 0, 〈φD〉 6= 0, or even a charge breaking vacuum see [6, 8, 53, 54].
[57] As λ2 only plays a role in the self-couplings of the dark scalars, it is not a relevant parameter for the remainder of

our discussion.
[58] This holds independently of the numerical cutoff value of the scan range.


	I Introduction
	II The Inert Doublet Model
	III Theoretical and experimental constraints
	IV Results
	V Benchmarks
	VI Conclusions
	 Acknowledgments
	 References

