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Abstract: We propose a minimal Type-I Dirac seesaw which accommodates a thermal

scalar dark matter (DM) candidate protected by a CP symmetry, without introducing any

additional field beyond the ones taking part in the seesaw. A Z4 symmetry is introduced

to realise the tree level Dirac seesaw while the Majorana mass terms are prevented by an

unbroken global lepton number symmetry. While the spontaneous Z4 breaking together

with electroweak symmetry breaking lead to the generation of light Dirac neutrino mass,

it also results in the formation of domain walls. These cosmologically catastrophic walls

can be made to annihilate away by introducing bias terms while also generating stochastic

gravitational waves (GW) within reach of near future experiments like LISA, BBO, µ-ARES

etc. The scalar DM parameter space can be probed at direct and indirect search experi-

ments. Light Dirac neutrinos also enhance the relativistic degrees of freedom Neff within

reach of future cosmic microwave background (CMB) experiments. The model can also

explain the observed baryon asymmetry via Dirac leptogenesis.
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1 Introduction

The observation of non-zero neutrino mass and mixing [1] has been one of the most crucial

evidences for beyond standard model (BSM) physics. While the neutrino oscillation ex-

periments have measured two mass squared differences and three mixing angles to a great

accuracy, we still do not know whether neutrinos are Dirac or Majorana fermions. Although

a positive signal at neutrinoless double beta decay (see [2] for a review) experiments could

have validated the Majorana nature, continued null results at such experiments (see [3],

for example) have prompted the study of Dirac nature of light neutrinos. The canonical

seesaw models for Majorana neutrino mass [4–15] have been suitably extended to Dirac

seesaw equivalents in several existing works in the literature [16–59]. While such Dirac

seesaw models can be falsified by a positive signal at neutrinoless double beta decay ex-

periments, such models often come with their own predictions such as enhanced effective

relativistic degrees of freedom Neff [52, 55, 60–79] within reach of future CMB experiments,

stochastic gravitational waves (GW) [80, 81] etc. Although lepton number is conserved in

typical Dirac seesaw scenarios, it is still possible to realise baryogenesis via leptogenesis

[82] in such models, often referred to as Dirac leptogenesis [37, 83–92]. This makes Dirac

seesaw an attractive alternative to canonical seesaw models for Majorana neutrino masses
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as it can solve the origin of neutrino mass and baryon asymmetry problems simultaneously

while offering experimentally verifiable predictions.

In addition to the origin of neutrino mass and baryon asymmetry which the standard

model (SM) can not explain, the nature of particle dark matter (DM) has been another

longstanding puzzle. In spite of several astrophysics and cosmology based evidences sug-

gesting the presence of DM in the Universe [93–96], its particle origin is still unknown

with none of SM particles being fit to be a DM candidate. Among several BSM propos-

als for particle DM, the weakly interacting massive particle (WIMP) remains the most

widely studied one. In the WIMP paradigm, a particle DM candidate having mass and

interaction strength typically around the electroweak ballpark can give rise to the observed

DM abundance after thermal freeze-out, a remarkable coincidence often referred to as the

WIMP Miracle. Recent reviews of WIMP type models can be found in [97, 98]. Due to

sizable interaction rate of WIMP with the SM particles, it also remains verifiable at direct

detection experiments [99].

Motivated by this, in this work we consider a dark matter embedded Dirac seesaw

scenario and study the observational signatures. Interestingly, we can have a stable scalar

DM candidate in the minimal tree level seesaw realisation for Dirac neutrinos without

any additional fields. While the stability of DM is guaranteed by a CP symmetry, a Z4

symmetry is imposed to get the desired terms in the Lagrangian. An unbroken global

lepton number symmetry keeps the lepton number violating Majorana mass terms away

guaranteeing pure Dirac nature of light neutrinos. While non-zero Dirac neutrino mass

relies upon spontaneous breaking of Z4 symmetry, the latter also leads to the formation of

domain walls (DW) which can be catastrophic in cosmology, if allowed to dominate. We

introduce tiny bias terms which explicitly break Z4 symmetry such that the DW annihilate

away leaving a stochastic gravitational wave (GW) background within reach of near future

experiments. On the other hand, the right chiral parts of light Dirac neutrinos, when

thermalised, lead to enhancement of relativistic degrees of freedom Neff , which can be

observed at future CMB experiments. The heavy singlet fermions introduced for seesaw

can lead to successful Dirac leptogenesis explaining the observed baryon asymmetry. We

perform a numerical analysis to show the possibility of explaining neutrino mass, dark

matter and baryon asymmetry while being in agreement with all experimental bounds. We

also point out the interesting detection prospects at GW frontiers due to annihilating Z4

domain walls and CMB prospects of detecting enhanced Neff .

The outline of this paper is as follows. In sec. 2, we introduce the framework and

discuss the generation of neutrino mass, baryon asymmetry from Dirac Leptogenesis and

dark matter relic. In sec. 3, we discuss domain wall formation from the spontaneous

breaking of Z4 symmetry and the corresponding gravitational wave detection prospects.

In sec. 4, we discuss the possibility of enhanced Neff from light Dirac neutrinos. We

summarise our key results in sec. 5 and finally conclude in sec. 6.
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2 Model

We consider a minimal Dirac seesaw realization for light neutrino masses along with a scalar

dark matter candidate by augmenting the SM gauge symmetry with a global Z4 symmetry.

We assume a global lepton number symmetry U(1)L in order to prevent Majorana mass

terms at any order. We extend the SM field content by introducing three copies of heavy

Dirac fermions NL,R, the right-handed counterparts of active neutrinos νR, a real scalar

η and a complex scalar ρ, all singlets under the SM gauge symmetry. The discrete Z4

symmetry where νR is odd, prevents direct coupling of the SM lepton doublet L with νR
via the SM Higgs H. However νR can have Yukawa interaction with NL via η in order

to realise Dirac seesaw. Table 1 summarizes the particle content of our model along with

their charges under SU(2)L, U(1)Y , global Z4 and U(1)L symmetries.

SU(2)L U(1)Y Z4 U(1)L
Fermions

Q =

(
uL
dL

)
2 1/6 +1 0

uR 1 2/3 +1 0
dR 1 −1/3 +1 0

L =

(
νL
eL

)
2 −1/2 +1 1

eR 1 −1 +1 1
νR 1 0 −1 1
NL 1 0 +1 1
NR 1 0 +1 1

Scalar fields
H 2 +1/2 +1 0
η 1 0 −1 0
ρ 1 0 i 0

Table 1: Particle content with quantum numbers under the symmetries of the model. All the
exotic fermions and scalars are color singlets.

The most general scalar potential for our model can be written as,

V (H, η, ρ) =− µ2
ρ ρ

†ρ+ µ2
η η

2 − µ2
H H†H +

λρ

4
(ρ†ρ)2 +

λη

4
η4 +

λH

4
(H†H)2

+ λHη η
2H†H + λHρ ρ

†ρH†H + λρη η
2ρ†ρ− (µ1ρ

2η + λ1ρ
4 + h.c.) (2.1)

This potential is invariant under Z4 transformations ρ → iρ, η → −η. Due to the charge

assignments under Z4, the real scalar η transforms only in the subgroup Z2 of the Z4. We

consider CP conserving limit such that the potential (2.1) is invariant under the trans-

formation ρ ↔ ρ∗, i.e. µ1 and λ1 are real parameters. That makes our model effectively

symmetric under the dihedral group D4 which is isomorphic to Z4⋊ZCP
2 [100]. Due to the

CP symmetry, the imaginary part of ρ behaves as a stable dark matter candidate [101].
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The requirement of a stable DM also justifies the extension of Z2-symmetric version of

Dirac seesaw studied earlier [80, 81].

We require all the coefficients in the potential (2.1) to be positive and λρ/4 > λ1 to

ensure correct ground state structure of the potential. Additionally, we consider that the

vacuum expectation value (VEV) of ρ, denoted by vρ, is at a much higher scale than the

scale of electroweak symmetry breaking. We also consider µη, µ1 ≪ vρ and λρη ∼ λHη ∼ 0

such that η acquires a VEV, vη induced by vρ. After electroweak symmetry breaking, the

scalar fields are parameterized as,

H(x) =

(
G+(x)

1√
2

(
v + h(x) + iG0(x)

)) , (2.2)

ρ(x) =
1√
2

(
vρ + ρ̃(x) + iχ(x)

)
, (2.3)

η(x) =
1√
2
(vη + η̃), (2.4)

where v(≃ 246.22 GeV), vη and vρ are the VEVs of H, η and ρ, respectively. The tadpole

equations are given by
〈
∂V
∂v

〉
=
〈

∂V
∂vη

〉
=
〈

∂V
∂vρ

〉
= 0 where

〈
...
〉
denotes that the field

values are taken to be zero after the derivative. Solving the tadpole equations in the limit

µ2
η/v

2
ρ → 0 and λρη ∼ λHη → 0, one obtains the following relations,

vη ≃
√
2

(
µ1v

2
ρ

λη

)1/3

µ2
H ≃ 1

4
λHv2 +

1

2
λHρv

2
ρ (2.5)

µ2
ρ ≃

(
λρ

4
− 2λ1

)
v2ρ +

1

2
λHρv

2 −
√
2µ1vη

Here vη is the induced VEV. The symmetry breaking pattern is as follows,

SU(2)L ⊗ U(1)Y ⊗ Z4 ⋊ ZCP
2

⟨ρ⟩,⟨η⟩
−−−→ SU(2)L ⊗ U(1)Y ⋊ ZCP

2

⟨H⟩
−−→ U(1)em ⋊ ZCP

2

The details of the scalar masses namely mh1
,mh2

,mh3
,mχ are given in appendix A. We

consider mχ, λρ, λη,mh3
, µ1, λHρ to be the free parameters while fixing µη, λHη, λρη and the

SM-like Higgs mass mh1
= 125.32 GeV in our numerical analysis. The other dependent

parameters λH , vρ, λ1, vη, µH , µρ are derived from the free parameters.

2.1 Electroweak precision bounds

To explore new physics beyond the SM, electroweak radiative corrections have proven

essential [102–104]. A common method for parameterizing these effects at higher energy

scales is the STU formalism [103]. This framework introduces three oblique parameters:

S, T , and U which encapsulate deviations in self-energy corrections. These parameters are

evaluated at two key energy scales, mZ and 0, and they are defined as [105],
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αS = 4s2c2
ΠZ(m

2
Z)−ΠZ(0)

m2
Z

, (2.6)

αT =
ΠW (0)

m2
W

− ΠZ(0)

m2
Z

, (2.7)

α (S + U) = 4s2
ΠW (m2

W )−ΠW (0)

m2
W

, (2.8)

where s and c are the sine and cosine of the weak mixing angle respectively, while α

represents the fine structure constant, all evaluated at the energy scale mZ .

The S parameter quantifies the impact of new physics on neutral current processes

across different energy scales, while the sum (S+U) captures the corresponding effects on

charged current processes. The T parameter reflects the difference between new physics

contributions to neutral and charged current processes at low energy, scaled by ∆ρ. In

most scenarios, the U parameter remains small. According to the latest global fit from the

Particle Data Group (2024 update) [1], the current constraints on these parameters are:

S = −0.04± 0.10, T = 0.01± 0.12, U = −0.01± 0.09. (2.9)

For our study, we compute the oblique parameters for various benchmark points using

SPheno [106]. Our analysis focuses on the region of the model parameter space that remains

consistent with the above bounds on S, T , and U within a 1σ confidence level.

2.2 Neutrino masses and leptogenesis

The lepton number conserving Yukawa lagrangian for neutrinos is given by [80],

−LY ⊃ YL L H̃ NR +MN N N + YR NL η νR + h.c. (2.10)

We consider only induced VEV of η such that light Dirac neutrino mass arises due to the

Feynman diagram shown in fig. 1. Upon the acquisition of vacuum expectation values v,

vη and vρ by the neutral components of H, η and ρ respectively, the light Dirac neutrino

mass arises from the Type-I seesaw as,

Mν = YLM−1
N YR

v vη
2

(2.11)

where vη is given in eq. (2.5) and the hierarchy YLv, YRvη ≪ MN is assumed in the spirit

of seesaw.

While lepton number is conserved due to a global lepton number U(1)L symmetry,

successful leptogenesis can occur via Dirac leptogenesis [83, 84]. Equal and opposite amount

of lepton asymmetries can be created in the left and right sectors via the CP violating

out-of-equilibrium decays of N ≡ NL + NR to LH or νRη respectively. Total lepton

asymmetry is zero due to lepton number conservation. The lepton asymmetries in the left

and right handed sectors are prevented from equilibration due to the tiny effective Dirac
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Figure 1: Feynman diagram contributing to light neutrino mass. Here η acquires an induced
VEV given by eq. (2.5).

Yukawa couplings thereby allowing the left sector asymmetry to get converted into baryon

asymmetry by electroweak sphalerons. Various possible implementation of this idea can

be found in Refs. [37, 85–92, 107–110]. In a few related works [67, 111, 112], violation

of B − L symmetry was accommodated in a way to preserve the Dirac nature of light

neutrinos, while generating lepton asymmetry simultaneously.

We consider a hierarchical mass structure M1 ≪ M2 < M3 for N such that only N1

decay is relevant for leptogenesis. The CP asymmetry parameter can be parameterised

as [80],

ε ≃ 1

8π

mν

m̃
y2 sin 2ϕ (2.12)

where we assumed y = |YL| = |YR| while the angle ϕ captures the effective CP violating

phases in YL and YR. The effective neutrino mass is defined as [80, 108],

m̃ =
[(YLY

†
L) + (YRY

†
R)]v vη

2M1
=

y2 v vη
M1

(2.13)

The out-of-equilibrium condition for N1 decay can be checked by defining a parameter K

such that,

K ≡ Γ(N1 → LH) + Γ(N1 → νRη)

H(T = M1)
=

m̃

m∗
(2.14)

where H(T ) is the Hubble rate in radiation dominated epoch,

H(T ) =

√
8π3g∗
90

T 2

MPl
(2.15)

where, g∗ ∼ 114 is the total relativistic degrees of freedom and MPl = 1.22 × 1019 GeV is

the Plank mass. The equilibrium neutrino mass m∗ is defined as [108],

m∗ = v vη
8π

MPl

√
8π3g∗
90

. (2.16)
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K ≪ 1 is the weak washout regime which signifies that the N1 decay is completely out-of-

equilibrium.

The sphaleron processes convert only the left sector lepton asymmetry to baryon asym-

metry, provided the lepton asymmetries in the left and right sectors do not equilibrate upto

the sphaleron decoupling epoch Tsph ∼ 130 GeV. The rate at which the lepton asymmetries

in the left and right sectors equilibrate at high temperatures is given by [80, 108],

ΓL−R(T ) ∼
y4T 3

M2
1

. (2.17)

This equilibration rate should be less than the Hubble rate at around T ∼ M1, which

implies,

y4

M1
≲

1

MPl

√
8π3g∗
90

. (2.18)

The evolution and the final amount of asymmetry can be calculated by solving the relevant

Boltzmann equations. The final baryon asymmetry is given by [113],

ηB = 0.96× 10−2ε κf (2.19)

where κf is an efficiency parameter. This can be compared with the observed baryon-

to-photon ratio ηB =
nB−nB̄

nγ
= 6.1 × 10−10 [96] to constrain the model parameters. For

thermal initial abundance of N1 and weak washout scenarios, i.e. K ≪ 1, efficiency

parameter κf is normalized to unity. Hence, correct BAU generation requires ε ∼ 10−7.

One can approximate the scale of seesaw and leptogenesis from eq. (2.11), (2.12) and (2.13)

as,

M1 ∼ 1.24× 1010GeV
( vη
100GeV

)( ε

10−7

)(
0.05 eV

mν

)(
0.1

sin 2ϕ

)
(2.20)

2.3 Dark matter

One can see that the scalar potential in eq. (2.1) is invariant under χ(x) ↔ −χ(x) due to

the imposed CP invariance, where χ is the imaginary component of the complex field ρ.

Hence χ(x) can play a role of DM. The DM mass in the limit µ2
η ∼ λρη ∼ λHη → 0 is given

by,

m2
χ ≃ 8λ1v

2
ρ + 2

√
2µ1vη (2.21)

where vη is the induced VEV given in eq. (2.5). In fig. 2, we show the annihilation channels

of the DM [101], assuming it to be produced via the usual freeze-out mechanism. The relic

abundance of the DM candidate χ is calculated by solving the Boltzmann equation [37],

dnχ

dt
+ 3Hnχ = −⟨σvrel⟩

(
n2
χ −

(
neq
χ

)2)
(2.22)
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(a) (b) (c)

(d) (e)

Figure 2: The DM annihilation processes, where f denote the SM fermions, while V represent
W± and Z bosons. The three scalars in our model are denoted by hi, described in Appendix A.

Approximate analytical solution of eq. (2.22) is given by [114, 115],

ΩDMh2 ∼ 1.07× 109 GeV−1

J(xf )
√
g∗MPl

(2.23)

where MPl = 1.22× 1019 GeV is the Planck mass, g∗ ∼ 114 is the total effective relativistic

degrees of freedom at the time of freeze-out and the function J(xf ) is given by,

J(xf ) =

∫ ∞

xf

⟨σvrel⟩ (x)
x2

dx (2.24)

where xf = mχ/Tf with Tf being the freeze-out temperature. It can be calculated from

the iterative relation,

xf = ln
0.038 gMPlmχ ⟨σvrel⟩ (xf )√

g∗ xf
(2.25)

where g = 1 is the degree of freedom of the scalar DM particle. The thermally averaged

annihilation cross section multiplied by the relative velocity is given by [114],

⟨σvrel⟩ =
1

8m4
χTK

2
2 (mχ/T )

∫ ∞

4m
2
χ

σ(s− 4m2
χ)
√
sK1(

√
s/T )ds (2.26)

where Ki represent the modified Bessel functions of order i. Here s is the Mandelstam

variable defined as the square of the total energy of the 2-to-2 annihilation process in the

center-of-mass frame [101, 116],

s =
4m2

χ

1− v2rel/4
(2.27)

with vrel = 0.3. We implement our model in SARAH [117], SPheno [106], CalcHEP [118] and
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Figure 3: DM relic density with DM mass mχ. The dashed horizontal black line corresponds to
the observed value of DM abundance. The plots (a) and (b) show the dependence on the portal
coupling λHρ and quartic coupling λρ of scalar ρ respectively, defined in eq. (2.1). For the plot (c),
we consider mh3

= 2, 10 and 50 TeV.

use micrOMEGAs [119] to calculate the relic density. In fig. 3, we show the variation of relic

density with DM mass and the dependence on different parameters. The dashed horizontal

black line corresponds to observed DM relic density ΩDMh2 ∼ 0.12 [96]. As seen in the

plots (a) and (b) of fig. 3, there are at least three large dips in the relic density curve at

the resonance regions, mχ = mhi
/2, i ∈ {1, 2, 3}, corresponding to the three scalars in the

model, described in appendix. A, where h1 is identified as the SM-like Higgs. This resonant

enhancement of the annihilation cross section can be understood from the fact that when

mχ = mhi
/2, the dark matter particles can annihilate through s-channel process shown in

fig. 2 (b), mediated by on-shell Higgs boson hi. The term proportional to the propagator

goes as,
1(

s−m2
hi

)2
+m2

hi
Γ2
hi

(2.28)

– 9 –



where Γhi
is the hi decay width. In the resonant regime, s ∼ m2

hi
, this expression peaks,

leading to a sharp annihilation rate of DM particle and hence low relic density.

In fig. 3 (a), we show the effect of the portal coupling λHρ = 0.02, 0.08 and 0.2 on

the relic density. We notice that decreasing the amount of mixing of the SM Higgs with

ρ narrows down the resonance region. It is expected because smaller mixing leads to

smaller decay width Γhi
which controls the width of the resonance dip for hi mediated

annihilation channels. Fig. 3 (b) demonstrates the dependence of the relic density on the

quartic coupling λρ of the scalar ρ. We consider λρ = 0.001, 0.01, 0.05 and 0.1. It is evident

that a smaller quartic coupling increases the relic density in the resonance region, which

is expected as the vertex χχh3 in Fig 2 is proportional to λρ. Fig. 3 (c) shows the dip

corresponding to mχ = mh3
/2 for the scalar masses mh3

= 2, 10 and 50 TeV. We see that

the relic density in the resonance region goes up for larger mh3
. This behavior can also

be understood from eq. (2.28). As mh3
increases, the overall annihilation cross section

decreases, leading to higher relic density. For the given parameter values in fig. 3 (c), DM

becomes overabundant even in the resonance region if mh3
≳ 50 TeV, which puts an upper

bound on the DM mass mχ ≲ 25 TeV for the given parameter values in the plot. From

here onward we will only consider DM in the resonance region mχ = mhi
/2, such that the

DM relic density is never overabundant. This resonance condition transcribes to a relation

between the couplings given in eq. (A.6).

2.3.1 Direct Detection of DM

In this subsection, we focus on the constraints that DM direct detection (DD) experimental

data place on the parameter space of our model. These experiments operate under the

premise that DM can interact directly with the material of the detector. This interaction

typically manifests as scattering events with nuclei, leading to observable nuclear recoil.

Consequently, we can calculate the DM-nucleon scattering cross-section, particularly with

protons and neutrons.

In the context of our model, the scalar DM exhibits spin-independent interactions with

nuclei, which occur at tree level and are mediated by the three scalar mass states, hi (with

i = {1, 2, 3}). The detailed expressions for the tree level SIDD cross-sections for a scalar

DM can be found in Refs. [115, 122]. For the purpose of this work, we rely on micrOMEGAs

to obtain the SIDD cross-section (σSIDD) as a function of DM mass (mχ) for three different

values of the Higgs portal parameter λHρ. The results have been shown in fig. 4. The

values of all the other relevant parameters are mentioned within the plot. Evidently, σSIDD
increases with increase in portal couplings. We find that the most stringent lower limit

on the DM mass is set by the results of LUX-ZEPLIN (LZ) data [99]. Based on the plot

results, we provide a table 2 showing the lower limit on allowed DM mass from the current

SIDD constraints for three considered benchmark values of λHρ parameter. From the table,

one may see that for λHρ varying from 0.02 to 0.2, the lower bound on DM mass due to

SIDD results constraints changes from 161 to 742 GeV for the considered parameter space.
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Figure 4: SIDD cross-section as a function of DMmass in the Higgs resonance regimemχ = mh3
/2.

Blue solid/red dot-dashed/purple dashed lines correspond to portal coupling λHρ = 0.02, 0.08
and 0.2 respectively. The shaded colored regions correspond to the current bounds from the
XENON1T [120] and LUX-ZEPLIN (LZ) [99] experiments and expected 90% C.L. sensitivity constraints
from the future experiment XENONnT (2025) [121].

mh3
= 2mχ λη = 0.1 λρ = 0.1 λHη = λρη = 0 µ1 = 0.01 GeV

S. No. λHρ (mχ)min [GeV]

1 0.02 161.26

2 0.08 407.16

3 0.2 741.52

Table 2: Lower limit on DMmass from the current best SIDD results of LUX-ZEPLIN (LZ) data [99]
for the three benchmark values of λHρ parameter. Based on the results from fig. 4. The values of
all the relevant input parameters are provided in the first row.

2.3.2 Indirect Detection of DM

DM parameter space can also be constrained by data from indirect detection experiments

looking for DM annihilation into SM particles [123], such as photons. Excess of gamma-

rays, either monochromatic or diffuse, can be constrained from such astrophysical observa-

tions. While DM annihilation to monochromatic photons is loop-suppressed, tree-level DM

annihilation into different charged particles (as shown in fig. 5) can contribute to diffuse

gamma-rays which can be constrained by existing data. While Fermi-LAT [124–126] and

H.E.S.S. [127, 128] data provide stringent constraint at present, future experiments like

CTA [129, 130] can probe such DM signatures even further.

In fig. 6, we show the DM annihilation cross-sections for various SM final states

namely (bb, ττ , W+W−), alongside the latest constraints from the Fermi-LAT [124],
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χ

χ

hi

f/W±

γ

f/W∓

Figure 5: DM annihilation into secondary photons, also known as final state radia-
tion (FSR).

H.E.S.S. [127] and with future sensitivities of CTA [129] experiment. The plots in the

left column correspond to mh3
= 2 TeV and λHρ = 0.2, clearly illustrating resonance en-

hancement of ⟨σv⟩ at the SM Higgs pole mχ = mh1
/2 and mχ = mh3

/2. Furthermore,

the W+W− annihilation channel (depicted by the solid yellow curve) becomes accessible

for mχ > mW , imposing stringent constraints on the parameter space from the Fermi-LAT

and H.E.S.S. data. Nevertheless, the black segments of the curve indicate regions of pa-

rameter space where the DM relic is not overproduced and remains consistent with SIDD

constraints. These regions, therefore, offer a promising testbed for our framework in future

indirect detection (IDD) experiments such as CTA.

A similar plot behavior is observed in the right-column plots, where λHρ is set to

0.02. In this case, the region of parameter space satisfying relic density requirements is

smaller compared to the λHρ = 0.2 case, as can also be seen from fig. 3. For a more

conclusive analysis of indirect constraints, a detailed treatment of the annihilation cross-

section around the h3 resonance is necessary. However, this lies beyond the scope of the

present work. In conclusion, a large part of the DM parameter space in our model is not

constrained by the existing indirect detection bounds while some allowed region for the

channel χχ → W+W− face further scrutiny at upcoming IDD experiments.

3 Gravitational waves from domain walls

Domain walls (DW) are two-dimensional topological defects arising from spontaneous

breaking of discrete symmetries [132–134]. With the expansion of our Universe, the DW

energy density falls slower compared to that of radiation or ordinary matter, and hence

they could potentially start dominating the energy density to ruin the successful predic-

tions of standard cosmology. Such a disastrous situation can be prevented if DW are made

unstable or diluted or if they have asymmetric initial field fluctuations [135, 136].

In our setup, domain walls are formed as soon as Z4 symmetry is spontaneously broken

by the ρ field acquiring a VEV. Since η does not acquire a VEV until ρ does, there are four

degenerate minima of the potential given in eq. (2.1) in the complex plane of ρ, denoted

by vk where k = 0, 1, 2, 3 as shown in fig. 7 (Left). These minima are positioned at,

v0 ≡ (⟨φ⟩ , ⟨χ⟩) = (vρ, 0)

v1 ≡ (⟨φ⟩ , ⟨χ⟩) = (0, vρ)

v2 ≡ (⟨φ⟩ , ⟨χ⟩) = (−vρ, 0)
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Figure 6: Indirect detection annihilation cross-section, ⟨σv⟩ [cm3s−1] as a function of DM
mass, mχ from 10 GeV to 3500 GeV for two distinct sets of input parameters shown
in left and right panel plots respectively. Existing constraints on diffuse gamma-rays
from Fermi-LAT [131], H.E.S.S. [127] are shown while also projecting future sensitiv-
ity of CTA [129]. Black colored segments in W+W− channels show the region of parameter
space where DM is not overproduced and allowed by SIDD constraints.

v3 ≡ (⟨φ⟩ , ⟨χ⟩) = (0,−vρ) (3.1)

where φ ≡ Re(ρ)/
√
2 is the real component and χ is the imaginary component of ρ. In
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Figure 7: Contour plots of the Z4 symmetric potential for no bias ϵ = 0 (Left) and with a bias
ϵ = 0.0002 (Right), where ϵ is defined in eq. (3.6). The x and y-axes correspond to the real and
imaginary parts of ρ respectively. The Left plot shows the four degenerate minima denoted by
v0,1,2,3 defined in Eq (3.1). In the Right plot, the degeneracy is broken by the bias.

general, ρ can assume any one of the four VEVs with equal probability. Notice that in

minima v1 and v3, the χ field acquires a VEV, hence it can not be a stable dark matter

candidate.

A domain wall forms the boundary between two spatial regions where the field ρ

assumes different minima. Thus there are six possible configurations of domain walls in

our model. The profile for a domain wall perpendicular to z-axis at position z0, separating

two adjacent minima is similar to axionic domain walls with N = 4, given by [137–139],

θ(z) = tan−1 exp (mθ(z − z0)) (3.2)

where θ = tan−1(χ/φ) and mθ =
√

8λ1vρ. The wall width of such domain wall is approxi-

mately δadj. ∼ m−1
θ and the wall tension is given by [137],

σadj. =
mθv

2
ρ

2
. (3.3)

On the other hand, the profile of the non-adjacent domain walls separating v0 and v2 or

v1 and v3 is given (similar to Z2 domain walls) by [140],

ϕ(z) = vρ tanh

(√
λρ

2
vρ(z − z0)

)
. (3.4)
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The wall width is δnon−adj. ∼
(√

2λρvρ
)−1

and the tension is given by,

σnon−adj. =
2
√
2

3

√
λρv

3
ρ. (3.5)

After formation, domain walls evolve under three forces: the tension force pT = σ/L (where

σ is the wall tension and L is the wall size), which tends to straighten and shrink the

wall; the friction force from particle reflections in the plasma; and the pressure difference

pV = δV if there is an energy difference between the two minima that the wall separates.

Assuming the walls to be formed after inflation, the simplest way to make them disappear is

to introduce a small pressure difference [132, 134, 141–143], also known as the bias. Without

any bias, the domain walls never cease to exist and eventually they dominate the energy

density of the Universe, which can cause problems in late time evolution of the Universe

and structure formation. However, neglecting friction, in presence of a bias, domain walls

initially grow due to the Universe’s expansion and then collapse and annihilate when pT
equals pV [144], producing stochastic gravitational waves. One requires that the domain

walls annihilate away before the big bang nucleosysthesis (BBN) commences at around a

few MeV.

The domain walls in our model can be rendered unstable by adding a small bias term

in the scalar potential given in eq. (2.1),

Vbias = −ϵ v3ρ(ρ+ ρ∗) = −
√
2 ϵ v4ρ cos θ (3.6)

where ϵ ≪ 1 is the dimensionless bias parameter1. This term introduces potential differ-

ences among the four minima,

δVadj. ≡ δV10 = δV21 = δV30 = δV23 =
√
2 ϵ v4ρ, δVnon−adj. ≡ δV20 = 2

√
2 ϵ v4ρ, δV13 = 0

(3.7)

where δVij = Vi − Vj is the difference of potential energy at minima vi and vj . This is

seen in fig. 7 (Right) for ϵ = 0.0002. The domain walls in our model annihilate away

when pV = pT , i.e. on a time scale 1/L ∼ ϵ vρ due to the vacuum pressure. However,

the annihilation time scale of domain walls between adjacent and non-adjacent minima are

slightly different due to the difference in the pressure and tension.

The requirement that the domain walls would scale at least to the Hubble size before

collapsing provides an upper bound on the bias [137, 151, 152],

δV < σ π

√
g∗
90

v2ρ
MPl

(3.8)

where σ is the wall tension. We will consider the tension of the adjacent walls σadj. for

this bound. On the other hand, bias can not be arbitrarily small lest the domain walls

1
Such bias terms can naturally arise due to Planck scale suppressed operators like (ρ

5
+ η

4
ρ +

(H
†
H)

2
ρ)/MPl given the fact that any theory of quantum gravity is expected to violate global symme-

tries explicitly [145–147]. However, similar operators are also likely to allow DM decay if the latter is
protected by a global symmetry, leading to interesting indirect detection aspects [148–150].
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dominate the energy density of the Universe. This condition puts a lower bound on the

bias [137, 140, 151, 152],

δV >
σ2

M2
Pl

(3.9)

for which we will consider the tension of the non-adjacent walls σnon−adj..

Assuming the DW to vanish within the radiation-dominated era, the peak amplitude

and the peak frequency of the GWs produced, as seen at the present epoch t0, are given

by [137, 152, 153],

Ωgwh
2 (t0)peak ≃ 5.20× 10−20 × ϵ̃gwA

4

(
10.75

g∗

)1/3( σwall

1TeV3

)4
(
1MeV4

δV

)2

, (3.10)

fpeak ≃ 3.99× 10−9A−1/2

(
1TeV3

σwall

)1/2(
δV

1MeV4

)1/2

Hz, (3.11)

where A is the area parameter [139, 152, 154] and ϵ̃gw is called the efficiency parameter

∼ 0.7 [152]. g∗ is the relativistic degrees of freedom at the time of the DW decay and we

take g∗ ∼ 114, appropriate for our model. The GW spectrum is approximately given by,

ΩGW ≃ ΩGW|peak ×


(
fpeak

f

)
for f > fpeak(

f
fpeak

)3
for f < fpeak

(3.12)

Starting from a homogeneous medium, one needs to calculate the statistical distribu-

tion of adjacent and non-adjacent domain walls in the Universe after spontaneous breaking

of Z4 symmetry. Initially, domains labeled by vi (with i = 0, 1, 2, 3) are created with

equal probabilities. The domain wall between v1 and v3 is excluded from our analysis

since the associated bias, δV13 = 0, and its collapse dynamics is more complex due to the

influence of surrounding domain walls. The remaining biases, δVij , consist of four biases

corresponding to adjacent domain walls and one bias for non-adjacent domain walls. As a

result, approximately 4/5th of the domain walls evolve under the influence of the adjacent

bias, δVadj., while 1/5th experience the non-adjacent bias, δVnon−adj. [144]. For these two

different biases we can calculate the GW spectra separately and take a weighted sum to

obtain the final spectrum, where the weights are the respective fractions of the adjacent

and non-adjacent domain walls. For Z4 domain walls we take the area parameter A ∼ 1.5

according to the results from [139].

The gravitational wave energy density must satisfy the bound on dark radiation, pa-

rameterized by the effective number of neutrino species, ∆Neff [66, 155]:∫ ∞

fmin

df

f
ΩGW(f)h2 ≤ 5.6× 10−6∆Neff (3.13)

We approximate this by setting ΩGW ≤ 5.6 × 10−6∆Neff in our spectra. Current bounds

are ∆NBBN
eff ≃ 0.4 from BBN [156] and ∆NPlanck+BAO

eff ≃ 0.28 from Planck+BAO [96].
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Adjacent DWs

Non-adj. DWs

Total spectrum

Figure 8: Example GW spectra assuming Higgs resonance mχ = mh3
/2. (Left) Spectra for

ϵ = 10−26 and vρ = 105 GeV, where dashed black curve is the contribution from non-adjacent
DWs, dot-dashed purple curve is from adjacent DWs and solid red curve is the final spectrum (sum
of black and purple). (Right) Total GW spectra for ϵ = 10−26 with vρ = 7× 105 GeV (black solid

curve) and vρ = 2×105 GeV (black dashed curve), and for ϵ = 10−21 with vρ = 2×108 GeV (brown

solid curve) and vρ = 7 × 107 GeV (brown dashed curve), highlighting signals in the NANOGrav
and LISA sensitivity ranges. For both plots, we take λρ = 0.1, λ1 ∼ λρ/72 assuming µ1/vρ ≪ 1
[see eq. (A.6)].
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Figure 9: Comparison of GW spectra from Z4 domain walls in our model to that from generic
Z2 domain walls. The solid black curve represents the standard spectra from Z2 domain walls for
λρ = 0.1, vρ = 105 GeV and ϵ = 10−26. The red dashed, blue dotted, and purple dot-dashed curves
represent the total spectra from the Z4 domain walls for the same parameter values as above, but
for λ1 = λρ/72, λρ/7.2 and λρ/4, respectively.

Future projections include ∆NProj.
eff = 0.014 (CMB-HD) [157], ∆NProj.

eff = 0.05 (CMB-

Bharat) [158], ∆NProj.
eff = 0.06 (CMB-S4, PICO) [159, 160], and ∆NProj.

eff ≲ 0.12 (CORE,

SPT, Simons) [161–163].
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In fig. 8 we show example GW spectra with parameter values ϵ = 10−26, λρ = 0.1

along with the Higgs resonance condition λ1 ∼ λρ/72, given in eq. (A.6), ignoring µ1.

Shaded colored regions show the noise curves of various current and future GW exper-

iments like BBO [164], LISA [165], ET [166], THEIA [167], µARES [168], EPTA [169]

and SKA [170] together with the NANOGrav (NG) results [171]. Future experiments like

Super-PIXIE [172] and VOYAGER 2050 [173] are aimed at detecting gravitational wave

signatures through spectral distortions in the cosmic microwave background. The gray

regions represent the ∆Neff bounds from BBN and Planck while and horizontal lines are

the projections of ∆Neff sensitivity from CMB-S4, CMB Bharat and CMB-HD. The Left

plot shows the contributions to the GW spectra from non-adjacent (red dashed curve)

and adjacent (dot-dashed purple curve) domain walls. The solid black curve is the total

spectra (sum of red and purple curves). We see that in the Higgs resonant region, the

major contribution to the total GW spectrum comes from non-adjacent walls due to their

high tension. For this plot we considered Z4 breaking scale vρ = 105 GeV. The Right plot

demonstrates the total GW spectra for ϵ = 10−26 but with vρ = 7× 105 GeV (black solid

curve) and vρ = 2×105 GeV (black dashed curve), and for ϵ = 10−21 with vρ = 2×108 GeV

(brown solid curve) and vρ = 7×107 GeV (brown dashed curve), demonstrating sensitivity

in NANOGrav and LISA. For a fixed bias, the peak amplitude and peak frequency of the

GW spectrum increases with increasing vρ. We see that for vρ of the order of 105 GeV,

the peak of the spectra generally lies within the sensitivity region of NANOGrav and other

PTA experiments, as well as LISA, µARES, SKA and THEIA.

For completeness, we also demonstrate the differences in the GW spectra originating

from Z4 domain walls in our model and from a generic Z2 domain wall scenario of earlier

works [80, 81] in fig. 9. The Z2 domain walls are identical to the non-adjacent walls in

our model. However, they contribute 100% to the total spectrum of Z2-symmetric models,

in contrast to the 1/5th fraction contributed by the non-adjacent walls in our model. In

fig. 9, the solid black curve represents the standard spectra from Z2 domain walls for

λρ = 0.1, vρ = 105 GeV and ϵ = 10−26. The red dashed, blue dotted, and purple dot-

dashed curves represent the total spectra from the Z4 domain walls for the same parameter

values as above, but for λ1 = λρ/72, λρ/7.2 and λρ/4, respectively. As expected, for small

λ1 ≲ λρ/72 values, the contribution from adjacent domain walls is subdominant; therefore,

the amplitude of the spectra from Z4 walls is just 1/5th of that from Z2 walls. The peak

frequency remains the same in this case. However, for large λ1 values, the contribution

of adjacent domain walls increases and changes the total spectra for Z4 walls. For large

enough λ1, adjacent walls can dominate the total spectra and change the peak frequency

and amplitude compared to the Z2 case.

Interferometers measure gravitational wave displacements in terms of strain noise,

denoted as hGW(f), which relates to the GW amplitude and converts to an energy density

via,

Ωexp(f)h
2 =

2π2f2

3H2
0

hGW(f)2h2 (3.14)
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where H0 = h×100 km/s/Mpc is the Hubble constant. To evaluate detectability, we calcu-

late the signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) [174, 175] based on experimental sensitivity Ωexp(f)h
2

as

SNR =

√√√√τ

∫ fmax

fmin

df

(
ΩGW(f)h2

Ωexp(f)h
2

)2

(3.15)

where we take h = 0.7, observation time τ = 4 years, and set the detection threshold at

SNR ≥ 10.

4 CMB prospects of detecting enhanced Neff from Dirac neutrinos

In addition to gravitational waves, light Dirac neutrino νR can also behave like dark radi-

ation and contribute to ∆Neff . Excessive amount of νR in thermal equilibrium in the early

Universe could alter the BBN or the CMB, rendering our model incompatible with standard

cosmology. However, if the right-handed neutrinos decouple from the thermal bath much

earlier than their left-handed counterparts, they contribute a fixed values ∆Neff = 0.14 for

three generations of νR [59, 176]. We can calculate the freeze-out temperature T
νR
f.o. of νR

with the condition,

⟨Γsc⟩
(
T
νR
f.o.

)
≡ Γsc

(
T
νR
f.o.

) K1(M1/T )

K2(M1/T )
∼ H

(
T
νR
f.o.

)
(4.1)

where Γsc (T ) is the rate of 2-to-2 elastic scattering process νRη ↔ νRη via exchange of NL,

that is primarily responsible for bringing νR into kinetic equilibrium with the SM bath,

assuming η is in thermal equilibrium. At high temperatures, the scattering rate can be

estimated as,

Γsc (T ) ∼ Y 4
R
T 3

M2
1

(4.2)

In fig. 10, we plot the ratio ⟨Γsc⟩ /H as a function of T for different benchmark values of

YR and M1. We see that in the considered parameter space for leptogenesis, i.e. M1 ≳ 109

GeV, νR either decouples from the thermal bath much earlier than electroweak scale or νR
never thermalizes if YR ≲ 0.008. This means contribution of νR to ∆Neff is 0.14 which is

well within current bounds from CMB and BBN and can be probed by future experiments

such as CMB-S4 or CMB-HD. For our analysis we consider YR to be less than 10−4, while

also satisfying eq. (2.18).

5 Results and discussion

In this section we discuss the results of our parameter scan and explore the connections

of neutrino masses and leptogenesis with DM phenomenology and GW. We perform the

parameter scan by fixing µ2
η = 10 GeV2, λHη = λρη = 0, λHρ = 0.02 and generating 5000
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Figure 10: Ratio of thermally averaged scattering rate to Hubble rate for νR as a function of
temperature, assuming elastic scattering process νRη ↔ νRη via exchange of Dirac fermion NL.

random parameter points within the ranges,

mχ ∈ [1, 105] GeV, λρ ∈ [10−4, 1], λη ∈ [10−4, 1],

vρ ∈ [103, 108] GeV, µ1 ∈ [10−4, 103] GeV (5.1)

where we have considered the Higgs resonance condition mχ = mh3
/2 which transcribes

to eq. (A.6). We calculate the DM relic abundance, σSIDD, ⟨σv⟩ann. as-well-as the S, T, U

parameters using micrOmegas and SPheno for each of these points.

In fig. 11, we show the result of our random parameter scan. Every colored point

in the plot satisfies the correct DM relic density condition Ωχh
2 ≲ 0.12, direct detection

bound and the electroweak precision bounds on the oblique parameters S, T, U within

1σ confidence level. The correlations among different physical masses (mh2,3
,mχ), scales

(µ1, vρ) and dimensionless parameter λρ are shown. Here we considered the resonance

condition given in eq. (A.6). One can see the viable parameter space of the model from

this plot.

In fig. 12 we show the connection of the leptogenesis scale with dark matter mass for

the set of random parameter points shown in fig. 11. Three different colors correspond to

sin 2ϕ = 10−6, 10−3 and 1. Each band is consistent with correct neutrino mass (mν ∼ 0.05

eV) and baryon asymmetry
(
ε ∼ 10−7

)
as-well-as DM relic density, direct detection and

electroweak precision bounds. The RHN mass M1 is calculated using eq. (2.20), which
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defines the leptogenesis scale.
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Figure 11: Parameter space consistent with DM relic density bound Ωχ h2 ≲ 0.12, DM direct de-
tection bound (see Sec. 2.3.1) and electroweak precision bounds at 1σ confidence level (see Sec. 2.1).
Here we have taken λHρ = 0.02 and assumed the Higgs resonance condition (A.6). Details of the
random parameter scan is described in Sec. 5. Correlations among relevant physical masses, scales
and parameters are shown. The color-bar signifies the relic density.

Finally we summarize our GW discussion in fig. 13 where we show the projected

sensitivity of various future GW experiments to probe the parameter space of our model

for a benchmark point: λρ = 0.1, λ1 = λρ/72, µ1 = 0.01 GeV, λη = 0.1, sin 2ϕ = 1. The x-

axis is the DM mass mχ while the y-axis is depicting the required bias parameter ϵ defined

in eq. (3.6). The colored region in each plot generates the correct BAU and is sensitive to
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Figure 12: Correlation of seesaw and leptogenesis scale ∼ M1 with DM mass mχ assuming

λHρ = 0.02 and sin 2ϕ = 10−6, 10−3, 1 for Green, blue and purple bands respectively. M1 is
calculated using eq. (2.20). The DM mass mχ is calculated from eq. (2.21) and Higgs resonance
condition (A.6) is assumed.

future GW experiments with SNR > 10. The DM mass is calculated in the Higgs resonance

region given in eq. (A.6). The color bar indicates the scale of leptogenesis M1 assuming

maximal CP violation, sin 2ϕ ∼ 1. The meshed region is discarded by ∆Neff bound from

BBN. The upper and lower gray regions are excluded by requirements of domain wall

scaling and decay before domination respectively. The upper limit on DM mass, mχ ≲ 25

TeV coming from relic density considerations (see fig. 3 (c)) and the lower limit coming

from direct detection experiments discussed in Sec. 2.3.1 are not shown in this plot as they

depend on parameter choices.

6 Conclusion

We have proposed a minimal Dirac seesaw model accommodating a thermal dark matter

and study the phenomenology in details. We consider a Z4-symmetric version of Type-I

Dirac seesaw such that the imaginary part of a complex scalar singlet taking part in the

seesaw become the DM candidate, stabilised by a CP symmetry. We study the details of

DM phenomenology namely, relic and detection aspects at direct and indirect detection

frontiers. We also show the consistency of the model with observed neutrino data while

explaining the observed baryon asymmetry via Dirac leptogenesis.

While spontaneous Z4 symmetry breaking plays a crucial role in generating light Dirac

neutrino mass, it also leads to the formation of domain walls. We consider suitable bias

terms which break Z4 explicitly in order to make the walls disappear via annihilation while
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Figure 13: Projected sensitivity (with SNR > 10) of future GW experiments in the
parameter space of DM mass mχ given in eq. (2.21) and the bias parameter ϵ given in (3.6),

multiplied by v4ρ. For this plot, we consider the benchmark point λρ = 0.1, λ1 = λρ/72, µ1 =
0.01GeV, λη = 0.1 and assumed the Higgs resonance condition given in eq. (A.6). The
upper and lower gray regions are excluded by scaling requirements and wall domination
respectively. The meshed region signifies the ∆Neff bound from BBN. The color bar shows
the leptogenesis scale M1 given in eq. (2.20) assuming maximal CP asymmetry sin 2ϕ = 1,
defined in eq. (2.12).

also generating stochastic gravitational waves. After pointing out the details of Z4-walls

and their difference compared to Z2-walls studied earlier in Dirac seesaw, we find the GW

spectrum for a few benchmark points consistent with rest of the phenomenology. We also

perform a numerical scan of the parameter space to show the projected sensitivity of future

GW experiments such as UDECIGO (UDECIGO-corr) [177, 178], BBO, LISA, µ−ARES,

THEIA and SKA with signal-to-noise ratio > 10. We see that these GW experiments will

be able to probe DM of mass mχ in the range O
(
102 − 105

)
GeV and seesaw scale M1 in

the range O
(
108 − 1012

)
GeV assuming maximal CP violation sin 2ϕ ∼ 1. Interestingly,

thermal Dirac leptogenesis in this model also leads to thermalisation of right chiral parts

of light Dirac neutrinos enhancing the effective relativistic degrees of freedom Neff within

reach of future CMB experiments. The complementary detection prospects of the model

at dark matter, gravitational wave, CMB experiments keep the model verifiable in near

future. Additionally, future observation of neutrinoless double beta decay provides a way

of falsifying such a setup.
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A Scalar masses

The scalar mass matrix after EWSB in the basis (H, ρ, η) in the limit µ2
η ∼ λHη ∼ λρη → 0

is given by,

M2
S =


3λHv

2

4 +
λHρv

2
ρ

2 − µ2
H λHρvvρ 0

λHρvvρ
λHρv

2

2 +
3λρv

2
ρ

4 − 6λ1v
2
ρ −

√
2µ1vη − µ2

ρ −
√
2µ1vρ

0 −
√
2µ1vρ

3
4ληv

2
η



=


λH
2 v2 λHρvvρ 0

λHρvvρ
1
2(λρ − 8λ1)v

2
ρ −

√
2µ1vρ

0 −
√
2µ1vρ

3
2

(
ληµ

2
1v

4
ρ

)1/3
 , (A.1)

where the second equality comes after applying the solutions of the tadpole equations given

in eq. (2.5). We can divide this matrix into 4 blocks as,

M2
S =


λH
2 v2 λHρvvρ 0

λHρvvρ
1
2(λρ − 8λ1)v

2
ρ −

√
2µ1vρ

0 −
√
2µ1vρ

3
2

(
ληµ

2
1v

4
ρ

)1/3
 =

 M2
H

(
M2

Hρ

)T
M2

Hρ M2
ρ

 (A.2)

where M2
ρ ≫ M2

Hρ ≫ M2
H . The SM Higgs squared mass m2

h1
can be calculated with a

Type-I seesaw formula,

m2
h1

≃ M2
H −

(
M2

Hρ

)T
·
(
M2

ρ

)−1
·M2

Hρ

≃ λH

2
v2 +

6λ2
Hρλ

1
3
η v

2

3λ
1
3
η (8λ1 − λρ) + 8

(
µ1
vρ

) 4
3

≃ v2
(
λH

2
+

2λ2
Hρ

8λ1 − λρ

)
(A.3)
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where in the last equation, we assume µ1/vρ ≪ 1. We can calculate the value of the

coupling λH by equating mh1
with the observed SM Higgs mass of 125 GeV, which gives,

λH ≃
2.5× 105λ1 − 3.125× 104λρ − 4λ2

Hρv
2

(8λ1 − λρ)v
2 (A.4)

The squared masses of the other two scalars in the theory can be approximated by diago-

nalizing M2
ρ above,

m2
h2

≃ 3

2
λ

1
3
η

(
µ1 v

2
ρ

) 2
3
, m2

h3
≃ 1

2

(
λρ − 8λ1

)
v2ρ (A.5)

The Higgs resonance condition 2mχ ∼ mh3
provides an approximate relation of the self

coupling of ρ,

λρ ∼ 72λ1 + 32λ
− 1

3
η

(
µ1

vρ

) 4
3

∼ 72λ1 for µ1/vρ ≪ 1 (A.6)
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[20] S. Centelles Chuliá, E. Ma, R. Srivastava, and J. W. F. Valle, “Dirac Neutrinos and Dark

Matter Stability from Lepton Quarticity,” Phys. Lett. B767 (2017) 209–213,

arXiv:1606.04543.

[21] A. Aranda, C. Bonilla, S. Morisi, E. Peinado, and J. W. F. Valle, “Dirac neutrinos from

flavor symmetry,” Phys. Rev. D 89 (2014) no. 3, 033001, arXiv:1307.3553.

[22] P. Chen, G.-J. Ding, A. D. Rojas, C. A. Vaquera-Araujo, and J. W. F. Valle, “Warped flavor

symmetry predictions for neutrino physics,” JHEP 01 (2016) 007, arXiv:1509.06683.

[23] E. Ma, N. Pollard, R. Srivastava, and M. Zakeri, “Gauge B − L Model with Residual Z3

Symmetry,” Phys. Lett. B 750 (2015) 135–138, arXiv:1507.03943.

[24] M. Reig, J. W. F. Valle, and C. A. Vaquera-Araujo, “Realistic SU(3)c ⊗ SU(3)L ⊗U(1)X
model with a type II Dirac neutrino seesaw mechanism,” Phys. Rev. D 94 (2016) no. 3,

033012, arXiv:1606.08499.

[25] W. Wang and Z.-L. Han, “Naturally Small Dirac Neutrino Mass with Intermediate SU(2)L
Multiplet Fields,” arXiv:1611.03240. [JHEP04,166(2017)].

[26] W. Wang, R. Wang, Z.-L. Han, and J.-Z. Han, “The B − L Scotogenic Models for Dirac

Neutrino Masses,” Eur. Phys. J. C77 (2017) no. 12, 889, arXiv:1705.00414.

[27] F. Wang, W. Wang, and J. M. Yang, “Split two-Higgs-doublet model and neutrino

condensation,” Europhys. Lett. 76 (2006) 388–394, arXiv:hep-ph/0601018.

[28] S. Gabriel and S. Nandi, “A New two Higgs doublet model,” Phys. Lett. B655 (2007)

141–147, arXiv:hep-ph/0610253.

[29] S. M. Davidson and H. E. Logan, “Dirac neutrinos from a second Higgs doublet,” Phys.

Rev. D 80 (2009) 095008, arXiv:0906.3335.

[30] S. M. Davidson and H. E. Logan, “LHC phenomenology of a two-Higgs-doublet neutrino

mass model,” Phys. Rev. D82 (2010) 115031, arXiv:1009.4413.

– 26 –

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0550-3213(81)90279-0
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0550-3213(81)90279-0
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0550-3213(81)90354-0
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.58.015001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.58.015001
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9710371
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF01415558
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0370-2693(83)90156-9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0370-2693(83)90156-9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.52.713
http://dx.doi.org/10.1142/S0217732389000095
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0370-2693(93)91837-D
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2017.01.070
http://arxiv.org/abs/1606.04543
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.89.033001
http://arxiv.org/abs/1307.3553
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP01(2016)007
http://arxiv.org/abs/1509.06683
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2015.09.010
http://arxiv.org/abs/1507.03943
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.94.033012
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.94.033012
http://arxiv.org/abs/1606.08499
http://arxiv.org/abs/1611.03240
http://dx.doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-017-5446-9
http://arxiv.org/abs/1705.00414
http://dx.doi.org/10.1209/epl/i2006-10293-3
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0601018
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2007.04.062
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2007.04.062
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0610253
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.80.095008
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.80.095008
http://arxiv.org/abs/0906.3335
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.82.115031
http://arxiv.org/abs/1009.4413


[31] C. Bonilla and J. W. F. Valle, “Naturally light neutrinos in Diracon model,” Phys. Lett.

B762 (2016) 162–165, arXiv:1605.08362.

[32] Y. Farzan and E. Ma, “Dirac neutrino mass generation from dark matter,” Phys. Rev. D86

(2012) 033007, arXiv:1204.4890.

[33] C. Bonilla, E. Ma, E. Peinado, and J. W. F. Valle, “Two-loop Dirac neutrino mass and

WIMP dark matter,” Phys. Lett. B762 (2016) 214–218, arXiv:1607.03931.

[34] E. Ma and O. Popov, “Pathways to Naturally Small Dirac Neutrino Masses,” Phys. Lett.

B764 (2017) 142–144, arXiv:1609.02538.

[35] E. Ma and U. Sarkar, “Radiative Left-Right Dirac Neutrino Mass,” Phys. Lett. B776

(2018) 54–57, arXiv:1707.07698.

[36] D. Borah, “Light sterile neutrino and dark matter in left-right symmetric models without a

Higgs bidoublet,” Phys. Rev. D94 (2016) no. 7, 075024, arXiv:1607.00244.

[37] D. Borah and A. Dasgupta, “Common Origin of Neutrino Mass, Dark Matter and Dirac

Leptogenesis,” JCAP 12 (2016) 034, arXiv:1608.03872.

[38] D. Borah and A. Dasgupta, “Observable Lepton Number Violation with Predominantly

Dirac Nature of Active Neutrinos,” JHEP 01 (2017) 072, arXiv:1609.04236.

[39] D. Borah and A. Dasgupta, “Naturally Light Dirac Neutrino in Left-Right Symmetric

Model,” JCAP 06 (2017) 003, arXiv:1702.02877.
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