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Abstract
We suggest a minimal model for GeV-scale Majorana Dark Matter (DM) coupled to the standard

model lepton sector via a charged scalar singlet. We show that there is an anti-correlation between the

spin-independent DM-Nucleus scattering cross section (σSI) and the DM relic density for parameters

values allowed by various theoretical and experimental constraints. Moreover, we find that even when

DM couplings are of order unity, σSI is below the current experimental bound but above the neutrino

floor. Furthermore, we show that the considered model can be probed at high energy lepton colliders

using e.g. the mono-Higgs production and same-sign charged Higgs pair production.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The existence of Dark Matter (DM) in the universe is an established fact supported by

various observations at the sub-galactic, galactic, and cosmological scales (for a review, see

e.g. [1]). The measurements of CMB anisotropies implied that DM constitutes about 80%

of the matter budget in the universe with density of ΩDMh
2 = 0.1198 ± 0.0015 [2], and the

standard theories of structure formation requires it to be non-relativistic when gravitational

clustering started at the matter-radiation equality. This type of DM is known as cold DM

(CDM). One of the simplest scenarios of CDM is the thermal-freeze out mechanism in which

the DM can be accommodated by Weakly Interacting Massive Particles (WIMPs) produced

in thermal bath and as the universe expands and cools down their relic abundance freeze-

out when temperature drops below their mass. Possible evidence for WIMP DM has driven

numerous experimental efforts to search for it via direct detection [3, 4], indirect detection [5–8]

and in collider experiments [9, 10]. Unfortunately, no signal for CDM has been detected, and

consequently upper limit on the cross section of their scattering off nucleus in the mass range

GeV to TeV are obtained, with the stringent bound of 4.1× 10−47 cm2 for a mass of 30 GeV.

It is expected that the upcoming XENONnT experiment will be able to probe cross sections

smaller by more than an order of magnitude [11]. Moreover, a model-independent estimate

of the limits on the annihilation cross sections of WIMP DM implies strong constraints on
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models with s-wave annihilation channel [12]. These strong exclusions combined with the null

results from direct detection experiments put an end to the most minimal model for GeV-scale

DM candidate, i.e. the SM with real scalar singlet [13, 14] which called for several extensions

[15, 16].

Models with a singlet Majorana fermion as a DM candidate can potentially avoid these

constraints due to the fact that their annihilation is dominated by p-wave amplitudes (which

are suppressed by the square of the DM velocity) in addition of being both minimal and

predictive. On the other hand, the scattering of the Majorana DM off the nucleus is induced

at the one-loop order due to the absence of tree level couplings of the Majorana DM to the

Z/H bosons. Consequently, models containing Majorana DM can evade easily direct detection

constraints even for model parameters of order O(1) and hence avoiding the over-abundance

condition ΩWIMPh
2 6 ΩPlanckh

2. Models containing Majorana DM are phenomenologically very

attractive as they can easily address the question of the smallness of neutrino mass through

radiative mass generation mechanism, and the problem of baryon asymmetry in the universe

(BAU) via electroweak baryogenesis [17–22]. In this work, we suggest a very simple model

which extends the Standard Model (SM) particle content by two gauge singlets: a charged

scalar and a Majorana fermion. Using simple correlations between the relic abundance and the

predicted spin-independent cross section, we show that the model is neither excluded nor close

to the neutrino-floor region. We study the potential discovery of the DM and the charged Higgs

in both e−e− and e−e+ processes. We find that it can be exclusively probed at lepton colliders

such as the international linear collider (ILC) while the current and future LHC constraints

will play a complementary role.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows: In section II, we discuss briefly the

model’s new degrees of freedom and their possible interactions. In section III, we study the

various theoretical and experimental constraints on parameter space of the model; in particular,

we study constraints from perturbative unitarity, boundness-from-below of the scalar poten-

tial, BR(H → γγ) measurements, and the impact from bounds from lepton-flavor violating

decays and Higgs boson invisible decays. In section IV, we discuss of the impact of searches

of charginos/sleptons at the LHC on the parameter space of our model. In section V, we

discuss in detail the DM phenomenology of our model with emphasis on the relic abundance

of DM candidate, and its correlation to the spin-independent DM-Nucleus cross section. The

collider implications are discussed in section VI. We summarize our results in section VII. Some

technical details are reported in Appendices A and B.

II. THE MODEL

We consider a minimal extension of the SM which contains, in addition to the SM particle

content, two gauge-singlet fields; a charged scalar S and a right handed (RH) neutral fermion

N . Under the SM gauge group SU(3) ⊗ SU(2)L ⊗ U(1)Y , the two new degrees of freedom
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transform as

S : (1,1,2), and N : (1,1,0). (1)

Moreover, to ensure the stability of DM in the universe, we impose an exact discrete symmetry

Z2 under which all the SM fields are even while the new states are odd, i.e. {V µ,Φ, `, q} →
{V µ,Φ, `, q}, and {S,N} → {−S,−N}, with the condition that N is always lighter than the

charged scalar singlet. In this simple model, the RH fermion plays the role of the DM candidate

while the charged scalar is a mediator of the DM-visible interaction. Under these symmetry

requirements, the most general Yukawa Lagrangian can be written as1

LYuk ⊃
∑

`=e,µ,τ

y` ¯̀
c
RSNR +

1

2
MNN̄R (NR)c + h.c. (2)

The most general CP-invariant, and dimension four potential involving the SM Higgs doublet

Φ and the charged Higgs scalar S can be written as

V (Φ, S) = −m2
11|Φ†Φ|+m2

22|S†S|+ λ1|Φ†Φ|2 + λ2|S†S|2 + λ3|Φ†Φ||S†S|, (3)

with m2
11,m

2
22, λi,i=1,2,3 are real parameters, and Φ is the SM Higgs doublet parametrised as

Φ =

(
ω+

1√
2
(v +H + iω0)

)
.

After the electroweak symmetry breaking, the pseudo-Goldstone bosons (ω0,±) get absorbed by

the Z/W± gauge bosons, and one lefts with three new scalars; a CP-even scalar H which is

identified with the recently discovered 125 GeV SM Higgs boson and a pair of charged scalars

H±. Their tree-level masses are given by:

m2
H = λ1v

2, and m2
H± = m2

22 +
1

2
λ3v

2.

The non-trivial transformation of the scalar singlet under U(1)Y allows for gauge interactions

with the photon and Z-boson. The gauge interaction of the S state is given by

Lgauge = −i(eAµ − e tan θWZ
µ)[S†(∂µS)− (∂µS

†)S]

+ e2AµA
µS†S + e2 tan2 θWZµZ

µS†S − 2e2 tan θWAµZ
µS†S, (4)

In addition to the SM parameters, the model includes the following seven independent param-

eters

{mH± ,mN , λ2, λ3, ye, yµ, yτ} (5)

For convenience, we define yN as the combination of the new Yukawa couplings as:

yN =
√
y2
e + y2

µ + y2
τ (6)

1 h.c =
∑
`=e,µ,τ y

∗
` N̄

c
RS
∗`R + 1

2

(
N̄
)c
R
M∗NNR. In the case of more than one right handed neutrino, the second

term has the same form with MN a symmetric matrix. Note that

NR =
1

2
(1 + γ5) ΨD, (NR)

c
=

1

2
(1− γ5) ΨD

where ΨD is a 4 components spinor (i.e. Dirac spinor; which one could denote by just N).
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FIG. 1: Left: Summary of the impact of theoretical and experimental constraints on the parameter

space of the scalar sector of the model. The constraints are depicted in the mass of the charged

Higgs boson mH± and λ3 for λ2 = 2. The excluded regions are shown for constraints from H → γγ

(brown), from false vacuum (cyan), from vacuum stability (red), from perturbativity (green), and

from perturbative unitarity (blue). The white shaded area corresponds to the allowed region of the

2D parameter space. Right: The Higgs boson invisible decay branching projected on the mass of the

charged Higgs (mH±) and the mass of the Majorana DM (mN ). The contours in solid black show the

expected limits from HL-LHC [27], FCC-ee [28], ILC [29], CEPC [30] and FCC-hh [31] and correspond

to upper bounds on BR(H → invisible) ranging from 2.8% to 0.01%.

III. THEORETICAL AND EXPERIMENTAL CONSTRAINTS

The parameters of the model are subject to various theoretical and experimental constraints.

Due to the fact that the charged Higgs state is gauge singlet, constraints from direct LHC

searches are mainly coming from dilepton plus missing energy searches that we will discuss in

the next section. Besides, the SM Higgs boson is really SM-like, i.e. there is no modification

of tree-level Higgs couplings to fermions and gauge bosons. Therefore, the only modification

to the Higgs boson decay rates comes from the effect of the charged Higgs boson on the

one-loop induced H → γγ decay width [23–25]. In this work, we use the Atlas-Cms combined

measurement of |κγ| =
√

Γ(H → γγ)/Γ(H → γγ)SM = 0.87+0.14
−0.09 [26] in which no additional

BSM contributions are considered to the Higgs boson decays except the one of the charged

Higgs boson.

In addition to constraint from the signal strength measurement, the model should conform

to a number of theoretical constraints such as2

2 Note that the theoretical constraints on our model can be obtained from those in the Inert Higgs Doublet
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• The quartic couplings of the scalar potential should satisfy the vacuum stability conditions

(or boundedness-from-below) [33]. These conditions can be written as: λ1,2 > 0, λ3 +

2
√
λ1λ2 > 0.

• The perturbative unitarity should be maintained in various scattering-processes at high-

energy [34, 35]. This requirement can be translated to a set of conditions on the

combinations of the quartic couplings, i.e. max{e1, e2, e3} < 4π, where ei repre-

sents the different eigenvalues of the scattering matrices given by e1 = λ3 and e2,3 =

−3(λ1 + λ2)±
√

9(λ1 + λ2)2 + 4λ3.

• The electroweak vacuum should be a global minimum [36] which can be satisfied for

m2
11√
λ1

≥ −m
2
22√
λ2

A summary of the theoretical and experimental constraints are shown in the left panel of Fig.

1. The combination of all these constraints restricts the allowed range of λ3 and the charged

Higgs boson mass; namely λ3 cannot be larger than 5 for all the charged Higgs masses. The

constraints on the Yukawa coupling yN come mainly from the limit on branching fraction of

the Higgs boson invisible decay mode; BR(H → invisble) ≡ Binv. This decay occurs at the

one-loop order, which we have computed using FeynArts, FormCalc and LoopTools [37, 38].

The strongest and up-to-date stringent bound on Binv was reported by the Cms collaboration

using a combination of previous Higgs to invisible decay searches at 7,8 and 13 TeV, where

it has been found Binv < Bupper = 0.19 at 95% CL [39] assuming SM production rates of the

Higgs boson. Using the results of these searches, we derive an upper bound on the magnitude

of yN

yN <

(
2048π5ΓSM

H

β
3/2
N mHλ2

3v
2m2

N |C0 + C2|2
(

1
Bupper

− 1
))1/4

, (7)

with βN = (1 − 4m2
N/m

2
H), and C0,2 ≡ C0,2(m2

N ,m
2
H ,m

2
N ,m

2
` ,m

2
H± ,m2

H±) are the Passarino-

Veltman functions [40]. For instance, for mN ' 40 GeV, λ3 = 1 and mH± = 200 GeV,

we get yN < 2.5. In the right panel of Fig. 1, we illustrate the predicted values of the

BR(H → invisible) projected on the (mH± ,mN) plane for λ3 = 1 and yN = 2. In the

same panel, we show the corresponding contours of the expected bounds from HL-LHC [27],

FCC-ee [28], ILC [29], CEPC [30] and FCC-hh [31]. We can see that the current LHC

bounds do not play a significant role in restricting the 2D parameter space. However, the ex-

pected bounds from FCC-hh can exclude charged masses up to 600 GeV for mN ∈ [40, 50] GeV.

Model (IHDM) by simply setting λ4 = λ5 = 0 (see e.g. [32])
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FIG. 2: The LHC exclusions from slepton searches at
√
s = 13 TeV and L = 139 fb−1. The limits are

projected on the mass of the charged Higgs and the mass of the Majorana DM. The white solid line

corresponds to CLs = 0.05 below which the parameter point is excluded at the 95% CL.

The experimental collaborations at LEP have carried out several searches of new physics

scenarios such as the chargino and neutralino production at center-of-mass energies
√
s =

183-209 GeV. For instance, the OPAL collaboration has searched for new physics signal in

`+`−+Emiss
T final state using 680 pb−1 of luminosity [41] whose null results can be used to put

stringent bounds on the masses and couplings of charged scalars. In contrast, these obtained

constraints do not affect significantly the model-parameter space; we found mH± > 90 GeV for

yN ' 1-2 (for more details, see section 2 in [42] and for further details on the IHDM analysis

see [43]).

It is worth mentioning that constraints from lepton-flavor violating decays on the y` couplings

are very important as it will be discussed in a later stage, where the most stringent bound comes

from the branching ratio of µ → eγ decay. Using the most recent bounds were used from the

Meg [44] and BaBar [45] experiments, we derive the following bounds:

|yeyµ| <
(

2.855× 10−5

GeV

)2 m2
H±

|F(m2
N/m

2
H±)| ,

|yeyτ | <
(

4.428× 10−4

GeV

)2 m2
H±

|F(m2
N/m

2
H±)| ,

|yτyµ| <
(

4.759× 10−4

GeV

)2 m2
H±

|F(m2
N/m

2
H±)| , (8)

Here F(X) is the loop-function which can be found in [46, 47]. The implications of these
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constraints on the product of the couplings are very important. For example, if we fix ye = 2,

we found that {yeyµ, yτye, yτyµ} < {1.5-6.7×10−4, 0.05-0.1, 0.20-1.82×10−5}3. In the following

section, we consider an electron-specific scenario where we chose ye = 2, yµ = 10−4 and yτ =

10−1.

IV. LHC CONSTRAINTS

The Yukawa interaction in 2 is subject to constraints from LHC searches of sleptons. This

is due to the fact that for such interaction, the charged Higgs boson can be pair produced

through qq̄ annihilation with the exchange of γ∗/Z-bosons and its decay products lead to 2

` + Emiss
T final state. In order to explore the severe restricting power of the LHC, we take

into account the most recent search for electroweak production of supersymmetric particles

(sleptons/charginos) by the ATLAS collaboration at
√
s = 13 TeV with a recorded luminosity

L = 139 fb−1 [48]. For this purpose, exclusive samples of charged Higgs boson pair production

have been generated at the Lowest Order (LO) with up to extra partons in the final state using

Madgraph aMC@nlo [49]. The MC signal samples were generated using a UFO format model file

[50]. The hard-scattering parton-level matrix elements are convoluted with the NNPDF3.0lo [51]

with αs(M
2
Z) = 0.1118 using the LHAPDF library [52], and the signal events were decayed using

MadSpin [53]. The merging of the exclusive samples were performed using the MLM merging

scheme [54] in addition to Pythia8 [55] using a merging scale that it is equal to the quarter of

the charged higgs boson mass. Moreover, jets are clustered using FastJet [56] with the anti-kT

algorithm with the separation parameter R = 0.4 [57]. The merged cross section values vary

from σpp→H+H−jj = 81.12 fb for mH± = 100 GeV to σpp→H+H−jj = 0.17 fb for mH± = 500 GeV.

Our results were found to be in excellent agreement with the slepton pair production at the

ATLAS collaboration that reported σpp→ ˜̀̀̃ = 0.18± 0.01 fb for m˜̀ = 500 GeV.

The ATLAS search strategy is based on selecting events that have exactly two oppositely

charged signal leptons, with pT > 25 GeV. All jets are predefined with pT > 20 GeV and

|η| < 2.4. Furthermore, events are then considered if the lepton pairs invariant mass m`` > 100

GeV. The passed events have to fulfill another additional requirement where no reconstructed

b-jets are selected in each event. These events satisfy extra requirements where Emiss
T > 110 GeV

and MET significance > 10. Additional constraint is explored by studying the transverse mass

MT2 [58, 59], defined as

MT2 = min
q
(1)
T +q

(2)
T =pmiss

T

{
max{MT (p

(1)
T , q

(1)
T ),MT (p

(2)
T , q

(2)
T )}

}
, (9)

3 Different scenarios where we can have ye ' yµ ' yτ ' 10−3 or yτ ' yµ � ye ' 10−4 are possible as well, but

none of these scenarios are phenomenologically plausible since the production rates at lepton colliders will be

extremely small – the cross sections depend exclusively on ye. Theoretically, it could be possible to have a

discrete flavor symmetry which allows for ye ' O(1)� yτ � yµ.
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where p
(1)
T and p

(2)
T are the three-momentum of the leading and subleading charged leptons,

respectively; whereas q
(1)
T and q

(2)
T represent the three-momentum vectors of the unknown par-

ticles which can be combined in one vector q
(1)
T + q

(2)
T = pmiss

T . The transverse mass in this

case is given by MT (piT , q
i
T ) =

√
2× |piT | × |qiT | × (1− cos ∆φ). The MT2 kinematical variable

can be used to fasten the masses of the particles pair that can possibly escape the detection

in each selected event. Hence, this will lead to reliable discrimination of the signal regions

(SR). Depending on the topology of the events, they will be divided into two categories: same

flavor (SF) events (where m`` > 121.2 GeV cut is imposed) and different Flavor (DF) events.

Moreover, an extra event classification is taken into account based on the multiplicity of non-b-

tagged jets (nj) in each events where its content could have nj = 0 or nj = 1. In our model, the

charged Higgs decays branching ratios are: BRH±→e±N = 99.76%, BRH±→τ±N = 2.33 × 10−3,

and BRH±→µ±N ' 3.58 × 10−9. Therefore, the strongest limits come from the signal region

with SF leptons and nj = 0 or nj = 1, where these regions are electron enriched. For this

purpose, the MadAnalysis 5 framework [60–64] is used to obtain the provided constraints from

the LHC searches. The CLs value for each point in the parameter space is computed to obtain

the exclusion bound at the 95% confidence level [65] (more details can be found in appendix B),

and in Fig. 2 we give projected values on the (mH± , mN) plane. The strongest limit comes from

the signal region with SF, nj = 0 and MT2 ∈ [160,∞). Furthermore, charged Higgs masses up

to ' 400 GeV can be excluded at 95% CL considering the actual search (the additional limits

from different signal regions are described in Appendix B).

V. DARK MATTER PHENOMENOLOGY

The relic density of the N particle can be approximated as follows [66]:

ΩNh
2 ' 3× 10−26 cm3s−1

〈σeff(xf )〉
, (10)

where σeff(xf ) is the effective annihilation cross section at xf = mN/Tf with Tf being the freeze

out temperature. The effective cross section is given by

σeff(xf ) =
2∑
i,j

4

g2
eff

(1 + ∆i)
3/2(1 + ∆j)

3/2e−xf (∆i+∆j)〈σijvr〉, (11)

In Eqn. 11, geff refers to the effective number of degrees of freedom geff(xf ) =
∑2

i=1 2 (1 +

∆i)
3/2e−xf∆i , σij refers to all the possible annihilation and co-annihilation cross sections and

∆i is the relative mass splitting defined by ∆i = (Mi − mN)/mN (M1 = mN , M2 = mH±).

In our analysis, we have included all possible annihilation and co-annihilation processes. For

the annihilation, there are two major contributions: (i) NN → `+`− from the exchange

of the charged Higgs boson in t- and u-channels, and (ii) NN → ∑
X̄X (the sum is

over all the SM particles) which arises from the exchange of the SM Higgs boson via the

s-channel. In addition, the co-annihilation channels involve two generic contributions: (i)
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√
y2
e + y2

µ + y2
τ ' ye and charged Higgs mass mH± ; the results are shown for yN = 0.1

(solid), yN = 1 (dashed), yN = 2 (dotted). The color codings for the charged Higgs masses are as

follows: red lines correspond to mH± = 200 GeV, green lines to mH± = 500 GeV and blue lines to

mH± = 1000 GeV. All the values are consistent with bounds from the Xenon1T searches of DM-

Nucleon elastic scattering. All the calculations have been done for λ3 = 1. The horizontal black solid

line corresponds to the Planck measurement of Ωh2 = 0.12.

NH± → `±H,W±ν, `±Z, `±γ and (ii) H±H∓ → `±`∓, qq̄, HH,ZZ,W±W∓, ZH, tt̄. The

main contribution of the N particles to the relic density comes from their annihilation into

charged leptons via the exchange of a charged scalar in the t- and u-channel. Moreover, the

contribution of s-channel diagrams to the relic density is one-loop induced, and therefore is

sub-leading which makes it below 1% of the total contribution. Note that the annihilation rate

in the s-channel does not depend significantly on λ3 parameter if the later had to satisfy the

perturbativity bound. For small mass-splittings, i.e. ∆ = (mH±−mN)/mN < 0.1, we find that

co-annihilations become very important and for some values of the model parameters (notably

for yN < 1) dominates over the annihilation processes.

Now, we consider the scattering of the N particles off a nuclei (N ), and since the which

occurs at the one-loop level through the exchange of the SM Higgs boson. The corresponding

spin-independent cross section is given by

σSI =
4

π
µ2
N

(
Z · fp + (A− Z) · fn

)2

, (12)
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2 = 0.5 ΩPlanckh

2 (dashed).

Here fp,n are the nucleons (p/n) spin-independent form factors, and µN ≡ mNmN/(mN +mN )

is the reduced mass of the DM-N system. The effective form-factors (fp,n) are connected to

the matrix element of the qN scattering by:

fp = mp

∑
u,d,s

Aq
mq

fSqp +
2

27
mpf

Sg
p

∑
c,b,t

Aq
mq

. (13)

For the proton, Aq is related to the leading-order matrix elements by

MqN→qN = Aq〈p|ψ̄qψq|p〉 (14)

where

〈p|ψ̄qψq|p〉 =

{ mp
mq
· fSqp , for q = u, d, s

2
27

mp
mq
· fSgp , for q = c, b, t,

(15)

and

Aq =
ỹHNN
m2
H

· mq

v
ψ̄NψN , (16)

the effective ỹHNN is calculated at the one-loop order (see section A for more details)

ỹHNN ' −
λ3v|yN |2
16πmN

[
1−

(
1− r−2

N

)
log
(
1− r2

N

)]
, (17)
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√
s [GeV] 500 1000

[Pe− , Pe+ ] [0, 0] [+0.8,−0.3] [−0.8,+0.3] [0, 0] [+0.8,−0.2] [−0.8,+0.2]

W+W− 7.19 1.06 16.77 2.68 0.44 5.79

ZZ 0.42 0.32 0.71 0.15 0.11 0.24

tt̄ 0.55 0.44 0.92 0.16 0.13 0.25

Hνν̄e 7.76× 10−2 1.14× 10−2 0.18 0.21 3.44× 10−2 0.45

HZ 5.72× 10−2 5.72× 10−2 8.47× 10−2 1.28× 10−2 1.21× 10−2 1.77× 10−2

TABLE I: Production cross of the major background processes to the mono-Higgs channel in e+e−

collisions at
√
s = 500 GeV and

√
s = 1000 GeV. The cross sections, given in picobarn, are calculated

at the Leading-Order (LO) in perturbation theory.

with rN = mN/mH± . The effective low-energy nucleons form factors are obtained from chiral

perturbation theory (please see [67–70] for a more detailed discussion). For the nuclear form

factors the following values have been used: fSup = 1.53 × 10−2, fSdp = 1.91 × 10−2, fSsp =

4.47×10−2, and fSgp = 1−∑q=u,d,c f
Sq
p = 0.9209. The spin-independent cross section scales as

λ2
3|yN |4/m2

N modulo factors that depend on mass-splitting between the charged Higgs boson and

the Majorana DM. To compute the relic abundance and Spin-independent Nucleus-DM elastic

cross sections we use MadDM version 3.0 [71–73]. In Fig. 3, we show the relic density as a function

of the DM mass mN for various fixed mass values of the charged Higgs bosons and yN . We

can see that the relic abundance of the N avoid the over-abundance bound from the Planck

experiment if one of the following conditions are met: (i) relatively large Yukawa coupling

yN > 1 and relatively light charged Higgs mH± < 500 GeV and (ii) for small mass-splittings,

∆ < 0.1 which is the regime dominated by co-annihilations regardless the possible values of yN .

In the remaining part of this paper, we consider the following benchmark scenarios4

100 6 mH±/GeV 6 1000, 10 6 mN/GeV < mH± , λ3 = 1, yN = 2. (18)

A strong anti-correlation between Ωh2 and σSI can be seen in Fig. 4. The parameter space

values produce a a DM relic density Ωh2 ' ΩPlanckh
2 corresponding masses in the range 200-750

GeV for which the corresponding spin-independent cross section is about ' 10−48 cm2 which is

below the Xenon1T bound [3]. Moreover, as mH± − N mass splitting gets smaller, the relic

density decreases while still satisfying the Xenon1T bound. It is also worth noting that the

model is unconstrained from the current indirect detection experiments due to the fact that

s-channel annihilation channels are loop induced and mediated by the SM Higgs boson, with

the predicted annihilation cross sections 〈σv〉 ' 10−37 cm3/s that is orders of magnitude smaller

than the Fermi-LAT bounds [74].

4 The collider implications of the scenario with yN < 0.1 in which the DM relic abundance is dominated by the

co-annihilation process will be studied in a future work.
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Cut W+W−/ZZ tt̄ Hνeν̄e HZ

Initial events 2× 106 (100%) 106 (100%) 106 (100%) 106 (100%)

Lepton veto 476982 (23.84%) 29449 (2.94%) 486875 (48.68%) 171353 (17.13%)

nb = 2 17885 (0.89%) 5275 (0.52%) 133594 (13.35%) 40031 (4.00%)

pbb̄T > 50 GeV 10025 (0.50%) 3572 (0.36%) 84701 (8.47%) 34975 (3.49%)

Emiss
T > 50 GeV 9559 (0.48%) 3175 (0.32%) 83846 (8.38%) 34286 (3.43%)

Signal region 2 (2× 10−6) 372 (0.037%) 18339 (1.83%) 733 (0.073%)

Initial events 2× 106 (100%) 106 (100%) 106 (100%) 106 (100%)

Lepton veto 432342 (21.61%) 15637 (1.56%) 493589 (49.35%) 203586 (20.35%)

nb = 2 15464 (0.77%) 3378 (0.34%) 138187 (13.82%) 48596 (4.85%)

pbb̄T > 50 GeV 9973 (0.49%) 2713 (0.27%) 102302 (10.23%) 42249 (4.22%)

Emiss
T > 50 GeV 8980 (0.45%) 2565 (0.25%) 101669 (10.16%) 42032 (4.20%)

Signal region 1 (10−6) 26 (0.0026%) 3541 (0.35%) 631 (0.063%)

TABLE II: The cutflow table for various background contributions after each selection step. We show

the cases
√
s = 500 GeV (upper panels) and

√
s = 1000 GeV (lower panels). The number inside the

parentheses show the efficiency after the selection step i which is defined as ε = ni/n0 with n0 is the

initial number of events.

VI. PROSPECTS AT THE INTERNATIONAL LINEAR COLLIDER

Our model gives rise to several signatures at the future International Linear Collider (ILC)

that is expected to run at center-of-mass energies of 250, 350, 500 and 1000 GeV [75] with the

setup of electron beams collisions [76, 77]. The advantage of the latter option is that it can be

used efficiently to probe lepton-violating processes due to the small backgrounds contributions.

At electron-positron colliders, there are several processes that can be used to probe the model;

(i): e+e− → NNZ which yields a signature dubbed mono-Z, (ii): e+e− → NNγ which yields

one photon in association with large missing energy, (iii): e+e− → NNH which yields a variety

of final states depending on the decay products of the SM Higgs boson, (iv): e+e− → H±H∓

which yields two opposite-sign charged leptons plus missing energy, and (v): e−e− → H−H−

which yields two same-sign charged leptons in addition to missing energy. We consider two

signal processes; mono-Higgs process in e+e− collisions at
√
s = 500, 1000 GeV, and the same-

sign charged Higgs pair production in e−e− collisions at 1000 GeV.5

For the mono-Higgs process, we consider the H → bb̄ decay channel of the SM Higgs boson

for which the major backgrounds are H(→ bb̄)Z(→ νν̄), H(→ bb̄)νeν̄e, W
+W−, ZZ, and tt̄

(the corresponding cross sections are given in Table I). Signal and backgrounds processes are

generated using Madgraph5 aMC@NLO [49] and passed to Pythia8 [55] to add parton showering,

hadronisation, and hadron decays. We employ Delphes [85] to account for detector angularity,

5 Other studies for DM production at lepton colliders have been performed in [78–84] in for different models.
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FIG. 5: Differential cross sections for some selected observables used in the signal-to-background

discrimination in e+e− → H + Emiss
T process at

√
s = 1000 GeV, and assuming [Pe− , Pe+ ] =

[+80%,−20%]. From top left to bottom right, we display the missing transverse energy (Emiss
T ),

the transverse momentum of the bb̄ system (pbb̄T ), the invisible invariant mass (Minv), and the invariant

mass of the bb̄ system (Mbb̄). We show the distributions for HZ (orange), diboson (ZZ/WW ), Hνeν̄e

(cyan) and tt̄ (blue). For comparison, we show the differential cross sections for two signal benchmark

points: BP1 corresponding to mH± = 1000 GeV, and mN = 20 GeV (black line) and BP2 corresponding

to mH± = 460 GeV, and mN = 320 GeV (green line). The distributions are shown after the first two

basic selections.

jet smearing, and particle resolutions. Jets are clustered according to the anti-kT algorithm

[57] with D = 0.4 using FastJet [56]. In Fig. 5, we present the differential cross sections for

some key variables that we used in the signal-to-backgrounds optimisation for signal process

and the main backgrounds. In that figure, we show the transverse momentum of the bb̄ system

(pbb̄T ), the missing transverse energy (Emiss
T ), the invariant mass of the bb̄ system and of the

reconstructed invisible momentum.
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FIG. 6: Production cross sections for same-sign charged Higgs pair production in e−e− collisions at
√
s = 1000 GeV for yN ' ye = 2 (left panel) and yN ' ye = 10−1 (right panel).

For the event selection, we start by considering events that pass the following pre-selection

criteria

• No lepton (electron or muon) with p`T > 15 GeV and |η`| < 2.5.

• Exactly two b-tagged jets with pbT > 30 GeV and |ηb| < 2.5.

Furthermore, the two b-tagged jets are used to form Higgs boson candidate whose transverse

momentum is required to be larger than 50 GeV. The invariant mass of the invisible system is

related to the energy of the Higgs boson candidate by the following relation

M2
inv = s− 2

√
sEbb̄ +M2

bb̄, (19)

with s being the center-of-mass energy, and Ebb̄ (Mbb̄) is the energy (the invariant mass) of

the bb̄ system. We define the signal region by: (i) the invariant mass of the bb̄ system is

required to satisfy |Mbb̄ −mH | < 10 GeV, and (ii) the invariant mass of the invisible system

to satisfy 200 GeV < Minv < 800 GeV. For completeness, we show the cutflow for the different

background contributions in Table II. We note that the selection efficiency for both the signal

as well as the backgrounds do not depend drastically on the polarisation setup of the incoming

e+/e− beams, and the the efficiency of the signal process varies in the range 2%-3%.

The charged Higgs pair production in the electron-electron option at the ILC is certainly

very interesting. The reasons are two-fold; (i) the signal is enhanced for large DM masses due

to the Majorana nature of the DM, and (ii) the background is extremely suppressed since the

SM processes conserve lepton number. Moreover, contrary to the mono-Higgs process, charged

Higgs pair production can probe the whole parameter space of the model that can allowed by
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FIG. 7: A summary of the impact of the present and future colliders on the parameter space of our

model projected on the plane of the charged Higgs mass (mH±) and the mass of DM (mN ). The shaded

purple area shows the excluded parameter space from the re-interpretation of sleptons searches at the

LHC with L = 139 fb−1. The green shaded region shows the extrapolations of the LHC limits to high

luminosities (L = 3000 fb−1). The expected exclusions from mono-Higgs searches at the ILC at both
√
s = 500 GeV and

√
s = 1000 fb−1 are shown in blue and red shaded areas respectively. Finally,

the expected limits from searches of same-sign charged Higgs pair production at
√
s = 1000 GeV are

shown as gray contour. We show the contour satisfying ΩNh
2 = 0.12 as black line (the area below

which is excluded). All these results were obtained assuming yN ' ye = 2 and λ3 = 1. The bounds

from Xenon1T experiment are fulfilled.

the collider energy. The cross section for the signal behaves as [86]

σe−e−→H−H− ∝ m2
Ny

4
e , (20)

Considering the decay of the charged Higgs boson into e−N , which is the dominant one due

to our choice of y` in section III, the main backgrounds are W−W−νeνe and Ze−e− whose

corresponding cross sections are 21.53 fb and 98.1 fb respectively. In Fig. 6, we display the

cross section for the signal process for yN = 2 (left panel). For comparison, we show in the right

panel of Fig. 6, the cross section for yN = 0.1. We can see that for yN = 2, the signal cross

section is orders of magnitude higher than the background ones; for mH± = 250 GeV we have

σe−e−→H−H− = 5.46 (32.94) pb for mN = 30 (180) GeV. Given the large signal-to-background

ratios, we only apply some minor selections on the decay products of the charged Higgs; i.e.

two same-sign electrons with peT > 20 GeV, and |ηe| < 2.5.

To obtain the expected exclusions on the parameter space from mono-Higgs process and the

same-sign charged Higgs pair production at the ILC, we compute the CLs following the lines of
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section B. Since the number of observed events are not known yet, we assume it is equal to the

expected number of backgrounds obtained from MC simulations at LO. On the other hand, we

assume a flat 10% on the expected background events. A point in the space paramater of the

model is expected to be excluded at the 95% CL if the corresponding CLs is smaller than 0.05.

In Fig. 7, we show the future sensitivity from slepton searches obtained from extrapolation

of the exisiting LHC limits (green), mono-Higgs process (blue and red) and same-sign charged

Higgs production (gray) on the charged Higgs mass and the mass of DM for yN = 2 and λ3 = 1.

The following observations can be made:

• The processes at hadron colliders cannot probe the region of the parameter space with

small mass-splittings; i.e. mH± −mN < 50 GeV. The reason is that the charged leptons

produced from charged Higgs production are relatively soft and do not pass the threshold

of the lepton selection in addition to the strong refinement from transverse missing energy

criteria. On the other hand, the ATLAS search (which was used in obtaining thse limits)

relies on the transverse mass (MT2) which has usually an end-point at the mass of the

decaying charged Higgs bosons. Therefore, the inclusive signal regions defined by ATLAS

cannot probe light charged Higgs bosons in our scenario.

• The mono-Higgs process can be used to probe DM masses up to 200 GeV indenpendtly

of the charged Higgs boson mass. However, this process is strongly dependent on both λ3

and yN . Decreasing the values of those parameters will reduce the expected event yields

and, therefore, weakens the limits.

• The rate of the same-sign charged Higgs pair production grows quadratically with the

mass of the Majorana DM, and the associated backgrounds are essentially negligible.

Therefore, this process can probe all the regions of the parameter space allowed by the

collider energy provided that yN is of order unity or larger.

VII. CONCLUSIONS

In summary, we studied an interesting scenario which may provide DM candidate and

at the same time an explanation for the absence of DM signals in both direct detection

experiments and at colliders. In this framework, we minimally extended the SM by two

gauge singlets: a charged scalar and a Majorana singlet fermion. First, we studied the impact

of different theoretical and experimental constraints on the model parameter space, and

showed that it can be severely constrained by limits from lepton-flavor violating decays at

present experiments which in turn would suppress the magnitude of the couplings of the DM

candidate to the visible sector. On the other hand, Higgs boson invisible decays, if observed

in future experiments, would further restricts the range of the couplings for relatively light

DM; mDM < mH/2. Then, using simple correlations between the relic abundance and the

spin-independent cross sections, we showed that DM masses consistent with the Planck
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observations are still allowed by the Xenon1T bound, and well above the neutrino-floor.

Besides, we found that this model can be probed at lepton colliders using the mono-Higgs

process and the same-sign charged Higgs pair production. This simple model provides a

one-to-one correspondence between its parameters and the predicted values for physical

observables. For instance, the mono-Higgs signature of the model can be used to probe both

mN and the product of λ3 and yN . An inference on these parameters from the measurement

of the rate of this process will restrict the dependence of the predictions for direct detection

experiments on them – we note that σSI involves an additional dependence on mH± . The

same-sign charged Higgs boson pair production is anti-correlated to the relic density and is

proportional to y4
Nm

2
N . Therefore, for the set of parameters {λ3, yN ,mH± ,mN} there are

four corresponding observables, i.e. {σe+e−→HNN , σe−e−→H−H− , σSI,Ωh
2}. Important steps

are yet to be made regarding the probes of these scenarios using one of the many developed

methods to study the characteristics of DM at colliders. One can also obtain the interaction

(2) from a more UV complete model. For instance, this can be realized by embedding

the SM into SU(5) gauge group with the matter fields in 10 and 5̄ representation and the

charged singlet belongs to the 10H representation, while the right handed neutrino belongs

to the singlet representation, i.e. Lint = gαβ10α ⊗ 10H ⊗ 1Nβ ⊃ gαβ`
T
RαCNβS

+. Another

possibility is the flipped-SU(5) × U(1)X grand-unified theory, where the right handed lepton

field is singlet of SU(5), and the right handed neutrino is a member of the 10 representation.

In this case, the interaction (2) can be obtained from the following effective Lagrangian

Lint =
hαβ
Λ

10α ⊗ 1̄β ⊗ 10H ⊗ 1S + h.c. ⊃ hαβ〈10H〉
Λ

NTC`RS
−. The embedding of our model into

a grand-unified theory is certainly an interesting question to pursue which we report on for a

future study [87].
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FIG. 8: One-loop Feynman diagram for the H(q) → N(p1)N(p2) process which gives rise to the

effective ỹHNN coupling.

Appendix A: Computation of the effective ỹHNN coupling

In this section, we show the detailed calculation of the effective ỹHNN coupling. To do so,

we consider the process

H(q)←→ N(p1) + N̄(p2). (A1)

where in eqn. A1, p1 and p2 are the four-momenta of the right handed Neutrinos satisfying the

on-shell constraint p2
1 = p2

2 = m2
N and q is the four-momentum of the Higgs boson.

The corresponding Feynman amplitude can be written as

M =
∑

`=e,µ,τ

∫
d4k

(2π)4

v̄(p2)(−iy∗`PR)i(/k +m`)(−iy`PL)(−iλ3v)u(p1)

(k2 −m2
`)((p2 + k)2 −m2

H±)((k − p1)2 −m2
H±)

+ (R←→ L),

=
∑

`=e,µ,τ

λ3v|y`|2
∫

d4k

(2π)4

v̄(p2)PR/kPLu(p1)

k2((k + p2)2 −m2
H±)((k − p1)2 −m2

H±)
+ (R←→ L). (A2)

In the second line, we have ignored the mass of the charged lepton in both the numerator

and the denominator. After redefining the integration variables, and making few mathematical

manipulations, we get:

M = λ3v|yN |2
(
v̄(p2)PRIµ(I)γµPLu(p1)− v̄(p2)PR/p2

I(II)PLu(p1)

)
+ (γ5 → −γ5), (A3)

where we have used |yN |2 =
∑

`=e,µ,τ |y`|2. The integrals we need to evaluate are

I(I) =

∫
d4k

(2π)4

kµ

(k − p2)2(k2 −m2
H±)((k − p1 − p2)2 −m2

H±)

I(II) =

∫
d4k

(2π)4

1

k2((k + p2)2 −m2
H±)((k − p1)2 −m2

H±)
. (A4)
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Evaluating these integrals using dimensional regularization, one easily gets

Iµ(I) =
i

16π2

(
pµ2C2 + (pµ1 + pµ2)C1

)
, I(II) =

−i
16π2

C0. (A5)

with

Ci ≡ Ci(m
2
N , q

2,m2
N , 0,m

2
H± ,m2

H±), i = 0, 1, 2.

are the three-point Passarino-Veltman functions [40]. Inserting the expressions of the integrals

into eqn. A3, and using Dirac equations, we find:

M =
λ3v|yN |2mN

16π2
v̄(p2)u(p1) (C0 + C2) . (A6)

To get the effective ỹHNN coupling, we estimate the amplitude in equation A6 for q2 ' 0. The

Leading terms in the expansions of the Passarino-Veltman functions near q2 ' 0 are given by6

C0 '
1

m2
N

log

(
m2
H± −m2

N

m2
H±

)
+O(q2),

C2 '
−1

m4
N

[
m2
N +m2

H± log

(
m2
H± −m2

N

m2
H±

)]
+O(q2).

Therefore, we find the expression of the ỹHNN coupling at q2 ' 0

ỹHNN =
−λ3v|yN |2
16π2m3

N

[
m2
N + (m2

H± −m2
N) log

(
1− m2

N

m2
H±

)]
+O(q2), (A7)

which is in excellent agreement with the results of [47, 92].

Appendix B: LHC limits: Signal Regions (SR) and the statistical treatment

In this section, we describe some details about the statistical setup, the exclusion bounds

for all the considered inclusive signal regions as well as the method used to obtain the limit

extrapolation up to higher expected luminosities. The ATLAS collaboration has tackled such

an analysis by defining four inclusive signal regions for each jet bin category, based on the

MT2 interval splitting variable. The summary of the expected background and observed event

numbers is given in Table III with different signal region definitions.

The exclusion limits on the parameter space based on the CLs prescription are obtained

using MadAnalysis. Initially, the signal event number passing the selection of a given signal

region can be estimated as follows:

Ns = εs L σ, (B1)

6 We have checked the correctness of our calculations by comparing the analytical expansions of the Passarino-

Veltman function near q0 ' 0 with the output we got using Package-X [91].
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FIG. 9: The CLs at 95% CL projected on the mass of the charged Higgs mass (mH±) and the mass of

the Majorana DM (mN ) for different signal regions for the SR-SF-0J and SR-SF-1J categories. The

exclusions are shown for different Inclusive SRs which depend on the range of the MT2 variable. The

shaded light navy area is forbidden by the constraint mH± > mN required by DM stability.
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Region SR-SF-0J SR-SF-0J SR-SF-0J SR-SF-0J

MT2 (GeV) ∈ [100,∞) ∈ [160,∞) ∈ [100, 120) ∈ [120, 160)

Observed events 147 37 53 57

Fitted backgrounds 144± 12 37.3± 3.0 56± 6 51± 5

mH± ,mN = (200, 10) GeV 109.6 36.7 23.9 48.9

mH± ,mN = (200, 142) GeV 1.7 0.0 1.5 0.2

Region SR-SF-1J SR-SF-1J SR-SF-1J SR-SF-1J

MT2 (GeV) ∈ [100,∞) ∈ [160,∞) ∈ [100, 120) ∈ [120, 160)

Observed events 120 29 55 36

Fitted backgrounds 124± 12 36± 5 48± 8 40± 4

mH± ,mN = (200, 10) GeV 53.7 19.1 11.3 23.4

mH± ,mN = (200, 142) GeV 1.3 0.0 1.2 0.1

TABLE III: Observed and expected background event yields for the ‘same flavor’ (SF) inclu-

sive signal regions SRs (those numbers are taken from [48]). For reference, we show the num-

ber of events in the SRs for few benchmark points in our model corresponding to (mH± ,mN ) =

(200, 10), and(200, 142) GeV.

where L represents the recorded integrated luminosity (139 fb−1), εs is the cumulative efficiency

within the SR, and σ = σ(pp→ H+H−jj)×BR2
H±→`±N is the merged production cross section

of the Charged Higgs pairs. For each defined signal region, the observed event yield (nobs), the

fitted background yields (nb), and the uncertainty on the background predictions (∆nb) are

provided (see Table III for details). A large number of toy experiments, denoted by Ntoys, is

generated where in each round the pb and pb+s probabilities are calculated following the steps:

• The expected number of background events (Nb) is generated randomly from a Gaus-

sian distribution where its mean is Nb and its standard deviation is ∆nb. The actual

background events number (Ñb) is obtained by using Nb as parameter from Poisson dis-

tribution. Hence, the background probability pb reads:

pb =
Ntoys(Ñb ≤ nobs)

Ntoys

, (B2)

where Ntoys(Ñb ≤ nobs)
7 illustrates the toy experiments number in which the condition

Ñb ≤ nobs is verified.

• The second step consists of computing the signal-plus-background probability pb+s. To

get the latter probability, the actual number of signal-plus-background events (Ñs + Ñb)

7 We note that only the number of toy experiments yielding positive Nb are retained.
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Region SR-SF-0J SR-SF-0J SR-SF-0J SR-SF-0J

MT2 (GeV) ∈ [100,∞) ∈ [160,∞) ∈ [100, 120) ∈ [120, 160)

Backgrounds (Linear) 3107± 258 805± 64 1208± 129 1100± 107

Backgrounds (Poisson) 3107± 55 805± 13 1208± 27 1100± 23

mH± ,mN = (500, 10) GeV 125.2 105.7 6.5 12.9

mH± ,mN = (500, 425) GeV 12.9 0.06 8.6 4.3

Region SR-SF-1J SR-SF-1J SR-SF-1J SR-SF-1J

MT2 (GeV) ∈ [100,∞) ∈ [160,∞) ∈ [100, 120) ∈ [120, 160)

Backgrounds (Linear) 2676± 259 777± 108 1036± 172 863± 86

Backgrounds (Poisson) 2676± 55 777± 23 1036± 37 863± 18

mH± ,mN = (500, 10) GeV 88.5 75.5 4.3 8.6

mH± ,mN = (500, 425) GeV 8.6 0.2 4.3 4.3

TABLE IV: Expected background event yields, at L = 3000 fb−1, for the ‘same flavor’ (SF) inclusive

signal regions SRs estimated by extrapolating the results in Table III. The uncertainties on the back-

ground yields are computed by extrapolating the errors at the LHC139fb−1 linearly (assuming they

are dominated by systematic uncertainties) or according to a Poisson distribution (assuming they are

dominated by statistics). For reference, we show the number of events in the SRs for few benchmark

points in our model corresponding to (mH± ,mN ) = (500, 10), and (500, 425) GeV.

is generated randomly following a Poisson distribution using the ns + Nb parameter.

Therefore, in this case the probability, pb+s, can be defined by

pb+s =
Ntoys(Ñs + Ñb ≤ nobs)

Ntoys

, (B3)

with Ntoys(Ñs + Ñb ≤ nobs) represents the number of toy experiments8 in which the

condition Ñs + Ñb ≤ nobs is satisfied.

The obtained values of the background probability (pb) and and the signal-plus-background

probability (pb+s) in B2 and B3, respectively, are then used to compute the CLs which reads as

CLs = max

(
0, 1− pb+s

pb

)
. (B4)

In Fig. 9, we display the exclusion contours projected on the charged Higgs mass (mH±),

and the Majorana DM mass, (mN), for all inclusive signal regions. It can clearly be seen that

the SR-SF-0J implies more constraining power compared to SR-SF-1J category. Therefore,

the strongest exclusion comes from the SR-SF-0J with MT2 ∈ [160,∞) which rules out the

8 We note that only the number of toy experiments yielding positive Nb + ns are retained.
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charged Higgs masses up to 380 GeV. As matter of fact, the search itself does not constrain

small mass splittings; i.e. mH± −mN < 50 GeV.

In our work we use MadAnalysis [93] to cope with these limits at the expected luminosity

L = 3000 fb−1. First, the number of expected background events in this case is calculated as:

n3000
b =

3000

139
nb = 21.58 nb. (B5)

Moreoever, the number of observed events (nobs) will be set to the extrapolated background

event yields, i.e. n3000
obs = n3000

b . Consequently, the extrapolated errors can be computed as:

∆n3000
b = 21.58 ∆b,syst ⊕ 4.64 ∆b,stat. (B6)

Table IV lists the extrapolated event yields for the backgrounds and the signals. One should

mention that the uncertainties on the background contributions are assumed to be dominated

by just the statistical errors.
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