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The attractive feature of supersymmetry is predictive power, due to the large number of calculable
properties and to coupling non-renormalisation. This power can be fully expressed in hidden sectors
where supersymmetry may be exact, as these sectors are secluded from the visible one where instead
supersymmetry must be broken. This suggests a new paradigm for supersymmetric dark sectors,
where supersymmetry is exact at the dark matter scale, implying that many properties of hidden
supersymmetric dark sectors can be fully computed. As a proof of concept we discuss a concrete
example based on N = 1 super Yang-Mills.

Supersymmetry [1–3] is arguably the most natural ex-
tension of Minkowsky space-time symmetries, beyond the
Poincaré algebra [4]. It links bosonic and fermionic par-
ticles, hence relating integer and semi-integer spins [5].
Furthermore, supersymmetric field theories enjoy special
properties that make for an exciting theoretical play-
ground. For instance, the non-renormalisation of a set
of operators [3, 6] renders supersymmetry a prime can-
didate to explain the quantum stability of scalar masses
[7], in particular for the Higgs boson. As a second ex-
ample, theories with extended supersymmetries can be
solved exactly without the need for a perturbative ex-
pansions [8]. This idyllic theoretical situation contrasts
with the physical real world, where the Standard Model
of particle physics (SM) lacks any supersymmetric fea-
ture, in primis a mirror fermion-boson symmetric parti-
cle content. Henceforth, if supersymmetry is realised, it
must be at energy scales well beyond the ones already
probed at accelerators, like the Large Hadron Collider
(LHC) at CERN, or in secluded sectors, at most fee-
bly connected to the SM. However, there are phenom-
ena that are not captured by the SM, specifically the
presence of Dark Matter (DM), which constitutes 75%
of the matter budget of the present-day Universe [9].
The only DM direct evidence involves its gravitational
interactions, which have been observed at a variety of
scales: from galaxies, via the rotational velocity of lu-
minous stars and gas, to gravitational lensing of galaxy
clusters, to ultimately the global properties of the ob-
servable Universe, revealed via the Cosmic Microwave

∗ g.cacciapaglia@ip2i.in2p3.fr
† deandrea@ip2i.in2p3.fr
‡ wanda.isnard@ens-lyon.fr

Background. Many models propose a particle candidate
to represent DM, including particles predicted by (bro-
ken) supersymmetry [10, 11] and hidden sectors [12]. See
Refs [13–15] for comprehensive reviews on DM models
and properties. For a long time, the Minimal Supersym-
mmetric SM (MSSM) has offered a standard DM candi-
date in the form of the lightest supersymmetric particle
(LSP), which is usually a neutralino or gravitino. Its
stability, however, is not guaranteed directly by super-
symmetry as it requires an imposed matter symmetry
(R–parity), which is also necessary to forbid proton de-
cay [16]. As the DM candidate is the lightest partner of
the SM states, its mass and nature in the LSP picture is
strongly related to the breaking of supersymmetry.

In this letter we propose a new paradigm of super-
symmetric DM (sDM), alternative to the LSP scenario,
as it is characterised by an approximate supersymmetry
at the scale of the DM mass. This can be realised by
adding a dark sector to the MSSM: either the new super-
symmetric states are heavier than the breaking scale of
the MSSM, or they belong to a hidden sector, feebly cou-
pled to the MSSM fields. The latter has the advantage
of benefiting from supersymmetric properties, primarily
its calculability. Models of hidden supersymmetric sec-
tors have been considered in the literature under various
motivations [17–20]. Henceforth, the main model build-
ing ingredient is a hierarchy between the supersymmetry
breaking scales in the visible sector, needed to be above a
few TeV due to collider bounds, and in the Dark sector,
where supersymmetry is assumed to be valid at the DM
mass scale. Also, the properties of the hidden super-
symmetric sector are disjointed from phenomenological
requirements related to the SM physics, opening a new
set of simple and attractive possibilities.

A schematic realisation of this sDM scenario is illus-
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FIG. 1. Illustration of the different sectors of the model
with a hidden sDM. Purple circles are hidden sectors while
the red circle is the visible sector of the theory. The source of
supersymmetry breaking (���SUSY) is transmitted to the visible
and the hidden sectors through gauge and gravity mediation,
respectively. There are also feeble interactions between the
visible and the hidden sectors.

trated in Fig. 1: both the visible and hidden dark sectors
consist of supersymmetric theories, connected to each
other via feeble interactions (a similar setup was con-
sidered in [19]). Those can consist of a small supersym-
metric coupling [20] or interactions due to a heavy medi-
ator. As such, the dark sector can be populated via the
freeze-in mechanism [21] to generate the correct DM relic
density. Both sectors are connected to the same super-
symmetry breaking source (���SUSY), however the breaking
is mediated by different mechanisms. To generate a clear
hierarchy between the ���SUSY scales in the two sectors,
we choose gravity mediation [22–24] for the hidden sector
and gauge mediation [25–27] for the visible sector. Hence,
the model set-up proposed in Fig. 1 draws a connection
between the Planck scale MP = 1019 GeV and the super-
symmetry breaking scales in the visible sector, mVS, and
in the hidden sector, mHS. We recall that the latter must
be smaller than the DM mass, mHS � mDM. Assuming,
as an illustration, that the ���SUSY scale is generated via
F -term breaking, the scales are related as follows:

mHS ∼
〈FX〉
MP

, mVS ∼
g2G

16π2

〈FX〉
MG

, (1)

where gG is the gauge coupling of the heavy gauge me-
diators of mass MG, which needs to sit well below the
Planck scale for consistency. Structure formation typ-
ically requires the DM mass to be above the 100 keV
scale [28, 29]. Hence, imposing mHS < 100 keV and
mVS = 10 TeV, yields the following estimates:

〈FX〉 . 1015 GeV2 , MG . 109 GeV , (2)

for gG ∼ 1. We shall retain them as typical orders of mag-
nitude for the model building. Note that mVS can also
contribute to mHS via the interactions between these two
sectors, hence validating the assumption that they must

be feeble. This scenario potentially suffers from the cos-
mological gravitino problem [30]. Gravitinos are the spin-
3/2 super-partners of gravitons, and they are produced in
the early Universe via gravitational interactions. Their
presence at late times can efficiently suppress structure
formation. One possible solution is to lower their mass
at the eV scale [31], with most recent bounds reading
m3/2 . 4.7 eV [32]. As m3/2 ∼ mHS, this mass limit fits
well within our scenario if

〈FX〉 . 1010 GeV2 . (3)

The sDM candidate, which is the lightest state in the
hidden supersymmetric sector, could decay into graviti-
nos, hence repopulating them in the late universe. There
are two kinds of decays: channels involving the visi-
ble sector, doubly suppressed by the Planck mass and
the feeble interactions; and decays among components
of the same multiplet in the hidden sector, suppressed
by the small mass splitting and on-threshold masses (as
∆m ∼ m3/2 ∼ mHS). This deems our sDM scenario
generally free from the cosmological gravitino problem.

As a concrete, simple and calculable example of the
hidden dark sector, we consider a N = 1 supersymmetric
Yang-Mills (SYM) theory [3], based on the gauge sym-
metry SU(Nc). This class of theories possesses classi-
cal scale-invariance, which is however broken at quantum
level (except for N = 4 SYM, which is fully integrable).
Hence, like Quantum Chromodynamics, the theory is ex-
pected to confine at low energies and generate a dynam-
ical mass scale Λ. This scale, which is fully supersym-
metric, controls the mass of the lightest states in the low
energy theory. As no SM states are charged under the
hidden SU(Nc) gauge symmetry, heavy mediators need
to be introduced to couple the hidden sector to the visi-
ble one. The simplest possibility is to add a set of matter
superfields [33] Q and Q̃ in conjugate representations of
SU(Nc), which couple to a gauge-singlet chiral superfield

N̂ via the superpotential∫
d2θ

[
λNQQ N̂QQ̃+MQ QQ̃

]
+ h.c. (4)

Integrating out the massive multiplet, we obtain an ef-
fective coupling between the SYM gauge superfields Wα

and the singlet superfield

L ⊃ 1

32π
Im

(
τ

∫
d2θ Tr WαWα

)
×(

1 +
1

M2
N

N̂N̂† + ...

)
, (5)

where

1

M2
N

∼
λ2NQQ

16π2 M2
Q

, (6)

and the dots represent higher order interactions. The
effective scale MN determines the production rate of the
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dark sector states from the thermal bath of the visible
sector, to which the superfield N̂ belongs. To simplify the
numerical results, we assume that N̂ is light so that at
low energy the visible sector consists of the NMSSM [34],
i.e. the MSSM extended by a gauge singlet. As freeze-in
is due to a higher dimensional operator, the relic density
is ultraviolet sensitive [35] and will be determined by the
reheating temperature at the end of inflation, Trh. The
standard Boltzmann equation applies to the evolution of
the number density of states in the hidden sector:

dnHS

dt
+ 3HnHS '

T

512π5

∫ ∞
0

ds |M|2
√
sK1(

√
s/T ) ,

(7)
where T is the temperature in the visible sector, H the
Hubble parameter and, in our model, the amplitude reads

|M|2 = Nc
35

4

s2

M4
N

. (8)

An approximate solution of the Boltzmann equation (7)
yields the following comoving number density

YHS =
nHS

s
' 1575 MP T 3

rhNc

16π7 1.66gs∗
√
gρ∗ M4

N

. (9)

This quantity depends dominantly on the physics at high
scales, hence it can be computed directly in the SYM the-
ory, without knowledge of the dynamics at low energies.
Assuming that this number density is directly converted
into a number density of DM candidates, we estimate

ΩDMh
2 ' 0.125× 1023 Nc

T 3
rh mDM

M4
N

. (10)

After re-population by freeze-in, the dark sector un-
dergoes a non-trivial thermal history, characterised by
thermalisation via self-interactions and the confinement
phase transition [36]. We checked that a more accurate
treatment of these effects leads to results similar to our
naive estimate. By matching Eq. (10) to the measured
value, we can relate the required DM mass to the reheat-
ing temperature and mediation scale MN , as shown in
Fig. 2. The region in lilac is excluded as the required
DM mass is larger than Trh. In the grey region, the dark
sector is produced thermally in the early Universe instead
of via freeze-in, corresponding to the model-independent
bound mDM & 0.4 keV [35]. Finally, we highlighted by
a red line the region where mDM = 1 MeV, as below
this line the DM is too light to allow effective structure
formation [28, 29]. This leaves an allowed band in the
parameter space, with DM masses between the MeV and
the reheating scale.

At low energy, where the DM mass is dynamically gen-
erated, DM interactions are described by an effective field
theory where the SYM gluons and gluinos are confined
into massive bound states. The original construction by
Veneziano and Yankeliowicz (VY) only included one su-
perfield S, corresponding to the supersymmetric gluino-
ball states [37]. Later the model was generalised to in-
clude glue-ball states in terms of a chiral superfield χ

FIG. 2. Suitable values of Trh and MN for obtaining the
observed DM relic density via ultraviolet freeze-in in the SYM
model for Nc = 3. For different values of Nc, mDM is re-scaled
to keep Nc mDM fixed. The preferred region lies between the
red line and the lower edge of the lilac region.

(gVY). The Lagrangian for the model reads [38, 39]:

LgVY =
9N2

c

α

∫
d4θ (S†S)

1
3

(
1 + γ χχ†

)
+

2Nc
3

∫
d2θ

[
S

(
log

(
S

Λ3

)Nc

−Nc

)

−NcS log

(
−e χ

Nc
logχNc

)]
+ h.c . (11)

Besides the number of colours Nc and the confinement
scale Λ, the interactions depend on two parameters: α
and γ (e is the Euler’s number). The former, mainly
controls the overall strength of the couplings. The lat-
ter, instead, crucially controls the spectrum of the the-
ory, which can be obtained from the action in Eq. (11)
[39] (see the supplementary material for further details).
After diagonalisation, the two mass eigenvalues can be
written as

mL/H = αΛ µL/H(γ) , (12)

where αΛ sets the scale, while the mass ratio and the
mixing only depends on the parameter γ. For γ → 0, the
glue-ball states decouple and the light state consists of
pure gluino-balls (as in the original VY model) with mass
mL ≡ mS = 2/3 αΛ, while for larger γ a mixing is always
in place. In principle, γ is not a free parameter as it is
fully determined by the dynamics of the SYM interac-
tions. Large-Nc arguments support that the gluino-balls
should be lightest [39], pointing towards small γ . 1. On
the other hand, perturbative arguments suggest lightest
glue-balls [40, 41]. Lattice results are available for Nc = 2
[42, 43] and Nc = 3 [44], however unable to resolve the
question yet [45]. Note that ���SUSY effects can be in-
cluded in the form of a gaugino mass [46, 47], however as
mHS ∼ eV, this effect can be neglected for our work.
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The ratio of the two masses only depends on γ, as
shown in the bottom panel of Fig. 3. Only within the
range 0.59 . γ . 0.92 the heavy state cannot decay into
two light ones, hence the model would predict a two-
component DM model. This region is highlighted in red
in the figure. For all other values of γ, the DM is con-
stituted purely of the lightest states. One-flavour QCD
can be used to estimate the mass ratio, as suggested in
Ref. [39], giving the value of γQCD ∼ 0.29, which we could
consider as a benchmark value for γ.

γ

m
L

(M
eV

)

2mL

mH

QCD 

template

Allowed by
Bullet cluster

0.2

0.5

1

2

Stable
ϕH

0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0
0

0.2
0.4
0.6
0.8
1

FIG. 3. Lower limit on mDM = mL stemming from the
Bullet cluster bound on the self-scattering cross section, as a
function of γ and for α = 1 and Nc = 3 (top panel). The
bound is compared to the ratio of the mass eigenvalues (bot-
tom panel). The red band corresponds to a two-component
DM case, where the bullet bound should be considered as
a conservative estimate. The vertical line marks the QCD-
inspired benchmark value of γ.

The supersymmetric Lagrangian in Eq. (11) contains
self-interactions which are mainly controlled by α and
γ. The DM self scattering is bound by the Bullet clus-
ter observation, providing a generic upper limit σDM

mDM
≤

2 cm2 · g−1 [48], where σDM contains all 2 → 2 self-
scattering at low velocity. In our model, it is sufficient
to consider the self-scattering of the lightest mass eigen-
state, ϕL. Hence, we computed all the scattering cross

sections of the scalar components, σ(ϕLϕ
†
L), σ(ϕLϕL)

and σ(ϕ†Lϕ
†
L) to all allowed final states. Assuming that

the DM halo has an equal distribution of all DM com-
ponents, σDM is replaced by the average of the cross sec-
tions, as detailed in the supplementary material. The
final cross section has the form

σDM =
α6

N4
c

|Ã(γ)|2

128π m2
L

, (13)

where the effective amplitude in the numerator is a pure
function of γ, depending on the non-trivial mixing be-
tween the two states in the gVY model. Hence, the Bullet
cluster observation imposes a lower limit on mL, which
is shown in the top panel of Fig. 3 for α = 1 and Nc = 3,
as a function of γ. Due to the scaling of the cross section,
the limit for other parameters can be obtained by keep-

ing N
4/3
c mL/α

2 constant. The features appearing at the
edge of the red band are due to the resonant contribution
of the heavy state, when mH ∼ 2mL, enhancing the cross
section. SYM also suffers from the presence of domain
walls due to the Nc minima [49]: their surface tension,
proportional to σ ∝ N2

cΛ3 ∼ (N2
c /α

3) m3
DM, is bound to

be below the MeV scale [50]. Hence, a non-trivial limit on
the DM mass is imposed by the sizeable self-interactions
of the lightest DM state and by domain walls, which fur-
ther reduce the available parameter space in Fig. 2 and
limits the DM mass to be around the MeV. Heavier res-
onances could also contribute to the self-scattering, how-
ever this effect crucially depends on the mass spectrum.
One-flavour QCD on the lattice suggests the presence of
relatively light spin-1 resonances [51]. SYM has also been
considered as a model for inflation [52], however requir-
ing a too large composite scale to also provide a good
DM candidate.

The general proposal depicted in Fig. 1 has been illus-
trated with a simple N = 1 SYM theory. This scenario
can support a variety of other hidden supersymmetric
sectors to generate a DM candidate, hence providing a
phenomenological application to many different theories.
For instance, by extending the supersymmetry to the
maximal type in four dimensions, N = 4 [53], the theory
can feature a superconformal phase [54]. Furthermore,
this theory is believed to be solvable and a lot of the-
oretical studies are ongoing [55], including applications
of the AdS/CFT duality [56, 57]. The case of conformal
thermal DM has been studied in general in Ref. [58], find-
ing a good description of the DM relic density for masses
around the MeV. Another interesting class of theories
yields calculable low energy interactions by using dual-
ity properties: the prime examples are N = 2 Seiberg-
Witten theories [59, 60]. Furthermore, SQCD has been
considered as a source of self-interacting DM [20] to solve
puzzles in structure formation. All these theories endorse
the dark sector with clear predictive power, which has not
been fully exploited for the DM phenomenology, yet.

In conclusion, our general proposal opens up a new av-
enue for the constructions of models that may explain the
presence of dark matter in the universe. Supersymmetry
endorses the dark sector with calculability and predic-
tive power, also motivating a detailed study of super-
symmetric theories on the lattice. In the supersymmet-
ric dark matter scenario, both spins are always present
with degenerate masses. This could lead to observable
features in cosmology and astrophysics. For instance,
Bose-Einstein condensation may occur in high density
regions due to the presence of bosons degenerate with
the fermionic partners [61, 62]. Bose-Einstein conden-
sate have also been considered as the source for DM itself
[63]. Furthermore, if the sDM candidates can be effec-
tively captured by neutron stars, its presence could be
revealed in neutron star merger events [64]. The spin of
the DM particles may give characteristic modifications to
the neutron star elasticity, hence giving testable effects
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on the multi-messenger signals coming from the merger
[65]. In this letter we have explored a simple coupling
between the visible and hidden sectors, however other
possibilities remain to be explored, providing potential
links between the supersymmetric dark sector with infla-
tion and baryogenesis.
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SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL

Below the confinement scale Λ, the N = 1 SYM model is described by a generalised Veneziano-Yankielowicz (gVY)
supersymmetric Lagrangian [38, 39]. It contains the following Kähler potential:

K(S̃, S̃†, χ, χ†) =
9N2

cΛ2

α
(S̃†S̃)

1
3 (1 + γ χ†χ) , (S.1)

and a superpotential

W (S̃, χ) =
2NcΛ

3

3
S̃

[
log S̃Nc −Nc −Nc log

(
−e χ

Nc
logχNc

)]
, (S.2)

where we have defined a dimension-less gluino-ball field S̃ = S/Λ3. The superpotential implies the presence of a
supersymmetric vacuum, characterised by

∂W

∂S̃
= 0 ,

∂W

∂χ
= 0 , (S.3)

whose solutions describe the Nc vacua of SYM theories [38]:

χ0 =
1

e
exp

(
−2πi

k

Nc

)
, S̃0 = exp

(
−2πi

k

Nc

)
, where k = 0, . . . Nc − 1 . (S.4)

In the following, we will consider the vacuum with k = 0.

μL

μH

0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0
0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

2.0

γ

μ
(γ
)

FIG. S.1. function of γ defining the mass eigenvalues of the two states in the gVY model. The horizontal line corresponds to
the pure gluino-ball mass, achieved for γ = 0, as µL(0) = 2/3.

For our purposes, it suffices to study the spectrum and interactions of the scalar components, as the properties of
the fermionic partners are tied by supersymmetry. Expanding the superfield Lagrangian, one obtains the standard
formula

Lscalars = ∂µϕ
lglm∂

µϕ†,m − ∂W

∂ϕl
glm

∂W †

∂ϕ†,m
, (S.5)

where m, l = S̃, χ labels the two superfields and

glm =
∂2K

∂ϕl∂ϕ†,m
, gl,m =

(
g−1l,m

)T
, (S.6)

are the Kähler metric and its inverse, respectively. To obtain the mass eigenstates, it suffices to expand the above
Lagrangian, diagonalise and normalise the kinetic term, and finally diagonalise the resulting mass term, as described
in Ref. [38]. Finally, one obtains the following masses

mL,H = αΛ µL,H(γ) , (S.7)
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where the dimensionless functions µL,H only depend on γ. The numerical values are shown in Fig. S.1. In the limit
γ → 0, the glueball field χ decouples (it becomes an auxiliary field with no kinetic term), and the only remaining
state (gluino-ball) has mass

mS =
2

3
αΛ . (S.8)

To estimate the self-interactions of the DM candidate, we focus on the self-scattering of the scalar mode of the
lightest mass eigenstate. Here, we will assume that the DM halo is equally populated by the various components,
including their antiparticles, and that the cross sections involving fermions are related to those with pure scalars by
supersymmetry. Hence, the effective DM cross section will be an average of all the possible scalar self-scattering:

σDM =
2σ(ϕLϕ

†
L) + σ(ϕLϕL) + σ(ϕ†Lϕ

†
L)

4
=
σ(ϕLϕ

†
L) + σ(ϕLϕL)

2
, (S.9)

where we include all possible final states, and we use the identity σ(ϕLϕL) = σ(ϕ†Lϕ
†
L). The potential generates both

F31

F22

0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0

-0.06

-0.04

-0.02

0.00

0.02

0.04

γ

F
(γ
) f20

H

f21

f11
H

0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0

-0.10

-0.05

0.00

0.05

0.10

0.15

γ

f(
γ
)

FIG. S.2. Functions of γ defining the quartic (left) and trilinear (right) couplings of the scalar components, relevant for the
self-scattering of the lightest state.

quartic and trilinear interactions. The ones relevant for our purpose can be parameterised as

L ⊃ C31 (ϕ3
Lϕ
†
L + h.c.) + C22 ϕ

2
L(ϕ†L)2 +mL

(
c21 ϕ

2
Lϕ
†
L + h.c.

)
+mH

(
cH20 ϕ

2
Lϕ
†
H + cH11 ϕLϕ

†
Lϕ
†
H + h.c.

)
. (S.10)

An explicit calculation shows that the couplings Cx and c
(H)
x can be written as

Cx =
α3

N2
c

Fx(γ) , cx =

√
α3

N2
c

fx(γ) , cHx =

√
α3

N2
c

fHx (γ) (S.11)

where F , f and fH are functions of γ only. The values of these functions are shown numerically in Fig. S.2. The

amplitudes for the ϕLϕ
†
L scattering processes at zero velocity are given by

iA(ϕLϕ
†
L → ϕLϕ

†
L) =

α3

N2
c

[
4F22 +

20

3
f221 + 4(fH20)2 + 4(fH11)2

(
1− 1

4ζ − 1

)]
, (S.12)

iA(ϕLϕ
†
L → ϕLϕL) =

α3

N2
c

[
6F31 +

20

3
f221 + 2fH20f

H
11

(
2− 1

4ζ − 1

)]
, (S.13)

iA(ϕLϕ
†
L → ϕ†Lϕ

†
L) = iA(ϕLϕ

†
L → ϕLϕL) ; (S.14)

where ζ = m2
L/m

2
H , being a pure function of γ. For the ϕLϕL scattering, we have

iA(ϕLϕL → ϕLϕL) =
α3

N2
c

[
4F22 +

20

3
f221 − 4(fH20)2

(
1

4ζ − 1

)
+ 8(fH11)2

]
, (S.15)

iA(ϕLϕL → ϕLϕ
†
L) = iA(ϕLϕ

†
L → ϕLϕL) . (S.16)
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Finally,

σ(ϕLϕ
†
L) =

∑
f

|A(ϕLϕ
†
L → f)|2

128π m2
L

, σ(ϕLϕL) =
∑
f

|A(ϕLϕL → f)|2

128π m2
L

, (S.17)

where the sum runs over all allowed final states. As mentioned above, the average of these cross sections is used
to estimate the bound on mL from the Bullet cluster. The two cross sections are plotted in Fig. S.3 as a function
of γ and in units of the mass. While σ(ϕLϕL) clearly shows the presence of the two resonances in the s-channel,

where mH = 2mL, one resonance is missing for σ(ϕLϕ
†
L). This is due to the fact that, in the latter, the s-channel is

proportional to the coupling cH11, which vanished at the resonance, as shown in Fig. S.2.

φLφL
*

φLφL

0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0

0

1.×10-6

2.×10-6

3.×10-6

4.×10-6

5.×10-6

γ

σ
x
m
L2

FIG. S.3. Cross sections in units of the mass for the two relevant processes, as a function of γ. The vertical lines highlight
the values of γ for which mH = 2mL.
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