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Abstract

Motivated by the dynamical reasons for the hierarchical structure of the Yukawa sector
of the Standard Model (SM), we consider an extension of the SM with a complex scalar
field, known as ‘flavon’, based on the Froggatt-Nielsen mechanism. In an effective the-
ory approach, the SM fermion masses and mixing patterns are generated in orders of the
parameter related to the vacuum expectation value of the flavon field and the cut-off of
the effective theory. By introducing right-handed neutrinos, we study the viability of the
lightest right-handed neutrino as a dark matter candidate, where the same flavon field acts
as a mediator between the dark and the SM sectors. We find that dark matter genesis
is achieved both through freeze-out and freeze-in mechanisms encompassing the O(GeV)
– O(TeV) mass range of the mediator and the dark matter particle. In addition to tree-
level spin-dependent cross section, the model gives rise to tree- and loop-level contributions
to spin-independent scattering cross section at the direct detection experiments such as
XENON and LUX-ZEPLIN which can be probed in their future upgrades. By choosing
suitable Froggatt-Nielsen charges for the fermions, we also generate the mass spectrum of
the SM neutrinos via the Type-I seesaw mechanism. Flavor-changing neutral current pro-
cesses, such as radiative lepton decay, meson mixing, and top-quark decay remain the most
constraining channels and provide testability for this minimal setup that addresses several
major shortcomings of the SM.
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1 Introduction
Unraveling the hierarchical fermion mass structure remains a puzzle within the framework of
the Standard Model (SM) of particle physics. This arrangement of the Yukawa sector of the
SM can potentially be attributed to new symmetries that unify the lepton and quark sectors. A
popular setup to explain this hierarchical structure is the Froggatt-Nielsen (FN) mechanism [1].
In this mechanism, the SM Yukawa structure is dynamically generated through the spontaneous
breaking of a U(1) symmetry by a scalar field known as the ‘flavon,’ which acquires a vacuum
expectation value (vev). All SM fermions are charged under that new symmetry, leading to an
interaction of the flavon field with them and thus enhancing the detectability of the flavon field.
Interestingly, the pseudoscalar component of the flavon field can serve as a QCD axion field. This
arises when the global FN symmetry is identified with the global Peccei-Quinn symmetry [2],
introduced to solve the strong CP problem [3]. However, in the absence of such an identification,
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pseudoscalar flavons can populate a heavier mass range and exhibit rich phenomenology. Some
studies in these directions can be found in [4–6].

Some of the demanding reasons for extending the SM include the observation of nonzero
neutrino masses and astrophysical evidence of dark matter (DM). In this work, we combine
these two motivations with the dynamical reasons for the hierarchical flavor structure. We used
flavon as a portal between the dark sector and the SM where the dark sector consists of right-
handed neutrinos (RHNs). The feasibility of RHNs as DM candidates within the framework of
FN symmetry has been discussed here [7, 8]. We extended the SM with three generations of
heavy RHNs, where the lightest of them is a candidate for DM, and the others are responsible
for the generation of neutrino masses by the Type I seesaw mechanism.

The model setup considered in this work is economic and spans a quite wide range of the mass
spectrum. Interestingly, the interaction strength of the flavon with the DM candidate can be
such that the DM may or may not be in thermal equilibrium with the SM. Therefore, the genesis
of DM is realized separately through both freeze-out and freeze-in mechanisms. In such a flavon
model as the SM fermion mass hierarchy is achieved in powers of small parameter proportional
to the vev of the flavon field divided by the cutoff of the theory, the model parameter space is
very restrictive. This in turn increases the predictive power of the theory. We find that as the
strength of interaction between new physics and SM particles is constrained by the observed
mass and mixing spectrum, the single parameter, that is, the vev of the flavon field vϕ, mainly
determines the nature of the genesis of DM to be achieved.

Our analysis focuses on relatively heavy mediators and the DM mass spectrum compared to
some previous analyses where the freeze-out mechanisms [9] and freeze-in mechanisms [10,11] are
studied separately through the scalar flavon portal. Flavon theories inherently induce the flavor-
changing neutral current (FCNC) at the tree level. From the outcomes of current experimental
searches in both quark- and lepton-level FCNC processes, the FN symmetry breaking scale
requires to be advanced at least to the TeV range. In light of a naturalness perspective, the core
of these theories rely on the dynamical generation of mass hierarchy which avoids small bare
coupling parameters at the Lagrangian level. This makes the mass of the scalar component of the
flavon at the FN symmetry breaking scale, whereas the mass term for the pseudoscalar part (the
pseudo-Goldstone boson of spontaneous breaking of FN symmetry) arises only from the soft-
breaking term, which is supposed to be much smaller than its scalar counterpart. In the absence
of such a soft-breaking term, a massless Goldstone boson featuring flavor-violating couplings
does not align favorably with the ongoing experimental searches or astrophysical observations
conducted over the past few decades [12,13]. We focus mainly on the pseudoscalar portal due to
the prospects of discovery in recent experiments. We explore both the freeze-out and freeze-in
mechanisms for the DM productions and identify the parameter space explaining the observed
relic density of the Universe. Our findings show that for a mediator O(GeV), the freeze-out
mechanism works with the DM candidate in the O(TeV) range, and the framework provides
spin-independent and spin-dependent scattering cross sections in direct detection experiments.
However, for freeze-in production of a DM below 1 TeV, a significantly higher value of vϕ,
O(107 − 109)GeV is required. The choice of reheating temperature of the Universe also plays
an important role in identifying the processes contributing to the DM production. It is worth
mentioning that the entire framework can produce the observed mass and mixing texture for all
SM fermions, including non-zero masses for light neutrinos.

The paper is organized as follows. In Sec. 2, we define the low-energy effective Lagrangian
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generated after spontaneous breaking of the FN symmetry. The interactions between the flavon
and the SM along with the RHN fields are worked out. Section 3 deals with listing the stringent
experimental constraints arising from both low-energy processes such as meson mixing (in 3.1.1),
radiative lepton decay (in 3.1.2), and direct searches (in 3.2). We then discuss the scenarios to
generate the observed relic abundance in Sec. 4.1 and in Sec. 4.2 via freeze-out and freeze-in mech-
anisms, respectively. Section 5 deals with computing the spin-independent and spin-dependent
scattering cross sections for direct detection experiments. We dedicate Sec. 6 to explicitly show-
ing the framework for generating light neutrino masses using the seesaw mechanism. The FN
charge assignments are worked out separately for the freeze-out and freeze-in cases. Finally, we
summarize in Sec. 7 with some discussion. A benchmark example of the O(1) entries in the
Yukawa matrices is given in Appendix A. The relevant expressions for the amplitudes and cross
sections that contribute to the annihilation processes are given in Appendix B.

2 Model
We start with a complex scalar flavon field ϕ, which is singlet under the SM gauge group. An
extra abelian U(1) symmetry, known as the FN symmetry, is invoked where all SM fermions
poses a distinguishable charge. The spontaneous breaking of the FN symmetry, through vev of
ϕ, is communicated to the fermions at different orders in a small parameter ϵ ≡ ⟨ϕ⟩/M . Here M
is the scale of flavor dynamics and is associated with some heavy fermions that are integrated
out. Although the full theory will have many heavy fermions, called FN fields, the effective
theory below M is quite simple, and the interaction Lagrangian of the flavon field ϕ with SM
fermions and three SM gauge singlet right-handed neutrinos N i

R can be written as

−Lint = cijd

(
ϕ

M

)nij
d

Q̄iHdjR + ciju

(
ϕ

M

)nij
u

Q̄i iσ2H
∗uj

R + cije

(
ϕ

M

)nij
e

L̄iHejR

+ cijν

(
ϕ

M

)nij
ν

L̄i iσ2H
∗N j

R +
1

2
cijN

(
ϕ

M

)nij
N

MN c i
R N j

R + h.c. , (1)

where cijx are all O(1) numbers with i, j = 1, 2, 3. By invoking an extra Z2 symmetry, we consider
the lightest RHN, N1, as a viable candidate for DM that is odd under the Z2 symmetry, implying
ci1ν = 0 and c1kN = ck1N = 0, for k = 2, 3. Here the differences of the U(1)FN charges of the fermions
are defined as

nij
u ≡ qQi

− quj
, nij

d ≡ qQi
− qdj , nij

e ≡ qLi
− qej ,

nik
ν ≡ qLi

− qNk
, nij

N ≡ −qNi
− qNj

,
(2)

where all nij
f ≥ 0. Therefore, it is also implied that qNi

≤ 0.
Expanding the complex scalar ϕ and the SM Higgs doublet H around their corresponding

vev as

ϕ = vϕ +
1√
2
(s+ ia), H =

 0

vEW +
h√
2

 , (3)
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and the interaction terms of the (pseudo)scalars with the fermions are generated as

−Lscalar =
∑

f=u,d,e

[
mf

ij

(
1 +

h√
2vEW

)
+

mij
f n

ij
f (s+ ia)
√
2vϕ

]
f̄ i
Lf

j
R , (4)

where vEW = 174GeV.
In order to obtain the SM fermion masses and the CKM mixing pattern, a viable solution is

known, where ϵ is identified with the Cabibbo angle [4, 6]

ϵ =
vϕ
M

=
[
VCKM

]
12

≈ 0.23 , (5)

and

nij
u =

8 4 3
7 3 2
5 1 0

 , nij
d =

7 6 6
6 5 5
4 3 3

 , nij
e =

9 6 4
8 5 3
8 5 3

 . (6)

The corresponding FN charges have to be chosen appropriately. One such possibility is qQ1 qQ2 qQ3

qu qc qt
qd qs qb

 =

 3 2 0
−5 −1 0
−4 −3 −3

 ,

(
qL1 qL2 qL3

qe qµ qτ

)
=

(
1 0 0
−8 −5 −3

)
. (7)

We leave the discussion of the FN charge assignment of the RHNs to Sec. 6, where we study
neutrino mass generation for our model. An example of the benchmark choice for cijx (in Eq. (1))
is given in Appendix A.

The potential of the complex scalar ϕ can be written as

−Lpotential = −m2
ϕ|ϕ|2 − µ(ϕ2 + ϕ∗2) + λϕ|ϕ|4 + λϕH |ϕ|2|H|2 , (8)

where the interaction term with the SM Higgs doublet induces mixing between the real scalar
components (s and h), thus modifying the SM Higgs observables. Current constraints from
LHC only allow for insignificant mixing [11]. Therefore, we choose λϕH ≈ 0 to focus on the
pseudoscalar portal. Note that the vev of ϕ (with v2ϕ ≈ 1

2
m2

ϕ/λϕ) breaks the U(1)FN symmetry
which should give rise to a massless Goldstone boson. However, due to an explicit symmetry
breaking term in Eq. (8) via the µ parameter, a mass term for the pseudo-Goldstone boson a is
also generated which is expected to be small compared to the scalar s since µ << mϕ. We have

ms = 2
√
λϕ vϕ ≈

√
2mϕ and ma = 2

√
µ . (9)

After EW symmetry breaking, the mass matrices for the quarks and charged leptons are
found to be

mij
f = cijf ϵ

nij
f vEW with f = u, d, e .

The mass matrices can be diagonalised using the biunitary transformation(
U †f
L mfU

f
R

)
ij
= mf

i δij .
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Here we used the following unitary rotations for flavor-to-mass eigenstate transformations.

f i
L → U ij

L f j
L, f i

R → U ij
R f j

R . (10)

The leading dimension-four interaction terms for all (pseudo)scalar fields in this setup read

−Lscalar =
∑

f=u,d,e

[
mf

i

(
1 +

h√
2vEW

)
f̄ if i

+ ia
(
(gf+)ij f̄

iγ5f
j + (gf−)ij f̄

if j
)

+ s
(
(gf+)ij f̄

if j + (gf−)ij f̄
iγ5f

j
)]

, (11)

where the couplings are [4]

(gf+)ij =
1

2
√
2

(
U f†
L q̂QU

f
L − U f†

R q̂fU
f
R

)
ij

mf
j +mf

i

vϕ
, (12)

(gf−)ij =
1

2
√
2

(
U f†
L q̂QU

f
L + U f†

R q̂fU
f
R

)
ij

mf
j −mf

i

vϕ
. (13)

Here, (q̂X)ij = qXi
δij are the diagonal matrices of the FN charges. Note that because of the

presence of generation-dependent FN charges, the flavon couplings cannot be diagonalised si-
multaneously with the mass matrices. As a result, flavor-changing interactions are generated.

The DM candidate N1 interacts only through the last term in Eq. (1) which can be written
(using Eq. (3)) as

−LRHN ⊃ 1

2
c11N ϵn

11
N

(
1 + n11

N

s+ ia√
2vϕ

)
MN c 1

R N1
R + h.c.

=
1

2
mDMN1N1 + gDM

(
sN1N1 + iaN1γ5N

1
)
. (14)

In the last line, we have defined mDM = c11N ϵn
11
N M , which is the Majorana mass term of the DM

candidate N1, and

gDM = −qN1 mDM√
2 vϕ

, (15)

is the interaction strength of the DM with the (pseudo)scalar. We can see that the DM particle
interacts with the SM fermions via both s and a, giving rise to the scalar and pseudoscalar
portal, respectively.

We note that apart from the interaction terms quoted in Eq. (11), a term at leading order
in the SM fermions and scalar fields, although dimension-five, can arise in this setup,

−L5 =
∑

f=u,d,e

(s+ ia)h√
2 vEW

(
(gf+)ij f̄

iγ5f
j + (gf−)ij f̄

if j
)
, (16)

which is further suppressed by the electroweak scale. This gives rise to a contact interaction
between the fermions, the Higgs boson, and the (pseudo)scalar flavon. Later in Sec. 4.2 we will
discuss the impact of such a term on the freeze-in mechanism of DM genesis.
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3 Experimental constraints
The generation-specific FN charges in the Lagrangian (in Eq. (1)) induce flavor-changing neutral
currents at the tree level via the exchange of (pseudo)scalar bosons. This effect is larger for
heavier fermions, as can be seen from the interaction strengths quoted in Eqs. (12) and (13),
which are proportional to the fermion masses. In this section, we explore the constraints on the
model parameter space that arise from low- and high-energy flavor-changing processes.

3.1 Constraints from low-energy processes

In the following subsections, we study the constraints on the model parameters obtained from
the processes occurring at the energy scale below the mass of the pseudoscalar flavon.

3.1.1 Meson mixing

We write the effective Hamiltonian relevant for the B(s)-meson mixing involving the pseudoscalar
a (heavier than mb) as follows.

H∆F=2
eff =

G2
F

16π2
M2

W (V ∗
tbVtq)

2CV LL
1 (µ)QV LL

1 (µ)

+ CSLL
1 (µ)QSLL

1 (µ) + CV RR
1 (µ)QV RR

1 (µ) + C2(µ)Q2(µ) . (17)

Within the SM only one single operator

QV LL
1 =

(
b̄αγµPLq

α
) (

b̄βγµPLq
β
)

(18)

is present, where q = d, s for Bd-mixing and Bs-mixing, respectively. The operators induced by
the pseudoscalar interaction are given as

QSLL
1 =

(
b̄αPLq

α
) (

b̄βPLq
β
)
,

QSRR
1 =

(
b̄αPRq

α
) (

b̄βPRq
β
)
,

QLR
2 =

(
b̄αPLq

α
) (

b̄βPRq
β
)
. (19)

The resultant contribution to the mass difference of the neutral meson can then be written as

∆Mq ≡
∣∣∣∣⟨B̄q|H∆F=2

eff |Bq⟩
MBq

∣∣∣∣ = ∣∣∣∣1 + P SLL
1

(
CSLL

1 + CSRR
1

)
+ PLR

2 CLR
2

P V LL
1

G2
F

4π2M2
W (V ∗

tbVtq)2S0(m2
t/m

2
W )

∣∣∣∣∆MSM
q , (20)

where S0(x) =
x3

4
− 11x2

4
+ x

(1− x)2
− 3x3 log(x)

2(1− x)3
, (21)

is the Inami-Lim function denoting the SM contribution. The bag factors, introduced to parame-

terize the hadronic transition element as ⟨B̄q|Qi|Bq⟩ =
2

3
M2

Bq
f 2
Bq
Pi, including the renormalization

group evolution are estimated at mb [14]:

P V LL
1 = 0.71± 0.05, P SLL

1 = −1.36± 0.12, PLR
2 = 3.2± 0.2 . (22)
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Note that QSLL
1 and QSRR

1 both have the same hadronic matrix element. Now, the new physics
Wilson coefficients arising from the pseudoscalar interaction are given by

CSLL
1 = −

[
(gd−)32 − (gd+)32

]2
m2

a

,

CSRR
1 = −

[
(gd−)32 + (gd+)32

]2
m2

a

,

CLR
2 =

[
(gd−)32 + (gd+)32

] [
(gd−)32 − (gd+)32

]∗
m2

a

. (23)

The current average of the theoretical predictions compared to the measurements is found to
be [15]

∆Maverage
d =

(
1.05+0.04

−0.07

)
∆M exp

d ,

∆Maverage
s =

(
1.04+0.04

−0.07

)
∆M exp

s , (24)

which, by Eq. (20), imposes

vϕ ma ≳ 1.8× 105 GeV2, (25)

with ma > mb. This bound significantly limits the FN symmetry breaking scale vϕ, especially for
ma ≳ O(10) GeV where the constraints from meson decays are irrelevant. Note that the scalar
flavon s also contributes to these processes. However, as ms = 2

√
λϕ vϕ, these effects are highly

suppressed (with a factor of ∼ 1/v2ϕ) compared to the bound mentioned (in Eq. (25)) arising
from the pseudoscalar flavon. We find that the bounds arising from the light-meson mixing data,
such as kaon and D0-meson, are less stringent than the one quoted above for Bs-mixing.

3.1.2 Radiative lepton decay

Radiative lepton-flavor violating decays ℓ → ℓ′γ are highly suppressed in the SM and stringent
bounds on the decays, especially with light leptons, exist from the experiments. Although the
flavon does not directly couple to the SM gauge bosons at tree level, the decays ℓ → ℓ′γ can be
generated at one- and two-loop levels, as shown in Fig. 1.

τ

a

τ
ℓ ℓ′

γ

τ

a γ, Z

q q

ℓ ℓ′

γ

Figure 1: The Feynman diagrams for ℓ → ℓ′γ: (left) one-loop diagram and (right) two-loop
Barr-Zee diagram.
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The decay rate of ℓ → ℓ′γ can be written as [16]

Γ(ℓ → ℓ′γ) =
αm5

ℓ

64π4

(
|AL|2 + |AR|2

)
, (26)

where the amplitudes AL,R = A1 loop
L,R + A2 loop

L,R include both one- and two-loop contributions,
respectively. In the case of µ → eγ, at one-loop level the tau contribution is dominant which in
the limit mµ ≪ mτ ≪ ma can simply be written as

A1 loop
L

∣∣
µ→eγ

≃ 1

8m2
a

mτ

mµ

(ge)∗21(g
e)33

[
−3 + 2 log

(
m2

a

m2
τ

)]
, (27)

A1 loop
R

∣∣
µ→eγ

≃ 1

8m2
a

mτ

mµ

(ge)12(g
e)33

[
−3 + 2 log

(
m2

a

m2
τ

)]
, (28)

where (gf )ij ≡ (gf+)ij + (gf−)ij, (gf )∗ji ≡ (gf+)ij − (gf−)ij can be derived from Eqs. (12) and (13).
With appropriate replacements of coupling constants and expansion of the loop functions, the
one-loop amplitudes for τ → µγ which is also dominated by the tau loop, read

A1 loop
L

∣∣
τ→µγ

≃ 1

12m2
a

(ge)∗32(g
e)33

[
−4 + 3 log

(
m2

a

m2
τ

)]
, (29)

A1 loop
R

∣∣
τ→µγ

≃ 1

12m2
a

(ge)23(g
e)33

[
−4 + 3 log

(
m2

a

m2
τ

)]
. (30)

We then include the two-loop contribution arising from the Barr-Zee diagram, where all six
flavors of the quarks contribute while the bottom and top quarks are the dominant ones.3

A2 loop
L

∣∣
ℓ→ℓ′γ

=
6αEM√

2π

G2
Fv

2
EW

mℓ

∑
f=u,d
i=1,2,3

Qf2
i

mf
i

(ge)∗ℓℓ′(g
f )ii G

(
mf2

i

m2
a

)
, (31)

where the loop function is given by

G(z) = 1

2
z

∫ 1

0

dx
1

x(1− x)− z
log

x(1− x)

z
. (32)

The expression for A2 loop
R

∣∣
ℓ→ℓ′γ

can be obtained by replacing (ge)∗ℓℓ′ in Eq. (31) with (ge)ℓ′ℓ.
The MEG experiment provides the most stringent upper limit on µ → eγ [17], while for

τ → ℓγ the strongest bounds have been placed by the BaBar collaboration [18]. The current
90% C.L. limits are:

BR(µ → eγ) < 4.2× 10−13, BR(τ → eγ) < 3.3× 10−8, BR(τ → µγ) < 4.4× 10−8 . (33)
3Note that, despite the vanishing FN charge for the top quark, the flavon coupling to the top quark is

generated in the mass basis after performing the rotation. This has sometimes been overlooked in the literature
when considering constraints from low-energy processes [6].
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The parametric form of the one-loop contribution to the µ → eγ branching fraction in our
model can be written as

BR1 loop
∣∣
µ→eγ

≃ 2.4× 106
[−3 + 2 log(0.3m2

a)]
2

m4
av

4
ϕ

, (34)

which turns out to be one order of magnitude larger than the two-loop Barr-Zee contribution as
long as ma < 200GeV. However, these two contributions are comparable for larger ma, and we
include both of these contributions in our analysis. The reason being that the loop function G(z)
(in Eq. (31)) decreases slowly with ma compared to the 1/m2

a drop-off of the one-loop amplitude.
We will see in the upcoming section 4.1 that for the choice of our parameter space, µ → eγ
remains the most stringent constraint for the region of low flavon mass (∼ O(100)GeV) with
vϕ ∼ O(1)TeV. The future sensitivity of MEG-II is expected to be BR(µ → eγ) ∼ 6×10−14 [19]
which will be effective in stretching the bounds further in the TeV range.

3.2 Constraints from high energy processes: top quark decay

Depending on the mass scale of the pseudoscalar, it can decay to different sets of fermions, which
will lead to possible signatures at the colliders. The decay width of the pseudoscalar to fermions
i.e., a → f̄ if j is given by

Γij
a =

Nc

8πm3
a

λ1/2(m2
a,m

2
fi
,m2

fj
) ×[

|(gf−)ij|2
(
1−

(mfi +mfj)
2

4m2
a

)
+ |(gf+)ij|2

(
1−

(mfi −mfj)
2

4m2
a

)]
, (35)

where λ(x, y, z) = x2 + y2 + z2 − 2xy − 2yz − 2zx is the Kallén function and the color factor
Nc = 3(1) for the quarks(leptons).

We show the branching fractions to dominant channels involving SM fermions in Fig. 2 for
the pseudoscalar in the mass range 10GeV to 500GeV. For different flavor final states, the
charge-conjugate mode is also included. We notice that before the opening of the top-quark pair
threshold, the decay of a → bb̄ almost saturates the total rate. This feature is expected, since
the coupling of the pseudoscalar to the fermions is proportional to the masses of the fermions.
Among the leptons, only the a → τ τ̄ channel is notable, since τ is the heaviest lepton. We have
assumed that the DM is heavy enough so that the a → N1N1 process is kinematically forbidden.

We infer from the above discussion that in the model of our consideration, if the pseudoscalar
is lighter than the top quark, the top quark can decay into the pseudoscalar and SM fermions
at tree level, and a subsequent decay of the pseudoscalar to the bb̄ pair can be a very promising
signature at colliders due to high branching rates of these two processes. This decay is indeed
sought and constrained by a recent search at the LHC. The ATLAS collaboration [20] presents
a general search for the production of top quark pairs with the full Run 2 dataset at 13 TeV
center-of-mass energy, where one of the top quarks decays into either an up quark or a charm
quark, and a light scalar particle X, with X → bb̄ subsequently. The other top quark decays to
a W -boson and a b-quark according to the SM.

In our setup, the charm quark interacts with the pseudoscalar and top quark with a coupling
much larger than that of the up quark due to the relatively heavy mass of the charm. Therefore,
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Figure 2: The branching fractions of the pseudoscalar flavon decay into the SM fermions for the
mass range ma ∈ [10 − 500]GeV. Only those decay channels with branching fractions greater
than 1% are shown in the plot. For different flavor final states, the charge-conjugate mode is also
included. DM N1 is assumed to be heavy enough so that the a → N1N1 process is kinematically
forbidden.

the ATLAS search imposes a stronger limit on the product BR(t → ca)×BR(a → bb̄) predicted
in our model, which in turn translates into the constraint on the FN symmetry breaking scale
vϕ. We present these constraints along with the bounds from B-meson mixing and µ → eγ
in Fig. 3, for the pseudoscalar mass ranging from 20GeV to 160 GeV. The blue dots in Fig. 3
denote the upper limits at 95% C.L. on the product of the decay branching fractions BR(t →
cX) × BR(X → bb̄) presented in the aforementioned ATLAS search, where X is a light scalar
particle. The yellow curve denotes the product BR(t → ca) × BR(a → bb̄) for the choice
vϕ = 1TeV in our model. The green and red curves illustrate this product of branching fractions
after including the constraints from the B-meson mixing obtained in Sec. 3.1.1 and µ → eγ
obtained in Sec. 3.1.2. To elaborate, for each ma, the lower bound on vϕ from B-meson mixing
can be obtained with Eq. (25), that is, vϕ > 1.8× 105/ma GeV2, which leads to an upper bound
on the product BR(t → ca) × BR(a → bb̄). The bounds from µ → eγ are derived in a similar
manner. With Fig. 3 we infer that the constraint on vϕ from the top quark decay at the LHC is
not as stringent as the ones from the B-meson mixing or µ → eγ. For vϕ = 1TeV, ma > 80GeV
is still allowed by the ATLAS search. However, it is ruled out by both the B-meson mixing data
and the experimental upper limit of µ → eγ.

4 Dark Matter genesis and relic density
The thermal history, interaction strength, and the mass range of the DM particle govern the
mechanisms that give rise to the relic density of the Universe. One of the most popular mecha-
nisms is the Weakly Interacting Massive Particle (WIMP) scenario, where the mass of the DM
lies within the range O(1)GeV – O(10)TeV and interacts with the SM particles via a weak in-
teraction [21–25]. The WIMP DM is produced via thermal freeze-out and has many implications
for a diverse group of search experiments, such as direct and indirect detection and colliders.
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Figure 3: Constraints on the product BR(t → ca) × BR(a → bb̄) for ma ∈ [20 − 160]GeV.
The blue dots represent the upper limits at 95% C.L. from the ATLAS search [20]. Our model
predicts the yellow curve for a benchmark choice vϕ = 1 TeV which is excluded by ATLAS data
for ma ≲ 80GeV. The green and red curves are the indirect upper bounds on this product of
branching fractions arising from B-meson mixing and µ → eγ, respectively, which turn out to
be more constraining than direct searches (see the text for details).

An alternative mechanism, based on the thermal freeze-in scenario [26–28], suggests that the
DM particle was never in equilibrium with the thermal bath and was produced from a media-
tor, which in our case can be flavon fields. Due to its feeble interaction nature, it can escape
traditional detections, mainly designed for WIMP setups. In the following, we explore both of
these two possibilities of DM genesis in the context of the model considered in Sec. 2.

4.1 Freeze-out scenario

If the FN symmetry breaking scale vϕ is around the weak scale, say vϕ ∼ O(TeV), the RHN DM
N1 may annihilate to the SM fermions and flavon particles. As the Universe expands and cools
down, their number density decreases. They may eventually freeze out and contribute to the
observed DM relic density. N1 interacts with SM fermions through the scalar and pseudoscalar
portal through the s-channel processes, as shown in Fig. 4.

s, a

N1

N1

f j

f̄ i

gDM (gf±)ij

Figure 4: The s-channel Feynman diagram for DM annihilation process N1N1 → f̄ if j.
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As shown in Eq. (9), the scalar s is much heavier than the pseudoscalar a, the contribution
of the scalar to the above annihilation process will only be effective in the high mass range
of N1. From Eq. (11) and Eq. (15) we can see that the coupling strength between the scalar
and pseudoscalar with the fermions and RHNs are the same up to an overall phase factor and
are proportional to the fermion and RHN masses, respectively. To have efficient annihilation
processes, RHN N1 is supposed to be heavier than SM fermions, that is, |qN1|×mDM ≳ 100 GeV,
which implies that gDM > (gf±)ij. The cross section of the N1N1 → f̄ if j process is proportional
to the square of both couplings σN1N1→f ifj ∼ g2DM × (gf±)

2
ij .

In addition to the SM final states, the DM N1 can also annihilate to the flavon particles,
and the latter will consecutively decay into SM fermions and hence facilitate the freezing out
of the DM. For example, the process N1N1 → a a can take place via the s-channel and the
t-channel, as shown in the diagrams in Fig. 5. The contribution to the total cross section
of N1N1 → a a from the t-channel is parametrically larger than that of the N1N1 → f̄ if j

process due to the fact that gDM > (gf±)ij and the cross section in the prior case varies as
σt−channel
NN→aa ∼ g4DM > (gf±)

2
ij × g2DM ∼ σN1N1→f ifj . In addition to the two pseudoscalars as the

final state, N1 can also be annihilated into one scalar and one pseudoscalar (N1N1 → s a) or
two scalars (N1N1 → s s) if kinematically allowed.

s

N1

N1

a

a

N1

N1

N1

a

a

Figure 5: The s-channel (left panel) and t-channel (right panel) Feynman diagrams for DM
annihilation process N1N1 → a a.

We calculate the amplitudes and cross sections for all possible N1 annihilation processes in
the model under consideration. The expressions are provided in Appendix B and also verified by
implementing the model in FeynRules [29,30] with the help of FeynArts [31,32] and FeynCalc
[33, 34].

The thermally averaged cross section for N1 annihilation is given in [25]:

⟨σv⟩ =
1

8m4
DMTK2

2(mDM/T )

∫ ∞

4m2
DM

dE2
CM σ(ECM)

(
E2

CM − 4m2
DM

)
ECM K1

(
ECM

T

)
, (36)

where T is the freeze-out temperature, ECM is the center-of-mass energy, σ(ECM) is the total
cross section of the annihilation process at ECM, K1 and K2 are the modified Bessel functions of
order one and two, respectively. The freeze-out temperature T is calculated numerically. Finally,
the relic abundance of DM is calculated by solving the Boltzmann equation with the thermally
averaged cross section ⟨σv⟩ obtained in Eq. (36).

For the estimation of the relic abundance, we implement our model in MicrOMEGAs [36–38]

13



-10.0

-7.5

-5.0

-2.5

0

Figure 6: Color plot for the logarithm of the relic density, i.e. lnΩh2 for ma ∈ [100 − 800]
GeV and vϕ ∈ [200 − 2000] GeV, with mDM = 1 TeV and λϕ = 1. The black line indicates
the observed DM relic abundance Ωh2 = 0.120 ± 0.001 [35], which is a result dominated by
the freeze-out process N1N1 → a a. The green region is excluded by the B-meson mixing data
(Eq. (25)). The curved gray region is excluded by the limits of the branching fraction µ → eγ of
the MEG experiment [17] and the future sensitivity of MEG-II [19] is shown in dashed purple.
The dark-gray region of vϕ < 230GeV is excluded by the validity of the effective theory. The
triangle region to the left of the dashed gray is not viable because ma > ms. As illustrated by
the pie chart, the contribution of N1N1 → a a is 97%.

and MadDM [39,40], and scan various parameter spaces.4 The relic abundance of DM is governed
by three parameters in our model, namely the mass of DM mDM, the pseudoscalar mass ma,
and the FN symmetry breaking scale vϕ. The scalar mass ms = 2

√
λϕ vϕ, as shown in Eq. (9).

First, we choose λϕ = 1 as our benchmark. Later (in Fig. 8) we will repeat our analysis for
five reference cases of λϕ = {0.1, 0.3, 0.5, 2, 3}. To investigate viable DM freeze-out scenarios
that meet the current phenomenological constraints discussed in Sec. 3, we choose the following
range for the mass spectrum of the particles and the FN symmetry breaking scale.

ma ∼ O(100)GeV, mDM, vϕ ∼ O(1− 10)TeV. (37)

Our results indicate that the relic abundance is not sensitive to the mass of the pseudoscalar
ma, as long as ma stays below the mass of N1. In Fig. 6, we show a scan over the parameter space
for λϕ = 1 and N1 at 1 TeV, with the pseudoscalar mass ma varying from 100GeV to 800GeV
and the FN symmetry breaking scale vϕ from 200 GeV to 2TeV. We denote the logarithm of the
relic density lnΩh2 by the color, as shown in the legend.

4As a cross-check, we compared the outputs from the two different packages with our own calculation. The
results are consistent with each other.
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The black line indicates the observed DM relic abundance from the PLANCK experiment [35],
Ωh2 = 0.120 ± 0.001, achieved at vϕ = 1.2TeV. The contribution is dominated (97%) by the
N1 annihilation process to pseudoscalars N1N1 → a a, as illustrated by the pie chart in Fig. 6.
The annihilation to the SM final states (predominantly to the t c̄ and t̄ c states) contributes only
at the 3% level. The curved green region of vϕma < 1.8 × 105 GeV2 has been excluded by the
B-meson mixing data, as mentioned in Section 3.1.1. The curved gray region is excluded by the
limits of the branching fraction µ → eγ of the MEG experiment [17] and the future sensitivity
of MEG-II [19] is shown in dashed purple. The dark-gray region of vϕ < 230GeV is excluded by
the validity of the effective theory. For mDM = 1TeV, we require that

vϕ
ϵ

= M > mDM =⇒ vϕ > (ϵ×mDM) = 0.23mDM = 230GeV . (38)

Furthermore, the triangle region to the left of the dashed gray is not viable because ma > ms.
Note that the relic abundance is not sensitive to the pseudoscalar mass in this range.
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Figure 7: Contour plot for the logarithm of relic density, i.e. lnΩh2 for mDM ∈ [0.1 − 10]TeV
and vϕ ∈ [0.2 − 10]TeV, with ma = 100GeV and λϕ = 1 as a benchmark case. Black contour
lines indicate the observed DM relic abundance Ωh2 = 0.120± 0.001 [35]. The light-gray region
is excluded by the limits of the branching fraction µ → eγ of the MEG experiment [17] and the
future sensitivity of MEG-II [19] is shown in dashed purple. The dark-gray triangle is excluded
by the validity of effective theory. The region to the left of the dashed gray is excluded because it
indicates c11N > 10, which is disfavored by the FN framework. Pie charts denote the contribution
from the dominant freeze-out channel in percentage, specifically at the point where the contour
line intersects with the pie chart.

Next, we focus on exploring the range of the two relevant parameters that the relic abundance
is sensitive to, namely the N1 mass mDM (from 100 GeV to 10 TeV) and the FN symmetry-
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breaking scale vϕ (from 200 GeV to 10 TeV). We fix the pseudoscalar mass ma at 100 GeV to
reduce the impact of the low-energy constraints.

In Fig. 7, we plot the logarithm of the relic density of DM, lnΩh2, where the black contour
lines indicate the observed value of DM relic abundance. The light-gray region is excluded by the
limits of the branching fraction µ → eγ of the MEG experiment [17] and the future sensitivity of
MEG-II [19] is shown in dashed purple. The bound derived from the mixing of B-mesons quoted
in Eq. (25) is slightly less constraining than the current limit of µ → eγ as demonstrated in Fig. 7
and therefore we do not show it here. The dark-gray triangle is excluded by not satisfying the
validity of effective theory (Eq. (38)), that is, mDM < M = vϕ/0.23. The region to the left of
the dashed gray is excluded because it indicates c11N > 10, a scenario disfavored within the FN
framework. This framework adheres to the principle, from a naturalness point of view, of O(1)
couplings at the Lagrangian level, with any modifications attainable by power counting in the
parameter ϵ.

There are three segments of black contours in Fig. 7 where the observed relic abundance is
obtained. Two annihilation processes, N1N1 → s a and N1N1 → a a, dominate the contribution
to the relic abundance in different regions of the parameter space. We draw pie charts to illustrate
the contribution from the dominant freeze-out channel in percentage, specifically at the point
where the contour line intersects with the pie chart.

The process N1N1 → a a dominates the diagonal region of the parameter space that contains
two parallel segments of black contours, which we call the "aa-branch". Near the diagonal region,
where mDM ≈ vϕ, the process of the s-channel N1N1 → a a is resonantly enhanced because the
scalar, as mediator of this channel, has mass

ms = 2
√

λϕ vϕ = 2 vϕ ≈ 2mDM ≈ ECM (39)

for λϕ = 1, see the left panel of Fig. 5 for the corresponding Feynman diagram. Therefore, the
cross section of N1N1 → a a is sufficiently large near the resonance to achieve the observed relic
abundance of DM, hence dominating the aa-branch.

The other process, N1N1 → s a, dominates the upper region of the parameter space that
contains the other segment of the black contour, which we call the "sa-branch". In this region,
mDM > vϕ, so that ms < 2mDM ≈ ECM allows the scalar to be produced without kinematic
suppression. As mDM and vϕ decrease, the contribution of N1N1 → s a also decreases gradually
along the sa-branch, while that of N1N1 → a a increases. At mDM = 3TeV and vϕ = 2.7TeV,
the sa-branch and the aa-branch merge together. Contributions from N1N1 → s a (46%) and
N1N1 → a a (54%) are roughly equal at this point. After merging, the total cross section receives
contributions from both processes, resulting in the DM being overly annihilated and causing an
underabundance of the relic density.

We infer from Fig. 7 that the DM freeze-out process is dominated by the contributions of
annihilation of N1 to flavon particles instead of SM fermions. Processes with different flavon
final states dominate different regions of the parameter space, depending on the details of the
model. It is worth noting that the relation ms = 2 vϕ is an artifact of our benchmark choice
λϕ = 1. In Fig. 8, we show the scans on the same parameter space with six different choices
of λϕ = {0.1, 0.3, 0.5, 1, 2, 3}. The results qualitatively resemble those of the case λϕ = 1,
although the details are different.

For example, in the first panel, where λϕ = 0.1, the scalar mass is much lighter, ms =
2
√

λϕ vϕ = 0.63 vϕ. As a result, the sa-branch merges with the aa-branch at low values of
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Figure 8: Similar color code as of Fig. 7, with λϕ = {0.1, 0.3, 0.5, 1, 2, 3}, respectively. Black
contour lines indicate the observed DM relic abundance Ωh2 = 0.120 ± 0.001 [35]. For most of
the parameter space in the vϕ −mDM plane, a viable freeze-out scenario can be achieved with a
suitable value of λϕ ∈ [0.1− 3].
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mDM and vϕ, while N1 annihilating to the SM fermion final states, N1N1 → SM, contributes
substantially to the freeze-out process. However, such low values of mDM and vϕ are ruled out
by the branching fraction of µ → eγ. Moreover, for λϕ = 0.1 and 0.3, the scalar mass is light
enough such that the process N1N1 → s s is no longer kinematically suppressed. Although this
contribution is smaller than that of N1N1 → s a but is still visible, as indicated in cyan on the
pie chart in sa-branch.

The six panels in Fig. 8 together demonstrate that the ensemble of solutions of mDM and vϕ
to achieve the genesis of DM through the freeze-out mechanism covers most of the parameter
space we considered. These results support RHN N1 in our model as a viable candidate for DM
in the freeze-out scenario.

4.2 Freeze-in scenario

In case the FN symmetry breaking scale vϕ is sufficiently high, interactions between the SM and
the DM candidate N1 are feeble, and N1 was never in equilibrium with the thermal bath in the
early Universe. They can be produced through interactions and decay of flavon particles, and
the observed relic abundance of DM can be generated through the freeze-in mechanism. In this
framework, the particles in the thermal bath annihilate into N1 via the mediator flavon. The
process will eventually stop once the thermal bath cooled to a temperature much lower than
the mass N1, fixing the comoving number density of N1 particle at constant, namely, ‘frozen
in’. We recall that after spontaneous breaking of the FN symmetry, both the scalar s and the
pseudoscalar a components of the flavon field are generated where the pseudoscalar is much
lighter than the scalar. Our main focus in this study is to achieve freeze-in via the pseudoscalar
portal. Thus we assume that the reheating temperature TRH of the Universe is below the scalar
mass ms but much higher than the pseudoscalar ma so that the scalar does not bring N1 into
equilibrium through its decay. In this way we can isolate the pseudoscalar portal and also draw
a consequence in the DM genesis from the reheating of the Universe. An important observation
we made in relation to the reheating temperature is the interplay between the contributions of
the 2 → 2 and 2 → 3 processes, which we will discuss later in Sec. 4.2.1 and 4.2.2.

Interestingly, since all the interaction strengths between the flavon and the SM as well as
N1 depend on the FN symmetry breaking scale vϕ, we can make an estimate of vϕ ensuring
an out-of-equilibrium nature. Requiring the dominant production rate of all these new physics
particles to remain smaller than the expansion rate of the Universe, Γ < H(T ) ∼ T 2/Mpl at
temperature T , we find

Γff̄ ′→a ∼
1

8π

(
1

vϕ

)2

ma < H(T )
∣∣
T=ma

→ vϕ > 108GeV (40)

Γff̄ ′→N1N1 ∼
1

4π

(
1

vϕ

)4

T < H(T )
∣∣
T=mDM

→ vϕ > 104GeV (41)

Γaa→N1N1 ∼ 1

4π

(
1

vϕ

)4

T < H(T )
∣∣
T=ma

→ vϕ > 104GeV , (42)

where we used the reduced Planck mass Mpl = 2.44× 1018GeV, ma ∼ 10GeV, mDM ∼ 100GeV.
Therefore, it is clear from the above estimates that to achieve thermal freeze-in of N1, by
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producing the pseudoscalar that remains in thermal equilibrium with the thermal bath of SM,
requires 104 < vϕ < (108 − 109)GeV (a similar observation was made in Fig. 5 in Ref. [41]).

As mentioned, opposite to the freeze-out scenario, for freeze-in, the SM fermions in the
thermal bath annihilate into N1, f̄ifj → N1N1 through the flavon portal (see Fig. 4 for the
Feynmann diagram of the reverse process). The scalar-mediated channel is suppressed because s
is much heavier. Both the couplings (gf±)ij and gDM (introduced in Eqs. (12)-(15)) are suppressed
by the FN symmetry-breaking scale vϕ and proportional to the corresponding fermion masses.
The cross section of the f̄ifj → N1N1 process is proportional to (gf±)

2
ij×g2DM. If the pseudoscalar

is in thermal equilibrium with the SM, they will dominantly produce N1 through the t-channel
annihilation a a → N1N1 with a larger cross-section,

σt−channel
aa→NN ∼ g4DM > (gf±)

2
ij × g2DM ∼ σff→NN (43)

As a benchmark case that avoids phenomenological constraints, we choose the mass of the
pseudoscalar ma = 10GeV. Note that the constraints from µ → eγ and B-meson mixing are
indeed satisfied for the freeze-in scenario due to the relatively large value of vϕ. The total cross
section for the a a → N1N1 process in the center-of-mass frame is given in Appendix B. The
thermally averaged cross section is obtained by Eq. (36), in which σ(ECM) is replaced by Eq. (43).
We then calculate the DM yield and the relic density in Sec. 4.2.1 and 4.2.2, with respect to
different ranges of reheating temperature, which are usually determined by unknown inflation
mechanisms.

4.2.1 IR freeze-in

For sufficiently low TRH, the freeze-in is dominated by the 2 → 2 process of a a → N1N1

generated by renormalizable interactions in Eq. (15). Consequently, the DM yield is independent
of TRH. Such cases are generally known as “IR freeze-in” in literature [27], compared to “UV
freeze-in”, which we discuss in Sec. 4.2.2.

To obtain the IR freeze-in relic density, we define the dark-matter yield Y = nN1

/
sent, where

nN1 is N1 number density and sent is the total entropy density given by

sent =
2π2

45
g∗s T

3 . (44)

where g∗s is the effective degrees of freedom in entropy, for which we use the data in [42] for the
SM contribution and neglect those of the new physics particles because they are above the GeV
range.

The DM N1 yield today Y IR
0 can be calculated by solving the Boltzmann equation. We use

the results in [41] for the freeze-in process,

Y IR
0 = −

∫ ∞

0

⟨σv⟩n2
eq

3Hs2ent

(
dsent

dT

)
dT , (45)

where ⟨σv⟩ is the thermally averaged cross section in Eq. (36), neq is the equilibrium number
density of N1. Assuming Maxwell-Boltzmann statistics for a given particle of mass m and
degrees of freedom gdof, their equilibrium number density is given by

neq(T ) =
gdof

(2π)3

∫
e−E/T d3p =

gdof

2π2
m2 TK2 (m/T ) . (46)
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The H in Eq. (45) is the Hubble rate given by

H2 =
8πG

3
ρ , (47)

with the SM energy density given by

ρ =
π2

30
g∗ρ T

4 , (48)

where g∗ρ is the effective degrees of freedom in energy [42]. As a candidate for DM, the N1 relic
density today can be derived from its yield Y IR

0 ,

Ωh2 =
ρN1

ρcrit/h2
=

mDM

ρcrit/h2
nN1 =

mDM

ρcrit/h2
s0 Y

IR
0 , (49)

with the critical density ρcrit/h
2 = 1.053672(24)×10−5 GeV cm−3, and the entropy density today

s0 = 2891.2 cm−3 [43].
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Figure 9: Contour plot for the logarithm of relic density, i.e. lnΩh2 in the range of vϕ ∈
[107 − 109]GeV and mDM ∈ [5− 800]GeV for the IR freeze-in scenario with TRH ≤ 10TeV. The
black curve indicates the observed DM relic abundance Ωh2 = 0.120± 0.001 [35], dominated by
the 2 → 2 process a a → N1N1. The dashed light gray region is excluded because it indicates
c11N > 10, which is disfavored by the FN framework.

For the observed relic density of the Universe, the result of the parameter scan in the mDM−vϕ
plane is illustrated in Fig. 9. Our main focus in this analysis is in the heavy DM mass region,
where 2 → 2 annihilation processes are the dominant production channels for the DM, rather
than from the decay of the pseudoscalar to two DM particles, a → N1N1. We start the scan
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at mDM = ma/2 = 5GeV, for which the observed relic abundance is obtained at vϕ ∼ 107 GeV.
Then we stop the scan at vϕ = 109 GeV to ensure that the pseudoscalar is always in the thermal
bath. In this entire range, the observed relic abundance Ωh2 = 0.12 can be achieved with mDM

ranging from 5 GeV to 800 GeV, as shown by the black curve in Fig. 9. The regions on the left
and right sides of the black curve represent overabundance and underabundance, respectively.
The light gray region to the left of the dashed curve is excluded because it indicates c11N > 10,
which is disfavored by the FN framework. Our results show that the IR freeze-in is almost 100%
dominated by the contribution of the 2 → 2 process a a → N1N1 as long as TRH ≤ 10TeV and
high enough to produce DM from the thermal bath. On the other hand, if TRH ≥ 100TeV, then
the UV freeze-in process starts to become important, which we discuss next.

4.2.2 UV Freeze-in

a

f j

f̄ i

N1

N1

h

Figure 10: The Feynman diagram for f̄ if j → hN1N1 process induced by dimension-five operator.

We noted in Eq. (16), the effective theory expansion in flavon fields induces non-renormalisable
interactions through dimension-five operators. They give rise to contact interactions between
the SM fermions, the Higgs boson, and the pseudoscalar flavon. These interactions induce
2 → 3 processes f̄ if j → hN1N1, see the Feynman diagram in Fig. 10 for details. The 2 →
3 processes are UV dominated, which means their contribution to the freeze-in scales as the
reheating temperature TRH. For sufficiently high TRH, freeze-in is dominated by these 2 →
3 processes involving non-renormalisable operators. This is usually called the UV freeze-in
scenario, which has been studied in the literature [44,45].

As mentioned earlier, to focus on the pseudoscalar portal, we assume that TRH is below the
scalar mass ms, but much higher than the masses of the rest of the particles. Then the DM yield
of the 2 → 3 processes f̄ if j → hN1N1 can be estimated as [44]

Y UV
0 ≈ 135MPl

1.66× (2π)9 g∗s
√
g∗ρ

(
(gf±)ij × gDM

vEW

)2

TRH , (50)

which is linearly proportional to TRH. By comparing this Y UV
0 yield with the Y IR

0 , calculated in
Eq. (45), we can estimate the range of TRH where Y UV

0 starts to become important. For example,
consider the benchmark point vϕ = 5 × 108 GeV and mDM = 350GeV in Fig. 9, the observed
relic density can be achieved by IR freeze-in. However, we find that if the choice for TRH is
such that TRH > 2.2× 106 GeV, the UV freeze-in yield becomes greater than that of IR, that is,
Y UV
0 > Y IR

0 and should not be neglected in the analysis.
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Figure 11: Contour plot for the logarithm of relic density, i.e. lnΩh2 in the range of vϕ ∈
[107 − 109]GeV and mDM ∈ [5 − 800]GeV for the UV freeze-in scenario with several different
choices of TRH from 105 to 109 GeV. Colored curves represent where Ωh2 = 0.120 ± 0.001 [35]
is achieved for different TRH values. The pie charts illustrate, in percentage, the contributions
from the 2 → 2 and 2 → 3 processes, specifically at the point where the colored curve intersects
the pie chart. The dashed light gray region is excluded because it indicates c11N > 10, which is
disfavored by the FN framework. The dashed part of the purple curve is not valid because the
scalar mass ms = 2vϕ is supposed to be higher than TRH.

We show the results of UV freeze-in for TRH ranging from 105 to 109 GeV in Fig. 11. Curves
in different colors represent the region where the observed relic density is achieved for different
values of TRH, as mentioned in the legend. For TRH = 109 GeV, the dashed part of the purple
curve corresponds to vϕ < 5 × 108 GeV. It is not valid in the particular setup where we have
assumed that the scalar mass ms = 2

√
λϕ vϕ is higher than TRH. The pie charts illustrate in

percentage the contributions of the 2 → 2 and 2 → 3 processes, specifically at the point where the
color curve intersects the pie chart. We see that the UV contribution from f̄ if j → hN1N1 starts
to become substantial for TRH ∼ 106 GeV, and dominates over the IR freeze-in for TRH ≳ 107 GeV.
Note that the Y UV

0 calculated in Eq. (50) is an estimate, and O(1) corrections to the UV
contributions are possible due to uncertainties associated with our model parameters, such as
(gf±)ij, as well as unknown details of the inflation and reheating mechanism, which is beyond the
scope of this work.

5 Direct detection
Direct detection is one of the cornerstones of DM searches, especially in probing the weekly
interacting massive particle paradigm. While current experiments such as XENONnT [46], LUX-
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ZEPLIN (LZ) [47] have already probed the majority of the parameter space of popular beyond
standard model theories, the next generation such as DARWIN [48], and future upgrades of these
nuclear recoil experiments, are expected to make substantial progress in sensitivity in the next
decade. In this section, we discuss the prospects for the direct detection of our DM candidate
in the freeze-out scenario through spin-independent and spin-dependent channels mediated by
the scalar and pseudoscalar flavons. The parameter space we obtained for the freeze-in scenario
is characterized by quite high vϕ values, implying tiny couplings to SM fermions and therefore
are very challenging to test even in future direct-detection experiments.

5.1 Spin-independent cross section

In this section, we start with direct detection through spin-independent scattering cross-section
channels. Such interactions are mediated by a tree-level exchange of the scalar flavon or with two
pseudoscalars in the box diagram, as shown in the left and right panels of Fig. 12, respectively.

s

q

N1

q

N1

qj
a a

q

N1

q

N1

Figure 12: Feynman diagrams for spin-independent scattering of N1 off the SM quarks. (Left):
tree-level interaction via a scalar exchange. (Right): box diagram mediated by two pseudoscalars.

Although the box contribution suffers from an extra loop factor compared to the tree level
one, we find the spin-independent amplitudes mediated by the scalar and the box diagram have
the same parametric suppression as

tree-level:
gDM × (gf+)ii

m2
s

∼ 1

v4ϕ
,

box diagram: g2DM × (gf+)
2
ij ∼ 1

v4ϕ
, (51)

where f = u, d and i, j = 1, 2, 3, and ms = 2
√

λϕ vϕ. The couplings gDM and gf+ are suppressed
by one power of vϕ. Consequently, both spin-independent amplitudes are suppressed by v4ϕ,
compared with v2ϕ for the spin-dependent amplitudes, which we will see in the next section.
Moreover, spin-independent scatterings do not suffer from momentum suppression. In contrast,
due to the coherent cross section, an enhancement proportional to the square of the atomic mass
A2 further increases the sensitivity of spin-independent direct detection experiments.

In principle, one should combine the tree-level scattering and the box diagram together to
calculate the total cross section. However, as we shall see below, they depend on different masses
and are subject to different experimental constraints. To better understand these features with
the underlying physics, we calculate them separately.
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Tree-level scalar-mediated scattering: In the non-relativistic approximation, it can be de-
scribed by an effective operator as

gDM gq+
m2

s

N1N1 qq . (52)

Here gq+ = (gf+)ii, with f = u, d and i = 1, 2, 3, is the corresponding flavon coupling to the
quark bilinear. For example, if q ≡ s, we have gs+ = (gd+)22. The amplitude generated by this
operator is proportional to the sum of the nuclear matrix element.

M ∼
∑

q=all quarks

gq+ ⟨n|qq|n⟩ , (53)

where n stands for nucleon (proton or neutron). The summation runs through all the SM quarks.
Among them, the matrix element of the light quarks (up, down, and strange) can be calculated
in chiral perturbation theory [49–51] as

⟨n|q̄q|n⟩ = mn

mq

fn
Tq , (54)

where q = u, d, s. The coefficients fn
Tq are taken from [52,53] and shown in Tab. 1.

fn
Tu fn

Td fn
Ts fn

TG

Proton 0.018(5) 0.027(7) 0.037(17) 0.917(19)

Neutron 0.013(3) 0.040(10) 0.037(17) 0.910(20)

Table 1: Coefficients of matrix elements for quark operators ⟨n|q̄q|n⟩.

Note that, as the interaction strengths of flavon particles with SM quarks are proportional to
the mass of the quarks, the effect of heavy quarks (top, bottom, and charm) can be substantial
and hence should not be neglected. Now, as these heavy quarks are heavier than the nucleons,
they should be integrated out, replaced by an effective theory describing nuclear physics. To
this end, we relate the heavy-quark content of the nucleus to the gluon condensate [54]

mq q̄q = − αs

12π
GµνG

µν , (55)

where αs is the strong coupling constant and Gµν is the gluon field strength. Then the matrix
elements of the heavy quarks can be approximated through the gluon condensate as

⟨n|q̄q|n⟩ = − αs

12πmq

⟨n|GµνG
µν |n⟩ = 2

27

(
mn

mq

)
fn
TG , (56)

where q = c, b, t, and the coefficient fn
TG is also given in Tab. 1. Combining the contributions

from light quarks in Eq. (54) and those from the heavy quarks in Eq. (56), the cross section is
given by

σSI
scalar =

4µ2
n m

2
n g

2
DM

πm4
s

∣∣∣∣∣ ∑
q=u, d, s

gq+
mq

fn
Tq +

2

27
fn
TG

∑
q=c, b, t

gq+
mq

∣∣∣∣∣
2

, (57)
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where µn is the reduced mass of N1 and the nucleon, and the prefactor 4 is due to N1 being
Majorana fermion. As a result, we compute the spin-independent cross section of the tree-level
scalar exchange, and present our results 5 as the red band in Fig. 13 which will be discussed in
detail.

Box-diagram pseudoscalar-mediated scattering: We adapt a formalism similar to that
discussed in Refs. [55, 56]. We take the non-relativistic approach and start with an effective
Lagrangian given by 6

L = g2DM

∑
q

Bq N1N1 qq , (58)

where Bq =
∑

j=1,2,3

∣∣∣(gf+)ij∣∣∣2CS,qj(mDM, ma, mqj) . (59)

Here we introduced Bq as a short-hand notation. For example, if q ≡ s, we have (gd+)2j as
the coupling strengths entering Bq. The function CS,qj is derived from the Passarino-Veltman
integrals [58]. It has the dimension of inverse mass squared and depends on the mass of the
DM, the pseudoscalar, and the quark qj in the loop. An analytical form of CS,qj can be found
in Appendix A of [55]. It is worth mentioning that we neglect vector current operators of the
form N1γµN

1 qγµq in the effective Lagrangian because only valence quarks contribute to the
nuclear expectation value of the vector current. Nevertheless, gf+ are generally proportional to
the quark masses, which are negligible in the case of valence quarks.

Using Eqs. (54) to (57) for the nuclear matrix element ⟨n|qq|n⟩, we obtain the spin-independent
cross section generated by the box diagram,

σSI
box =

4

π
µ2
n m

2
n g

4
DM

∣∣∣∣∣ ∑
q=u,d,s

Bq

mq

fn
Tq +

2

27
fn
TG

∑
q=c,b,t

Bq

mq

∣∣∣∣∣
2

. (60)

In Fig. 13, we estimate the spin-independent DM-nucleon cross sections over the DM mass
range for the freeze-out scenario and compare them with experimental constraints. The red band
corresponds to the cross sections generated by the tree-level scalar exchange (Fig. 12 left panel).
For a given DM mass, the values of vϕ that achieve freeze-out depend on λϕ, while the cross
section of the scalar exchange σSI

scalar depends on both λϕ and vϕ, as can be seen in Eq. (57). To
compute σSI

scalar for the freeze-out scenario, we scan the parameter space of the DM mass from
100 GeV to 50 TeV and vary λϕ from 0.3 to 3, resulting in the red band that indicates where
the observed relic is achieved.

Regarding the box-diagram contribution (Fig. 12 right panel), we implement the same scan
strategy, varying λϕ from 0.3 to 3. However, σSI

box also depends on the mass of the pseudoscalar,
ma, for which we choose three benchmark values, 10 GeV, 100 GeV, and 300 GeV, presented in
green, cyan, and purple bands, respectively. In all three bands, darker regions at the bottom
are allowed, while the regions in light shaded color are excluded by constraints from low-energy
data arising from µ → eγ and B-meson mixing.

5Our results agree with those of MicrOMEGAs
6Another detailed computation can be found in [57], where the top-mass dependence of the DM-gluon effective

interaction is considered.
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Figure 13: The spin-independent DM-Nucleon cross section with the variation of DM mass for
both the tree-level scalar-mediated process in the red band and the box-diagram contributions
separated for three benchmark values of ma = 10GeV, 100GeV, and 300GeV in the green,
cyan, and purple bands, respectively. For all bands, the coupling λϕ is varied between 0.3 to 3.
Here vϕ is estimated to obtain the observed relic density. The darker parts at the bottom of the
bands are allowed by the µ → eγ and B-meson mixing data. The blue-shaded region is excluded
by LZ [47] and the yellow-shaded area falls within the neutrino-fog [61]. Future projections of
LZ [59] and DARWIN [48] are also shown in dashed blue and dashed purple lines, respectively.

We illustrate the current most stringent bounds from direct detection experiments such as
XENONnT [46] (in magenta) and LZ [47] (in blue), while the future projections of LZ [59] and
DARWIN [48] are also shown in dashed blue and dashed purple. The light blue region at the
top is excluded by LZ. The light-yellow region covering the lower half of the plot corresponds to
the neutrino fog. The solid yellow line represents the traditional neutrino floor taken from the
APPEC report [60]. The dashed yellow line draws the boundary of the neutrino fog, which has
been discussed in detail in [61]. Compared to the traditional neutrino floor, this definition of
neutrino fog does not rely on arbitrary choices of experimental exposure and energy threshold
and, thus, is conservative.

Both the tree-level scalar exchange and the box diagram contribute to the spin-independent
scattering. In principle, we should combine their amplitudes and compute the total spin-
independent cross section. However, the box diagram depends on the pseudoscalar mass ma

and is constrained by the low energy data, whereas the scalar exchange does not. Therefore,
we show the two corresponding cross sections separately to better understand the parametric
dependence. In Fig. 13, the scalar exchange (red band) is in between the two box diagram con-
tributions for ma = 10GeV (green band) and ma = 100GeV (cyan band). In other words, for a
10 GeV pseudosalar, the box diagram overwhelms the scalar exchange and dominates the cross
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section. On the contrary, for a pseudoscalar at 100 GeV or higher, the scalar exchange super-
sedes the box-diagram contribution and dominates. Interestingly, for pseudoscalar mass around
30 to 40 GeV, a cancellation between the scalar exchange and the box diagram can happen for
DM masses in the range of O(100GeV) – O(TeV), due to the negative sign arising in the loop
integral CS,qj .

In summary, the direct detection constraints on the parameter space of our model for ma ≥
O(100)GeV come mainly from the scalar exchange, where the current observed limits disfavor
DM masses from a few hundred GeV up to 1TeV. The actual value of the exclusion depends
on λϕ. The next-generation direct detection experiments may further probe the TeV mass
range for our DM candidate. On the other hand, if the mass of the pseudoscalar is O(10)GeV,
then the low-energy data provide the most stringent constraints, excluding DM masses below
a few TeV. Moreover, as illustrated by the darker green region, the parameter space allowed
for ma ∼ O(10)GeV is entirely inside the neutrino fog. Future DM detection experiments with
directional sensitivity [62,63] may be able to probe this scenario.

5.2 Spin-dependent cross section

As a mediator, the pseudoscalar flavon is much lighter than the scalar. The right-handed neutrino
N1 can scatter off nucleons by the exchange of a pseudoscalar flavon, as shown in Fig. 14.

a

q

N1

q

N1

Figure 14: Pseudoscalar flavon mediated tree-level scattering of N1 off SM quarks.

In the non-relativistic approximation, this scattering process can be described by an effective
operator as

gDM gq+
m2

a

N1γ5N
1 qγ5q , (61)

Previous studies have pointed out that the cross section generated by this type of operator is
not only spin dependent, but also momentum suppressed, that is, σ ∼ k4, where k ∼ 100MeV
is the typical momentum for the interaction [56,64,65].

To calculate the amplitude, we need to invoke the nuclear matrix elements induced by the
quark-level pseudoscalar couplings,

gq+ qγ5q ≡ gnmn nγ5n , (62)

where n stands for nucleon (proton or neutron). The coupling gn can be calculated by relating
the pseudoscalar interaction to the axial current through PCAC 7 or the generalized Goldberger-
Treiman relations [64]. Taking the divergence of the axial current and implementing the equation

7PCAC stands for Partial Conservation of Axial Current.
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of motion [50,66], we obtain

gn =
∑

q=u,d,s

(
gq+ − m̄ ξ

) ∆n
q

mq

, (63)

where m̄ =
(
m−1

u +m−1
d +m−1

s

)−1

and ξ =
∑

q= all quarks

gq+
mq

. (64)

Here ∆n
q is the fraction of the spin of the nucleon carried by the light quarks, and the values are

quoted in Table 2.

∆n
u ∆n

d ∆n
s

Proton 0.80(3) -0.46(4) -0.12(8)

Neutron -0.46(4) 0.80(3) -0.12(8)

Table 2: Fraction of the spin of the nucleon carried by the light quarks. Values are taken from
Ref. [67].

As mentioned above, the scattering process mediated by the pseudoscalar is momentum
suppressed. To calculate the cross section, we take the non-relativistic approximation [56]

N1γ5N
1 ∼ |⃗k|

2mDM
N1γµγ5N

1

nγ5n ∼ |⃗k|
2mn

nγµγ5n , (65)

where we choose the momentum |⃗k| ∼ 100MeV, as a typical value for most spin-dependent
detectors. Finally, the spin-dependent cross section is given by

σSD =
3µ2

n g
2
n k

4

2π v2ϕ m
4
a

. (66)

For our parameter space of DM freeze-out, we estimate the spin-dependent cross section of
N1 scattering off a nucleon to beσSD

p

σSD
n

 ≈

10−46

10−47

 cm2 ×
(
100GeV
mDM

)2(
100GeV

ma

)4

, (67)

where p and n denote proton and neutron, respectively.
The most stringent direct detection constraints to date on the spin-dependent WIMP-nucleon

cross section come from experiments such as LZ [47], XENONnT [46], and PICO-60 [68]. In the
DM mass range for our freeze-out scenario, the spin-dependent constraints on the DM-proton
interaction are around 10−41 cm2, while 10−42 cm2 for the DM-neutron interaction. These bounds
are at least five orders of magnitude above the cross section we obtain for our model in Eq. (67).
Therefore, we conclude that current bounds from spin-dependent DM direct detection experi-
ments do not exert constraints on the parameter space of our model. However, improvements in
the sensitivity in future upgrades may probe the region.
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6 Light neutrino mass generation
In this section, we discuss the framework to generate the tiny masses of the light neutrinos via
the Type-I seesaw mechanism. In our model, we have two right-handed neutrinos N2 and N3

that interact with left-handed neutrinos through the SM Higgs doublet, while N1 serves as the
DM candidate, as shown in Eq. (1). We see in the following that since the DM mass depends
on the FN charge of N1, to generate the desired mass spectrum along with the light neutrino
masses and mixing patterns, suitable choices of FN charges for right-handed neutrinos are nec-
essary. After introducing the Type-I seesaw mechanism, we discuss the two scenarios, namely
DM freeze-out and freeze-in, in the context of FN charge assignments for the lepton sector.

Including the U(1)FN charges of the right-handed neutrinos qN1,2,3 , the leptonic part of Eq. (7)
can be written as 

qL1 qL2 qL3

qN1 qN2 qN3

qe qµ qτ

 . (68)

From Eq. (1), the Dirac and Majorana mass matrices of neutrinos are given by

mik
νD = vEW cikν ϵ(qLi

− qNk
) ,

mαβ
νM = M cαβN ϵ−(qNα+ qNβ

) , (69)

where mik
νD is a 3× 2 matrix and mαβ

νM is a 2× 2 matrix, with i = 1, 2, 3 and k, α, β = 2, 3.
After integrating out the heavy right-handed neutrinos, the light neutrino mass matrix is

obtained through the seesaw mechanism,

mij
ν = (mνD) · (mνM)−1 · (mνD)

T ∼ v2EW

M
ϵ(qLi

+ qLj
) , (70)

where i, j = 1, 2, 3. Note that mij
ν does not depend on the FN charges of the right-handed

neutrinos qN1,2,3 , and it contains a zero eigenvalue because the Majorana mass matrix mνM is
rank 2, which means that the lightest active neutrino is massless. Rotating to the physical mass
basis, mij

ν is diagonalized as

mν ∼ v2EW

M


0

ϵ2qL2

ϵ2qL3

 , (71)

and the PMNS matrix is given by

UPMNS ∼


1 ϵqL1

− qL2 ϵqL1
− qL3

ϵqL1
− qL2 1 ϵqL2

− qL3

ϵqL1
− qL3 ϵqL2

− qL3 1

 . (72)
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Therefore, substantial mixing between the second and third generation of neutrinos can be
achieved by setting qL2 = qL3 , and smaller mixing between the first and third generation can be
achieved by qL1 = qL3 + 1.

6.1 Freeze-out case

In the freeze-out scenario discussed in Sec. 4.1, vϕ is of O(1− 10)TeV. By denoting mtot
ν as the

total mass of three active neutrinos, we find

mtot
ν ∼ v2EW

M
ϵ2qL3 =

v2EW

vϕ
ϵ(2qL3

+1) . (73)

In view of the cosmological and oscillation experiment bound on mtot
ν ≲ 0.1 eV, and with

vEW = 174GeV, ϵ = 0.23, and choosing vϕ = 5TeV as a reference case for freeze-out, we
obtain qL3 = 8, indicating {qL1 , qL2 , qL3} = {9, 8, 8} a viable solution for FN charges of the
lepton doublet that can generate the observed neutrino mass and mixing textures.

The mass of DM depends on the FN charge of N1, as

mDM = M c11N ϵn
11
N =

vϕ
ϵ
c11N ϵ−2qN1 . (74)

In Fig. 7, the observed relic density of DM is realized near the resonance of the s-channel where
mDM ∼ vϕ, implying that

mDM

vϕ
= c11N ϵ−(2qN1

+1) ∼ O(1) . (75)

According to the FN framework, c11N ∼ O(1) would require qN1 = 0 or − 1 because qNi
≤ 0 for

the three generations of RHN (see Eq. (2) for details). Since N1 is the lightest RHN, we expect
that its mass will be smaller than N2 and N3, which implies qN1 < qN2 and qN3 . Therefore, a
viable option is {qN1 , qN2 , qN3} = {−1, 0, 0}. As a result, the FN charge assignment

qL1 qL2 qL3

qN1 qN2 qN3

qe qµ qτ

 =


9 8 8

−1 0 0

0 3 5

 , (76)

will reproduce both lepton Yukawa structures given in Eq. (6) and the desired phenomenology
discussed in the freeze-out scenario considered in this work.

6.2 Freeze-in case

In the freeze-in scenario sketched in Sec. 4.2, the generation of light neutrino masses follows in a
similar way as of Eq. (73), although in this case vϕ is much higher, around O(108)GeV. Hence,
here we obtain qL3 = 5, indicating that {qL1 , qL2 , qL3} = {6, 5, 5} can be a viable solution for
the observed neutrino mass and the mixing pattern.
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In order to keep the DM mass in the O(100)GeV range, as demonstrated in Fig. 9 for the
IR freeze-in, we find qN1 = −5 as a solution to Eq. (75). Therefore, the FN charge assignment

qL1 qL2 qL3

qN1 qN2 qN3

qe qµ qτ

 =


6 5 5

−5 0 0

−3 0 2

 , (77)

will reproduce both the lepton Yukawa structures (shown in Eq. (6)) and the phenomenology
required for the IR freeze-in mechanism of DM genesis.

Regarding UV freeze-in with a much higher reheating temperature, for example, the purple
curve in Fig. 11 which corresponds to TRH = 109 GeV, the DM mass required to achieve freeze-in
is much smaller. In this case, setting qN1 = −6 will provide the extra suppression on mDM, which
is crucial for a viable solution within the FN framework.

7 Summary and discussion
We investigate the extension of the Standard Model via a complex scalar field, known as a flavon,
responsible for the spontaneous breaking of a global U(1) symmetry where all the Standard
Model fermions are charged under it. The mass and mixing pattern of quarks and leptons are
generated in orders of the vacuum expectation value of the flavon field vϕ divided by the cutoff
scale of the theory through the Froggatt-Nielsen mechanism. We included three right-handed
neutrinos in the model where the lightest of them can serve as a dark matter candidate and
the other two generate masses for the Standard Model neutrinos through the Type-I seesaw
mechanism. In this minimal setup, the interaction between the dark and the Standard Model
sectors is mediated by both the scalar and pseudoscalar components of the flavon. The natural
choice with O(1) coupling makes the scalar significantly heavier than the pseudoscalar, which
is a pseudo-goldstone boson of spontaneous breaking of the U(1) symmetry, and thus we focus
more on the pseudoscalar portal in this analysis.

The predictive nature of such theories with dynamical generation of the Yukawa structure
of the Standard Model largely fixes the interaction strength between the flavon and fermion
fields in terms of only one parameter vϕ. First, listing the possible dominant constraints on vϕ
arising mainly from the meson mixing, radiative lepton decay and direct search results at the
LHC, we explore the thermal history of the dark matter candidate both via the freeze-out and
freeze-in mechanisms. It is expected that as the standard freeze-out mechanism assumes that
dark matter and mediators are in thermal equilibrium, the scale of vϕ remains low, O(TeV),
in order to obtain the observed relic density of the Universe. We find the dominant channels
are the pair annihilation of dark matter to (pseudo)scalar flavons which contribute to the dark
matter genesis. The range of O(1 − 10)TeV in the dark matter mass and vϕ parameter space
can produce the observed relic density of the Universe.

With sufficiently large vϕ, the interaction between dark matter and the Standard Model
particles becomes feeble and dark matter can be produced via freeze-in mechanisms. In this
case we find that the region can be divided into two parts, one dominated by the IR process
such as dark matter production through pseudoscalar flavon 2 → 2 scattering, the other is a
UV process, dark matter production from the Standard Model fermion associated with a Higgs
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boson, 2 → 3 scattering governed by higher dimensional operators. The choice of reheating
temperature controls which scenario to dominate in the frozen-in density of the dark matter.
We find for O(10)GeV pseudoscalar mediator, freeze-in production of dark matter abundance
matches with the observed relic for vϕ as high as O(107 − 109)GeV and dark matter in the
below-TeV mass range. As the dark matter mass depends on the Froggatt-Nielsen charge of
the right-handed neutrino, the suitable choices of the charges for freeze-out and freeze-in cases
separately allow us to obtain the mass and mixing textures of the light neutrinos.

For the freeze-out scenario, we explore the possibility of probing the viable parameter space
at direct detection experiments. Both spin-independent and spin-dependent contributions are
generated in our setup. In the spin-independent case, a tree-level scalar flavon exchange and box
diagram with two pseudoscalar fields give comparable contributions. The allowed cross sections
fall mostly in the neutrino-fog region of the nucleon recoil experiments. The spin-dependent
case is mediated by a tree-level pseudoscalar flavon, which generates cross sections that are five
orders of magnitude lower than the current experimental sensitivity.

The absence of gauge interaction in this minimal setup weakens the potential of searching
for dark matter through indirect detection experiments. However, the dark matter annihilation
to flavon particles and its subsequent decay to SM fermions can give rise to signals in these
experiments. We compare the limits obtained in [69] from the Fermi-LAT and H.E.S.S. data on
the annihilation cross section with our region of interest. The parameter space satisfying the
observed relic density and also allowed by bounds from other low-energy data is not constrained
by these indirect detection limits. In an attempt at UV completions, evidence at the dark matter
indirect detection experiments may be explored further. In the case of less than O(GeV) flavons,
the flavor-changing decays of B-meson and kaon may provide interesting signatures, which could
be subjects of future investigation.
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A An example of benchmark parameters
Here we quote values of the O(1) numbers cijx introduced in the Lagrangian in Eq. 1 and used
in the numerical analysis of this work.

cu =


3.0 1.0 1.0

1.0 1.6 1.0

1.0 1.0 1.0

 , cd =


1.6 1.0 1.0

1.0 1.5 1.0

1.0 1.0 2.0

 , ce =


3.0 1.0 1.0

1.0 1.4 0.3

1.0 1.0 0.8

 . (78)
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These entries schematically generate the SM fermion masses and mixing textures. The SM
fermion masses we obtain are listed below.

mu ≈ 3MeV, mc ≈ 1.23GeV, mt ≈ 179GeV,

md ≈ 5MeV, ms ≈ 100MeV, mb ≈ 4.8GeV,

me ≈ 0.5MeV, mµ ≈ 105MeV, mτ ≈ 1.78GeV.

B Amplitudes and cross-sections
In this Appendix, we provide the relevant expressions for the amplitudes and cross sections used
in the calculation of our results on DM genesis. The squared amplitude of the N1N1 → a a
process in the center-of-mass frame is given by

|T |2 = 1

v4ϕ (s−m2
s)

2 (t−m2
DM)

2
(u−m2

DM)
2 ×

{
2q4N1

m4
DM

(
s−m2

s

)2 [
m4

a(t+ u)2 −m2
as(t− u)2 −m2

a(t+ u)3 − tu
(
s2 − 2t2 − 2u2

) ]
+2q4N1

m8
DM

(
s−m2

s

)2 [
4m4

a − 12m2
a(t+ u)− s2 + 6(t+ u)2

]

− 2q4N1
m6

DM

(
s−m2

s

)2
(t+ u)

[
4m4

a − 6m2
a(t+ u)− s2 + 2(t+ u)2

]
+16q4N1

m10
DM

(
s−m2

s

)2 (
m2

a − t− u
)

− 8λϕv
2
ϕ q

3
N1
m4

DM

(
s−m2

s

)
(t− u)2

(
t−m2

DM

) (
u−m2

DM

)
+8λ2

ϕv
4
ϕ q

2
N1
m2

DM

(
s− 4m2

DM

) (
t−m2

DM

)2 (
u−m2

DM

)2
+ 8q4N1

m12
DM

(
s−m2

s

)2}
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where s, t, and u are the Mandelstam variables, s = E2
CM.

The combined cross section of the t- and u- channels of the N1N1 → a a process in the
center-of-mass frame is given by

σt+u
NN→aa(ECM) =

q4N1
m4

DM

4πv4ϕ (E
2
CM − 4m2

DM)

(
tanh−1

√
1− 4m2

DM

E2
CM

−

√
1− 4m2

DM

E2
CM

)
, (80)

where we treat the pseudoscalar as massless.

The total cross section for the N1N1 → a a process with a massive pseudoscalar in the
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center-of-mass frame is given by

σtot
NN→aa(ECM) =

λ2
ϕq

2
N1
m2

DM

√
(E2

CM − 4m2
a) (E

2
CM − 4m2

DM)

4πE2
CM (E2

CM −m2
s)

2

+
λϕq

3
N1
m4

DM

πv2ϕE
2
CM (E2

CM − 4m2
DM) (E2

CM −m2
s)

{√
(E2

CM − 4m2
a) (E

2
CM − 4m2

DM)

+
(
E2

CM − 2m2
a

)
coth−1 2m2

a − E2
CM√

(E2
CM − 4m2

a) (E
2
CM − 4m2

DM)

}

−
q4N1

m4
DM

8πv4ϕE
2
CM (E2

CM − 4m2
DM)

{√
(E2

CM − 4m2
a) (E

2
CM − 4m2

DM)

(
2 +

m4
a

E2
CMm2

DM − 4m2
am

2
DM +m4

a

)

+ 2

(
E2

CM − 2m2
a +

2m4
a

E2
CM − 2m2

a

)
coth−1 2m2

a − E2
CM√

(E2
CM − 4m2

a) (E
2
CM − 4m2

DM)

}
. (81)

References
[1] C. D. Froggatt and H. B. Nielsen, Nucl. Phys. B 147, 277-298 (1979)

[2] R. D. Peccei and H. R. Quinn, Phys. Rev. Lett. 38, 1440-1443 (1977)

[3] S. Weinberg, Phys. Rev. Lett. 40, 223-226 (1978)

[4] Y. Ema, K. Hamaguchi, T. Moroi and K. Nakayama, JHEP 01, 096 (2017)
[arXiv:1612.05492 [hep-ph]].

[5] L. Calibbi, F. Goertz, D. Redigolo, R. Ziegler and J. Zupan, Phys. Rev. D 95, no.9, 095009
(2017) [arXiv:1612.08040 [hep-ph]].

[6] M. Bauer, T. Schell and T. Plehn, Phys. Rev. D 94, no.5, 056003 (2016) [arXiv:1603.06950
[hep-ph]].

[7] A. Merle and V. Niro, JCAP 07, 023 (2011) [arXiv:1105.5136 [hep-ph]].

[8] C. Jaramillo, M. Lindner and W. Rodejohann, JCAP 04, 023 (2021) [arXiv:2004.12904
[hep-ph]].

[9] L. Calibbi, A. Crivellin and B. Zaldívar, Phys. Rev. D 92, no.1, 016004 (2015)
[arXiv:1501.07268 [hep-ph]].

[10] A. Cheek, J. K. Osiński, L. Roszkowski and S. Trojanowski, JHEP 03, 149 (2023)
[arXiv:2211.02057 [hep-ph]].

34



[11] K. S. Babu, S. Chakdar, N. Das, D. K. Ghosh and P. Ghosh, [arXiv:2305.03167 [hep-ph]].

[12] J. E. Kim and G. Carosi, Rev. Mod. Phys. 82, 557-602 (2010) [erratum: Rev. Mod. Phys.
91, no.4, 049902 (2019)] [arXiv:0807.3125 [hep-ph]].

[13] J. Jaeckel and A. Ringwald, Ann. Rev. Nucl. Part. Sci. 60, 405-437 (2010) [arXiv:1002.0329
[hep-ph]].

[14] M. Gorbahn, S. Jager, U. Nierste and S. Trine, Phys. Rev. D 84, 034030 (2011)
[arXiv:0901.2065 [hep-ph]].

[15] L. Di Luzio, M. Kirk, A. Lenz and T. Rauh, JHEP 12, 009 (2019) [arXiv:1909.11087 [hep-
ph]].

[16] R. Harnik, J. Kopp and J. Zupan, JHEP 03, 026 (2013) [arXiv:1209.1397 [hep-ph]].

[17] A. M. Baldini et al. [MEG], Eur. Phys. J. C 76, no.8, 434 (2016) [arXiv:1605.05081 [hep-ex]].

[18] B. Aubert et al. [BaBar], Phys. Rev. Lett. 104, 021802 (2010) [arXiv:0908.2381 [hep-ex]].

[19] A. M. Baldini et al. [MEG II], Eur. Phys. J. C 78, no.5, 380 (2018) [arXiv:1801.04688
[physics.ins-det]].

[20] [ATLAS], [arXiv:2301.03902 [hep-ex]].

[21] P. Hut, Phys. Lett. B 69, 85 (1977)

[22] B. W. Lee and S. Weinberg, Phys. Rev. Lett. 39, 165-168 (1977)

[23] M. I. Vysotsky, A. D. Dolgov and Y. B. Zeldovich, JETP Lett. 26, 188-190 (1977)

[24] M. Srednicki, R. Watkins and K. A. Olive, Nucl. Phys. B 310, 693 (1988)

[25] P. Gondolo and G. Gelmini, Nucl. Phys. B 360, 145-179 (1991)

[26] J. McDonald, Phys. Rev. Lett. 88, 091304 (2002) [arXiv:hep-ph/0106249 [hep-ph]].

[27] L. J. Hall, K. Jedamzik, J. March-Russell and S. M. West, JHEP 03, 080 (2010)
[arXiv:0911.1120 [hep-ph]].

[28] N. Bernal, M. Heikinheimo, T. Tenkanen, K. Tuominen and V. Vaskonen, Int. J. Mod.
Phys. A 32, no.27, 1730023 (2017) [arXiv:1706.07442 [hep-ph]].

[29] N. D. Christensen and C. Duhr, Comput. Phys. Commun. 180, 1614-1641 (2009)
[arXiv:0806.4194 [hep-ph]].

[30] A. Alloul, N. D. Christensen, C. Degrande, C. Duhr and B. Fuks, Comput. Phys. Commun.
185, 2250-2300 (2014) [arXiv:1310.1921 [hep-ph]].

[31] J. Kublbeck, M. Bohm and A. Denner, Comput. Phys. Commun. 60, 165-180 (1990)

[32] T. Hahn, Comput. Phys. Commun. 140, 418-431 (2001) [arXiv:hep-ph/0012260 [hep-ph]].

35



[33] R. Mertig, M. Bohm and A. Denner, Comput. Phys. Commun. 64, 345-359 (1991)

[34] V. Shtabovenko, R. Mertig and F. Orellana, Comput. Phys. Commun. 256, 107478 (2020)
[arXiv:2001.04407 [hep-ph]].

[35] N. Aghanim et al. [Planck], Astron. Astrophys. 641, A6 (2020) [erratum: Astron. Astrophys.
652, C4 (2021)] [arXiv:1807.06209 [astro-ph.CO]].

[36] G. Belanger, F. Boudjema, A. Pukhov and A. Semenov, Comput. Phys. Commun. 176,
367-382 (2007) [arXiv:hep-ph/0607059 [hep-ph]].

[37] G. Belanger, F. Boudjema, A. Pukhov and A. Semenov, Comput. Phys. Commun. 185,
960-985 (2014) [arXiv:1305.0237 [hep-ph]].

[38] G. Bélanger, F. Boudjema, A. Goudelis, A. Pukhov and B. Zaldivar, Comput. Phys. Com-
mun. 231, 173-186 (2018) [arXiv:1801.03509 [hep-ph]].

[39] F. Ambrogi, C. Arina, M. Backovic, J. Heisig, F. Maltoni, L. Mantani, O. Mattelaer and
G. Mohlabeng, Phys. Dark Univ. 24, 100249 (2019) [arXiv:1804.00044 [hep-ph]].

[40] C. Arina, J. Heisig, F. Maltoni, D. Massaro and O. Mattelaer, [arXiv:2107.04598 [hep-ph]].

[41] A. Bharucha, F. Brümmer, N. Desai and S. Mutzel, JHEP 02, 141 (2023) [arXiv:2209.03932
[hep-ph]].

[42] L. Husdal, Galaxies 4, no.4, 78 (2016) [arXiv:1609.04979 [astro-ph.CO]].

[43] R. L. Workman et al. [Particle Data Group], PTEP 2022, 083C01 (2022)

[44] F. Elahi, C. Kolda and J. Unwin, JHEP 03, 048 (2015) [arXiv:1410.6157 [hep-ph]].

[45] A. Biswas, S. Ganguly and S. Roy, JCAP 03, 043 (2020) [arXiv:1907.07973 [hep-ph]].

[46] E. Aprile et al. [XENON], [arXiv:2303.14729 [hep-ex]].

[47] J. Aalbers et al. [LZ], [arXiv:2207.03764 [hep-ex]].

[48] J. Aalbers et al. [DARWIN], JCAP 11, 017 (2016) [arXiv:1606.07001 [astro-ph.IM]].

[49] T. P. Cheng, Phys. Rev. D 38, 2869 (1988)

[50] H. Y. Cheng, Phys. Lett. B 219, 347-353 (1989)

[51] J. Gasser, H. Leutwyler and M. E. Sainio, Phys. Lett. B 253, 252-259 (1991)

[52] J. Ellis, N. Nagata and K. A. Olive, Eur. Phys. J. C 78, no.7, 569 (2018) [arXiv:1805.09795
[hep-ph]].

[53] M. Hoferichter, P. Klos, J. Menéndez and A. Schwenk, Phys. Rev. Lett. 119, no.18, 181803
(2017) [arXiv:1708.02245 [hep-ph]].

[54] M. A. Shifman, A. I. Vainshtein and V. I. Zakharov, Phys. Lett. B 78, 443-446 (1978)

36



[55] G. Arcadi, M. Lindner, F. S. Queiroz, W. Rodejohann and S. Vogl, JCAP 03, 042 (2018)
[arXiv:1711.02110 [hep-ph]].

[56] M. Freytsis and Z. Ligeti, Phys. Rev. D 83, 115009 (2011) [arXiv:1012.5317 [hep-ph]].

[57] J. Hisano, K. Ishiwata and N. Nagata, Phys. Rev. D 82, 115007 (2010) [arXiv:1007.2601
[hep-ph]].

[58] G. Passarino and M. J. G. Veltman, Nucl. Phys. B 160, 151-207 (1979)

[59] D. S. Akerib et al. [LZ], Phys. Rev. D 101, no.5, 052002 (2020) [arXiv:1802.06039 [astro-
ph.IM]].

[60] J. Billard, M. Boulay, S. Cebrián, L. Covi, G. Fiorillo, A. Green, J. Kopp, B. Ma-
jorovits, K. Palladino and F. Petricca, et al. Rept. Prog. Phys. 85, no.5, 056201 (2022)
[arXiv:2104.07634 [hep-ex]].

[61] C. A. J. O’Hare, Phys. Rev. Lett. 127, no.25, 251802 (2021) [arXiv:2109.03116 [hep-ph]].

[62] S. E. Vahsen, C. A. J. O’Hare and D. Loomba, Ann. Rev. Nucl. Part. Sci. 71, 189-224
(2021) [arXiv:2102.04596 [physics.ins-det]].

[63] C. A. J. O’Hare, Phys. Rev. D 102, no.6, 063024 (2020) [arXiv:2002.07499 [astro-ph.CO]].

[64] J. Fan, M. Reece and L. T. Wang, JCAP 11, 042 (2010) [arXiv:1008.1591 [hep-ph]].

[65] P. Agrawal, Z. Chacko, C. Kilic and R. K. Mishra, [arXiv:1003.1912 [hep-ph]].

[66] H. Y. Cheng and C. W. Chiang, JHEP 07, 009 (2012) doi:10.1007/JHEP07(2012)009
[arXiv:1202.1292 [hep-ph]].

[67] R. J. Hill and M. P. Solon, Phys. Rev. D 91, 043505 (2015) doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.91.043505
[arXiv:1409.8290 [hep-ph]].

[68] C. Amole et al. [PICO], Phys. Rev. D 100, no.2, 022001 (2019) [arXiv:1902.04031 [astro-
ph.CO]].

[69] S. Profumo, F. S. Queiroz, J. Silk and C. Siqueira, JCAP 03, 010 (2018) [arXiv:1711.03133
[hep-ph]].

37


	Introduction
	Model
	Experimental constraints
	Constraints from low-energy processes
	Meson mixing
	Radiative lepton decay

	Constraints from high energy processes: top quark decay

	Dark Matter genesis and relic density
	Freeze-out scenario
	Freeze-in scenario
	IR freeze-in
	UV Freeze-in


	Direct detection
	Spin-independent cross section
	Spin-dependent cross section

	Light neutrino mass generation
	Freeze-out case
	Freeze-in case

	Summary and discussion
	An example of benchmark parameters
	Amplitudes and cross-sections

