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We present a version of the Type II Seesaw mechanism for parametrically small Dirac neutrino
masses. Our model starts from an SU(2)L ⊗ SU(2)′ ⊗ U(1)X gauge extension of the Standard Model
involving a sector of mirror fermions. A bidoublet scalar with a very small vacuum expectation value
connects the SM leptons with their mirror counterparts and we can identify the mirror neutrino
with the right-handed neutrino. Similar to the conventional Type II Seesaw, our particle spectrum
features singly- and doubly-charged scalars. The strong CP problem is solved by a discrete exchange
symmetry between the two sectors that forces the contributions of quarks and mirror quarks to the
strong CP phase to cancel each other. We discuss the low-energy phenomenology, comment on the
cosmological implications of this scenario and indicate how to realize successful Dirac leptogenesis.

I.

The Type II Seesaw mechanism [1–5] offers an approach
to parametrically small neutrino masses, that is somewhat orthogonal to Type I Seesaw schemes involving
fermionic messengers [6–10]. For Majorana neutrino
masses, one needs to incorporate a weak isotriplet field
with hypercharge −1. One finds that the vacuum expectation value (vev) v∆ of the super-heavy scalar triplet ∆
with mass µ2∆ is induced by the vev v of the Standard
Model (SM)-like Higgs v∆ ≃ κv 2 /µ2∆ , where κ is the dimensionful coupling for the term κH∆H. This occurs
because after H gets a vev, the aforementioned term biases the triplet potential in one direction such that a nontrivial minimum can appear despite the fact that µ2∆ > 0.
Since such a triplet breaks the custodial symmetry of the
SM scalar potential, its vev is tightly constrained to lie
below the GeV scale [11] by the observed ratio of the W ±
and Z boson masses encoded in the ρ-parameter [12]. A
typical feature of such scalar extensions for either tree- or
loop-level Majorana neutrino masses [13–15] is the presence of double charged scalars whose production at colliders provides a smoking gun signature for these scenarios.
As so far there is no compelling experimental or theoretical indication to consider only Majorana neutrinos,
the field of Dirac model building has received renewed
attention in the last years. It is possible to construct
Dirac equivalents of all conventional Seesaw mechanisms
[16, 17]. The usual approach for light Dirac neutrino
masses is to start with a symmetry forbidding the treelevel mass term from the Standard Model (SM) Higgs
doublet. Small neutrino masses at tree-level can then be
realized by inducing a small vev for a new Higgs doublet
[18–21]. In gauge extensions of the SM like the left-right
symmetric model (LRSM) SU(2)L ⊗ SU(2)R ⊗ U(1)B-L
[22–26] or “mirror-sector” constructions [27, 28], the role
of the doublet can be played by a bidoublet field [29–31],
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FIG. 1. Diagrammatic representation of the Type II Dirac
Seesaw mechanism. ν (ν ′ ) is embedded in the doublet l (l′ ).
The mirror neutrino ν ′ plays the role of the right-chiral neutrino and the heavy scalar Φ is integrated out.

whereas in SU(3)C ⊗ SU(3)L ⊗ U(1)X models [32] Higgs
triplets of SU(3)L are needed [33, 34]. In contrast to the
Majorana case with its doubly-charged scalars, these scenarios feature only singly-charged ones, which are quite
generic from a beyond the Standard Model (BSM) perspective. In this work we set out to close this gap by
constructing a Dirac neutrino mass model with the same
singly- and doubly-charged scalar spectrum as the original Type II Seesaw. Our starting point is the original
mirror fermion scenario of reference [35] that was designed to solve the strong CP problem with the help of
a discrete exchange symmetry. In recent years it was
shown [36, 37] that one does not need to copy the entire
SU(2) ⊗ U(1) structure of the SM, but that the gauge
group of the form SU(2)L ⊗ SU(2)′ ⊗ U(1)X similar to the
LRSM is already enough. While the proposal [36, 37]
used additional singlet fermions to form a Type I Seesaw, our approach is to include the following bidoublet
scalar
 0

ϕ1 ϕ−
2
Φ=
∼ (1, 2, 2, −1)
(1)
−−
ϕ−
1 ϕ2
that couples to the SM and mirror leptons that are doublets under the two different SU(2) groups via the interaction Yν lΦ† l′ . The scalar potential contains a trilinear
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TABLE I. Charges and representations for the SM and mirror
sector fields as well as the bidoublet Φ. All spinors are left2πi
chiral and we use the notation of [38]. We use ω ≡ e 3 .

is interchanged with the CP-conjugate of the corresponding mirror field [40]. The symmetry exchanges the SU(2)
gauge fields with each other. For the gluon and the X boson the symmetry just acts on the spacetime arguments.
Φ gets mapped to its own CP-conjugate. The transformation properties of all fields are summarized in table
I. Up to the inclusion of the bidoublet this setup corresponds to model C of [36]. We use the two-component
spinor formalism of [38]1 . U(1)X acts like hypercharge
on all SU(2)L multiplets and SU(2)L ⊗ SU(2)′ singlets.
Compared to the usual LRSM the abelian charges of all
mirror doublets have the opposite sign, which is why we
can not identify U(1)X with U(1)B-L . It is worth pointing
out that an SU(2)L ⊗ SU(2)′ bidoublet has exactly the
same electric charge matrix as an SU(2)L triplet, so by
charging it under U(1)X we obtain the desired electrically
doubly charged component. The fermion sector is given
by

term involving all Higgs multiplets κHΦ† H ′ that induces
a small vev far below the electroweak scale

Lq = Yu qH † u + Yd qHd + Yu′ q ′ H ′† u′ + Yd′ q ′ H ′ d , (4)
Ll = Yl lHe + Yl′ l′ H ′ e′ ,
(5)
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κ v v′
vΦ ≃ − √ 2 ≪ v,
2µΦ

(2)

where µΦ ≫ v, v ′ is the bare mass of Φ and v (v ′ ) the
vev of H (H ′ ). In this context we introduced the dimensionful parameter
κ < 0. The neutrino mass is given by
√
mν = Yν vΦ / 2 without the need for small Yν and figure
1 depicts a diagrammatic representation of this mechanism. After introducing the discrete symmetry and the
particle spectrum in section II, we deal with the vacuum
structure and the bosonic masses in sections III and IV.
The strong CP problem is the focus of section V and we
demonstrate that loop corrections from the bidoublet do
not spoil the symmetry-based solution to this problem.
Following a brief discussion of low-energy constraints in
VI we consider the cosmological implications of our setup,
especially for Dirac leptogenesis in VII. The entire scalar
potential can be found in appendix A and the sufficient
conditions for vacuum stability in appendix B. Appendix
C gives some additional details about the effective operator needed for leptogenesis.
II.

THE MODEL

This solution to the strong CP problem hinges on a discrete exchange symmetry called generalized Parity [39]
or Higgs-Parity [36, 37] that acts on the SM and mirror
sector (indicated by a prime) via
ψ(t, ~x) → iσ2 ψ ′∗ (t, −~x),

(3)

where σ2 is the second Pauli matrix contracted with the
spinor index, which is absent for the bosonic fields. Note
that this symmetry is distinct from the typical exchange
symmetry between both sectors, as every SM matter field

Lport. = Yν lΦ† l′ + λe lHe′ + λ′e l′ H ′ e.

(6)

The SM (mirror) quarks and charged leptons obtain their
masses solely from the vev of H (H ′ ). Non-observation
of new colored fermion enforces a mirror scale of v ′ &
108 GeV [39, 41, 42]. As a consequence of the U(1)X
charge assignment there is no coupling between SM and
mirror quarks and no coupling of the bidoublet to any
kind of quarks. We do not add electrically neutral singlet
fermions. In the lepton sector of (6) there are three portal
operators. The first one is the aforementioned coupling
to Φ and the other two mix the electrically charged SM
and mirror leptons. In this study we want to focus on the
Type II Dirac Seesaw portal, which is why we assume a
lepton-specific Z3 symmetry (see the table I) under which
2πi
l, e′ transform as ω 2 and l′ , e as ω with ω ≡ e 3 that
′
removes the terms ∝ λe , λe . We can estimate the masses
of the Dirac neutrinos from the vev (2) to be
 
 
2

mν
v′
5 × 1010 GeV
|κ|
·
·
≃ Yν ·
.
0.1 eV
1 GeV
109 GeV
µΦ
(7)
To avoid large loop corrections to the bidoublet mass
we will take |κ| ≪ µΦ . We choose a small value for
|κ| following the cosmological requirement for baryogenesis in equation (35) of section VII. Setting κ → 0
enhances the symmetry of the scalar potential [19, 43]
since without the trilinear term in the potential (A3) we
can rephase each multiplet independently, which is why
a small value for |κ| is technically natural [44]. If we assume that SM and mirror fermions have the same global
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Arrows on fermion lines denote the chirality structure and not
the flow of fermion number. A bar is part of the particle label
and does not denote any kind of conjugation.

3
B-L charge spectrum, then the mixed anomalies with the
non-abelian gauge groups cancel separately for each sector. In this picture we see that the combined appearance
of the terms Yν lΦ† l′ and κHΦ† H ′ violates B-L by two
units (as in Type II Seesaw models), because H, H ′ are
uncharged. The gauge symmetries and particle spectrum
ensure that l, l′ do not pick up any Majorana mass terms
allowed by ∆(B-L) = 2, because they can only couple to
each other via Φ, but never to themselves in the absence
of scalar SU(2)L and SU(2)′ triplets.
III.

VACUUM STRUCTURE

The vev of the neutral component of H ′ breaks SU(2)′ ⊗
U(1)X → U(1)Y and the discrete symmetry (3), followed
by the usual electroweak symmetry breaking induced by
the vev of H. Φ contributes as a small perturbation to
the spontaneous symmetry breaking (SSB) of all aforementioned symmetries due to its tiny vev. We expand
the multiplets into their components and assign vevs as
!
 vΦ 
 v 
v′
√
√
√
0
′
2
2
2
, Φ→
H→
. (8)
, H →
0 0
0
0
There are two ways to generate the phenomenologically
required hierarchy v ′ ≫ v between the mirror and SM
Higgs vevs: The first approach [45] is to include soft
breaking of the discrete exchange symmetry in the scalar
2
2
potential µ21 |H| + µ22 |H ′ | with µ21 ≪ µ22 . It was shown
recently [46] that this soft breaking leads to two-loop
contributions to the strong CP phase θ (see section V)
in the original universal Seesaw model by [45] regenerating the θ angle that was cancelled at tree-level. As of
now there exists no similar analysis on the impact of soft
breaking for the class of mirror sector models we are employing, so to be conservative we do not use this scheme.
A second mechanism was presented by [36] that relies
on tuning the quartic couplings of the scalar potential
in appendix A: If the mixed quartic coupling λ′ in the
potential (A2) is set to zero, the scalar potential develops an unbroken custodial SU(4) symmetry and one can
view the lighter SM-like Higgs as the Goldstone-boson
of this accidental symmetry. This idea is similar to the
situation in the Twin-Higgs model [40], where asymmetric vacua with v 6= v ′ also require explicit breaking of an
accidental custodial SU(4) [47]. However in those models
the equivalent of the exchange symmetry (3) is typically
softly broken as well [47], whereas here the breaking is
only spontaneous. At leading order one finds [36]
s
−λ′eff ′
κ2
µH
′
, v≃
v with λ′eff ≡ λ′ − 2 . (9)
v ≃
λH
2λH
µΦ
λ′eff includes the threshold correction to λ′ from integrating out the bidoublet. We require λ′eff < 0 for a real v
and |λ′eff | ≪ λH for the hierarchy v ′ ≫ v [36]. The selfcoupling of the SM-like Higgs h is modified by threshold

corrections from integrating out both H ′ , Φ


λ′
λh eff ≡ λ′eff 1 + eff .
λH

(10)

In the original model of [36] without a bidoublet, a real
v needs a small λ′ < 0 at the high scale µRGE = v ′ ,
which is why in this construction, v ′ is identified with
the electroweak instability scale

(11)
v ′ ≃ 109 − 1012 GeV.

RGE effects dominated by the top quark Yukawa then
drive the Higgs self-coupling λh to its positive O(0.1)
value at low energies. Here we find that λ′eff plays the
role of λ′ . The smallness and sign of this mixed quartic could be understood as the result of the threshold correction [48] from Φ, but since we actually have
κ2 /µ2Φ ≃ mν κ/(Yν vv ′ ) ≪ 1 the correction to λ′ is completely negligible. Due to the smallness of λ′ , one should
in principle also include the leading order corrections
from the Coleman-Weinberg potential [49] which imply
′
−3
that λCW
[37] and we do not expect the
h eff (v ) ≃ −10
threshold corrections from our new field Φ to change this
result. Note that since both vΦ , v depend on v ′ (see (2)
and (9)) the minima are all aligned. As far as naturalness
is concerned, the small vev vΦ in (2) is technically natural [44] and one may argue along the lines of [36, 40], that
the hierarchy between v and v ′ does not lead to a separate hierarchy problem besides the usual one. Of course
there will be loop corrections from the heavy Φ, which
could be cured by compositeness or supersymmetry at
the bidoublet mass scale µΦ > 1010 GeV. If we consider
the vevs vi to have phases βi then gauge transformations
with the transformation parameters ω, ω ′ , ωX shift the
phases to be2 [50]
1
1
(ω − ωX ) , β ′ → β ′ + (ω ′ − ωX ) , (12)
2
2
1
βΦ → βΦ + (ω + ω ′ ) − ωX .
(13)
2
β→β+

If we set β, β ′ locally to zero this induces the shift
βΦ → βΦ − β − β ′ for the phase of vΦ . The minimization
conditions of the scalar potential enforce that
0=

∂V
∂V
κ v v ′ vΦ
∂V
√
sin (βΦ − β − β ′ ) ,
=
−
=
=
∂β
∂β ′
∂βΦ
2
(14)

which implies that the physical phase for the vev vΦ is
zero. In other words, there is no spontaneous CP violation [51] in this model. The exchange symmetry (3) only
enforces Yν = Yν† , so the PMNS Dirac phase would come
from this matrix if the charged lepton Yukawa Yl were
purely real.
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Note the slight abuse of notation for the passive gauge transformations.

4
IV.

SCALARS AND GAUGE BOSONS

The scalar spectrum√ consists of three CP even neutral
scalars√ h, h′ , hΦ = 2 Re(ϕ01 ) and one CP odd scalar
aΦ = 2 Im(ϕ01 ) with the masses
p
p
mh ≃ 2λh v, mh′ ≃ 2λH v ′ ,
(15)
(16)
m h Φ ≃ m aΦ ≃ µΦ ,
where we used the low energy value λh ≃ 0.129 for the
self-coupling of the SM like Higgs. h, h′ mix primarily
with each other via their quartic interaction and the small
mixing angle is approximately 1/2(1 + λ′eff /λH )v/v ′ . The
dominant source of mixing between h (h′ ) and hΦ comes
from the trilinear term and is ≃ κv ′ (v)/µ2Φ . The same
expression holds for the mixing between the “wouldbe-Nambu-Goldstone-bosons”(NGB)of the Z (Z ′ ) gauge
bosons (see the end of this section) with aΦ . Addition±
ally there are two singly-charged scalars ϕ±
1 , ϕ2 and one
±±
doubly-charged scalar ϕ2 present. Their approximately
degenerate masses read
mϕ± ≃ mϕ± ≃ mϕ±± ≃ µΦ .
1

2

2

(17)

±
There is also mixing between ϕ±
1 (ϕ2 ) and the “wouldbe-NGB” of the charged gauge bosons W ± (W ′± ) of the
order of ≃ κv ′ (v)/µ2Φ . When it comes to the charged
gauge bosons we obtain
q
q
g
g
2,
2.
v 2 + vΦ
mW ′ =
v ′2 + vΦ
(18)
mW =
2
2

There is no mass mixing between the charged gauge
bosons at tree-level since Φ only has one vev [52]. Mixing
could arise from loop diagrams involving the tree-level
mixing between the electrically charged SM and mirror
leptons in (6), which we have set to zero via another discrete symmetry. In the neutral gauge boson sector we
find in addition to the massless photon that
p
2
g v 2 + vΦ
g cos(θW )2 ′
mZ ≃
, mZ ′ ≃
v,
(19)
2 cos(θW )
2 cos(2θW )

where we employed the weak mixing angle defined in (20).
It is evident that the bidoublet vev contributes with the
same strength to mW and mZ , which means that the
SM prediction for the electroweak ρ-parameter [12, 53]
defined as ρ ≡ m2W /(m2Z cos(θW )2 ) is unchanged. To understand why, note that after the SSB of SU(2)′ ⊗ U(1)X
down to U(1)Y , the multiplet Φ decomposes into two
t
with Y = −1/2 and
SU(2)L doublets Φ1 ≡ ϕ01 , ϕ−
1

−
−− t
with Y = −3/2. Since only the neutral
Φ2 ≡ ϕ2 , ϕ2
component of Φ1 develops a vev the contribution of Φ to
the SM gauge boson masses reduces to the one in a TwoHiggs-doublet model. This is why at tree-level our model
does not modify the ρ-parameter and it can not help to
address the tentative tension in the W ± boson mass reported by the CDF collaboration [54]. Moreover, unlike

for the electroweak triplet needed for the conventional
Type II Seesaw, here the ρ-parameter does not force the
small vev to be below the GeV-scale [11]. In principle,
there could also be one-loop gauge boson self-energy diagrams with e.g. hΦ and ϕ±
1 running in the loop [55].
The shift in the relevant electroweak precision observables [56, 57] will roughly depend on their mass splitting
via (m2hΦ − m2ϕ± )/µ2Φ . However, since we assume all mass
1
splittings to be small compared to the largest scale in the
scalar potential µ2Φ and since the contribution will essentially decouple for large bidoublet masses, our model can
not help ameliorate the CDF tension [54]. When it comes
to the mixing between the neutral gauge bosons the situation simplifies in the limit vΦ → 0: There are only two
mixing angles required. The electroweak mixing angle is
defined via3 [45]
gX
sin(θW )
=p
g
cos(2θW )

(20)

and the angle between the physical Z, Z ′ [45] reads
p
sin(θW )2 cos(2θW )  v 2
sin(γ) =
.
(21)
cos(θW )4
v′
Turning on vΦ only leads to a sub-dominant modifications of the angle γ as long as vΦ ≪ v.
V.

STRONG CP PROBLEM

The physical CP violating parameter θ = θQCD + θchir.
is conventionally split into the contribution of the QCD
theta-term and the part θchir. = arg (det (Mu Md )) arising from the up- and down-type quark mass matrices
Mu , Md . Following from the fact that the topological
vacuum selection parameter θQCD arises because of nonperturbative QCD dynamics and due to its origin as the
coefficient of a non-vanishing surface term [58], one might
argue that θQCD is unlike all other dimensionless parameters of the SM such as gauge or Yukawa couplings and
more akin to a boundary condition. In the SM, the electroweak part θchir. only receives finite loop corrections at
three-loop order and diverges at seven loops [59], which is
fundamentally different from e.g. the hierarchy problem
of the Higgs mass. In recent years, a new perspective on
the strong CP problem has emerged [60, 61] that relies on
a careful analysis of the boundary condition for the path
integral and the infinite spacetime volume limit, suggesting that the strong CP violation disappears for the mathematically correct order of limites. In the present work
we take the smallness of θ at face value and follow the

3

The discrete exchange symmetry requires the SU(2)′ ⊗ SUL (2)
couplings g ′ , g to be equal at high scales and we neglect the
differences in their RGE running here.
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h′ Z ′ hΦ
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FIG. 2. Two- (left) and three-loop (right) Feynman diagrams leading to phases in the quark mass matrices contributing to
θ = θchir. in this model. h′ , Z ′ , hΦ and ϕ±
1 only couple to the SM quarks via suppressed mixing. For the three- loop diagrams
we did not indicate the internal chirality structure and the labels of the internal quark fields, because for h, hΦ there is a mass
insertion ∝ hHi after the first vertex and in the Z ′ case there is the same kind of insertion before the sixth vertex.

UV symmetry based BSM approach [35, 45, 62–65] to
“explain” its tiny value. For recent work that directly
ties the smallness of θ to a different Dirac neutrino mass
generation mechanism see [66]. Owing to the fact that
the discrete exchange symmetry defined in (3) imposes
θQCD = 0 we only need to care about the quark contribution. Following reference [36] there could exist a
dimension six operator allowed by the discrete exchange
symmetry in (3)

c6
(22)
H † H − H ′† H ′ Gµν G̃µν
2
ΛUV

that regenerates θQCD after the H ′ obtains a vev. This
leads to the requirement of v ′ < 1013 GeV for a cut-off
scale of ΛUV = MPl. and order one Wilson coefficient c6 ,
to stay within the observational bound of θ < 10−10 [67–
70]. For the given particle content this operator is not
realized at the loop level. The mass matrix for either upt
type or down-type quarks in the basis (q ′ , q) and (q, q ′ )
with q = u, d, where we have suppressed generation indices, reads
!
′
0
Yq′ √v 2
Mq =
.
(23)
0
Yq √v2
Because the exchange symmetry (3) sets Yq′ = Yq∗ [36]
arg (det (Mq )) = −


vv ′
arg det (Yq ) det Yq′
2

(24)

vanishes, meaning that the SM and mirror sector phases
cancel each other out [35]. Since neither Yq nor Yq′ are
required to be real, they source the CKM phase for the
SM and mirror sector and one does not need a separate
sector to do so unlike in the case for Nelson-Barr models [63, 64]. The presence of the bidoublet field does not
change this picture as it does not couple to quarks. Reference [71] demonstrated that integrating out the heavy
mirror quarks does not generate phases for the SM quark
Yukawas via RGE effects. So far we have only worked
at tree-level. Radiative corrections to the quark masses
at one-loop level all turn out to be real valued. Twoloop diagrams with two W ± running in the loops have

the correct complex couplings from the CKM matrix but
the wrong chirality structure [59]. That leaves us with
two options: Either we replace one of the W ± with the
charged scalar ϕ±
1 , that couples to quarks via its mixing
with the “would-be-NGB” of the W ± , and add a mass
insertion for the right-chirality structure (see the left diagram in figure 2)

θ

(2)

α
≃
π



κv ′
µ2Φ

2

m2q m2q
,
m2W µ2Φ

(25)

or we add a third loop with a neutral boson [59] depicted
on the right in figure 2

θ(3) ≃

 α 3
π

 2 m2
q
v
2
′

!3 

 v  mh′2 2
m2q
v 4 mq mq
v′
m2 m2

m2W
  W Z′


 κv′ 2 m2q
µ2Φ

µ2Φ

(h′ ),
(Z ′ ),

(26)

(hΦ ).

In the above estimates we have dropped order one and
loop factors. m2q must be a combination of two different quark masses due to CKM unitarity and α denotes
the fine-structure constant. All of the above contributions are negligibly small due to large BSM mediator
masses and small mixing angles. For instance the factor
κv ′ /µ2Φ ≃ mν /(Yν v) ≃ 10−12 for Yν = O(1) appearing for
the bidoublet scalars is already sufficient to suppress the
loop diagrams below the current experimental bounds of
θ < 10−10 [67–70] and the small ratio v/v ′ achieves the
same. Leptonic loops involving the Yν coupling occur at
even higher orders and are even more negligible. Consequently we find that the leading contribution arises from
purely SM effects at three loops (two virtual
W ± and one

−16
[59] which corvirtual gluon) and reads θ ≃ O 10
responds to an electric dipole moment of the neutron of
about O 10−31 e cm [59]. Unfortunately this is still out
of reach for current and future experiments, that are
 expected to probe dipole moments down to O 10−27 e cm
[72–74].
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γ

γ

ϕ∓
2

ϕ∓
1

hHi
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µ

ν′

hΦi

ν

µ

ν

l′

ν′

FIG. 3. One-loop Feynman diagrams contributing to the magnetic moments of the muon (left) and neutrinos (right). The
photon line in the second diagram can be attached to the electrically charged mirror lepton inside the loop as well. For this
diagram the mass insertion can also appear on the incoming line, so that we get a second set of diagrams with l, ϕ∓
2 running
in the loop.

VI.

the full transition dipole form factor and find the partial
width [87]

LOW-ENERGY PHENOMENOLOGY

Tree-level exchange of ϕ−
2 leads to a BSM contribution
to muon decay of [75]
Γ(µ− →

X
i,j

e− νi′† νj′ ) ≃

m5µ X
1
6144π 3 µ4Φ i,j

∗

(Yν )µi (Yν )ej

2

,

(27)

which modifies the Michel-parameters (ρ, δ, ξ) [76, 77] encoding the angular and energy distribution of the decay
relative to the SM. Using the methods of [78] we find that
ρ = ξδ = 3/4δ = 3/16|gS |2 when compared to the SM
where the number on the right hand side is one. In this
context we have defined
gS ≡

v2 X
∗
(Yν )µi (Yν )µj ,
2µ2Φ i,j

(28)

which is currently constrained to be smaller than 0.55
[79, 80] not imposing any stringent limits on our scenario with super-heavy scalars. Note that the previous
bound was derived using left-chiral neutrinos scattering
off charged leptons [80–84], whereas our decay involves
the ν ′ of opposite chirality, so we expect that the limit on
gS in our model would be even weaker due to additional
neutrino mass insertions. Loops involving ϕ±
2 generate a
correction to the magnetic dipole moment of the muon
depicted in the left diagram of figure 3 of
e
∆aµ ≃
96π



mµ
µΦ

2

X

(Yν )µj (Yν )∗µj .

(29)

j=e,µ,τ

Here, there is no chiral enhancement inside the loop and
the correct chirality structure is obtained from a mass
insertion on the external legs (see figure 3), hence the
dependence on mµ . For masses of µΦ ≃ 1010 GeV (see

(7)), the shift in the magnetic moment is of O 10−36 ,
which is far too small to explain the deviation of ∆aµ =
(251 ± 59) × 10−11 observed by the BNL [85] and FNL
[86] collaborations. We can reuse this result to estimate

BR (µ → eγ)
≃α
8 × 10−8



v
µΦ

4

2

X

∗
(Yν )µj (Yν )ej

. (30)

j=e,µ,τ

Compared to the present experimental limit of
BR (µ → eγ) < 4.2 × 10−13 [88] set by the MEG collaboration and the future projection of 6 × 10−14 from
MEG II [89], our scenario leads to branching ratios of
O(10−40 ) for the µΦ in (7) and is therefore not excluded. Since the bidoublet only connects leptons and
mirror leptons, the process µ− → e− e+ e− occurs via a
penguin diagram with the same dipole form factor as
before so we can estimate BR (µ− → e− e+ e− ) ≃ 7 ×
10−3 BR (µ → eγ) [90], which is compatible with the current bound BR (µ− → e− e+ e− ) < 10−12 from [91] and
the projected sensitivity of O(10−15 ) of the Mu3e experiment [92]. The analogous decays of τ leptons are
typically less constrained and also do not set any significant bounds on our scenario. Similarly we can estimate
the neutrino magnetic moment, where there are two di±
′
agrams involving the coupling of ϕ±
1 (ϕ2 ) to ν (ν ) depicted on the right side of figure 3:
(µν )ii =

µB me (mν )i
16π 2
µ2Φ

X

∗

(Yν )ij (Yν )ij

(31)

j=e,µ,τ

Both diagrams contribute with the same strength as ϕ±
1
and ϕ±
2 are mass degenerate, see (17). Here the factor of me does not arise from any chirality enhancement but rather from the definition of the Bohr magneton µB ≡ e/(2me ). Again we observe mass insertions on the external legs (see figure 3) for the rightchirality structure explaining the mν dependence. The
most stringent limit on neutrino magnetic moments of
µν < 6.3 × 10−12 µB comes from the XENONnT experiment [93] and our estimate for the aforementioned
masses reads µν ≃ O(10−36 ) µB , far below the bound.
The singly-charged scalars ϕ±
1,2 have to be heavier than
O(100 GeV) to escape direct production at colliders [94–
97]. If we were to turn on the couplings ∝ λe , λ′e between
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the charged SM and mirror leptons the ϕ±±
could pro2
duce same-sign di-lepton signatures, similar to the canonical Type II Seesaw. Current collider searches [98] place a
bound of mϕ±± > 800 GeV and a future 100 TeV proton2
proton collider could probe masses up to 4.5 TeV [99].
In this scenario, the exchange of the neutral hΦ can induce a contact interaction between the SM leptons, which
evades the LEP bound [100] due to the large µΦ and potentially small mixing between SM and mirror leptons.
For the smallest allowed v ′ ≃ 109 GeV, we find that the
mirror electron (see the discussion above (32) in the next
section) would have a mass of ≃ 2 TeV, potentially accessible at colliders.

VII.

COSMOLOGY

In the early universe the discrete exchange symmetry in
(3) is spontaneously broken by the vev of the heavy doublet H ′ , leading to the presence of topological defects,
which can overclose the universe if they are stable [101–
103]. There exist basically two remedies for this conundrum: One may either include small bias terms [103, 104]
in the scalar potential, explicitly breaking the discrete
symmetry and thereby leading to domain wall decay. The
explicit breaking might then manifest [46] as a contribution to θ at low energies similar to the soft breaking discussed in section III. Alternatively [105], if the domain
walls are formed before or during the exponential expansion phase of cosmic inflation, they will be diluted by the
expansion of spacetime. The second scenario requires
that the symmetry is broken before or during inflation
and does not get restored afterwards, which can be satisfied for a reheating temperature of TRH < v ′ [106]. Since
the discrete exchange symmetry relates the SM and mirror Yukawas, we expect a similar mass spectrum in the
mirror sector up to factors of v ′ /v of course. This means
that, as long as we turn of the lepton-mirror lepton mixing in (6) via the Z3 symmetry in table I, the mirror
electron e′ is the lightest stable electrically charged particle of the mirror sector. To avoid the stringent bounds
[107–110] on the number density of such charged thermal
relics [111], we require the reheating temperature to be
TRH < me′ ≃ 2 × 10−6 · v ′ ,

(32)

corresponding to TRH < 2 × (103 − 106 ) GeV for v ′ =
(109 − 1012 ) GeV. This reheating could either occur
from the dynamics of the oscillating inflaton condensate
or from a second unrelated epoch of intermediate matter domination [112]. Alternatively one might consider
asymmetric reheating scenarios [113, 114], in which the
SM and mirror sector are reheated to different temperatures. As a consequence of the large hierarchy between
v and v ′ , the mirror neutrinos never equilibrate with the
SM plasma via gauge or Yukawa interactions and are
only produced via freeze-in [115, 116]. Since the present
setup only doubles the SU(2) gauge group of the SM,

without introducing a second U(1), there is no dark photon. Thus the associated problem of large amounts of
dark radiation from mirror neutrinos and a dark photon,
that typically plaques mirror sector models [113], is absent. For 2 → 2 scattering producing ν ′ from the SM, hΦ
exchange is completely negligible due to its large mass.
Z exchange via Z − Z ′ mixing (see (21)) leads to
4 ( TRH 3
 9
10 GeV
∆Neff.
100 GeV

 (TRH . v),
≃
O(10−14 )
v′
0.1 · 1TTeV
(TRH ≫ v),
RH

(33)

and we find that out-of-equilibrium Z decays to two ν ′
4
would give ∆Neff. ≃ 10−15 109 GeV/v ′ . These yields
are at least two orders of magnitude smaller than the contribution ∆Neff. ≃ 7.5 × 10−12 from out-of-equilibrium
Higgs decays [116], provided that TRH & mh , and Higgs
mediated scattering leads to ∆Neff. < 10−10 . Seesaw
mechanisms are often invoked to realize baryogenesis via
the leptogenesis mechanism [117]. For the standard outof-equilibrium decay scenario it has long been known
that scalar triplet leptogenesis [118] requires at least two
triplets or insertions of heavy neutrinos to generate the
required CP violation. Otherwise there would be no
imaginary part in the interference term between the treelevel decay and its one-loop self-energy and vertex corrections. This conclusion also holds for Dirac Seesaw models
[29, 119] and we could consider the channel Φ → ll′ . We
emphasize that the low reheating temperature in (32) is
in tension with the high scale > O(1010 GeV) bidoublet
mass, which is why non-thermal leptogenesis [120] would
be required. For perturbative decays of an inflaton with
mass mI > 2µΦ , and a total
√ decay width ΓI responsible
for reheating via TRH ∼ ΓI MPl. , the baryon asymmetry normalized to entropy at the end of reheating would
be given by [121]
nB
42
TRH
.
≃−
ε BR
s
79
mI

(34)

Here BR denotes the branching ratio of inflaton decays to
bidoublets and ε is the previously mentioned CP violating decay parameter depending on the mass spectrum of
the different bidoublet generations [29]. As for all Dirac
leptogenesis scenarios [122], equal and opposite asymmetries in l and l′ are produced. If the SU(2)′ sphalerons
are fast during or after the asymmetry generation, then
the asymmetry in l′ will be transferred into a mirror
baryon asymmetry, which will be equal and opposite to
the baryon asymmetry produced via SU(2)L sphalerons
from the l asymmetry. Since there is no direct interaction coupling baryons to mirror baryons, the respective
asymmetries will not equilibrate to zero and remain separately conserved. The authors of [123, 124] put forth a
very economical framework unifying Higgs inflation [125]
and the conventional Type II Seesaw, where the coherent
rotation of the complex triplet in field space during inflation facilitates leptogenesis via the Affleck-Dine mechanism [126]. In this picture, the Sakharov conditions
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[127] are realized via the initial phase of the triplet field
providing C and CP violation, deviations from thermal
equilibrium appear during cosmic inflation and baryon
number violation arises from lepton number violation in
the scalar potential, that is transmitted to the SM leptons
and converted into baryon number via the B+L violating sphaleron vertex. Analogous to [123, 124], we will
assume that the inflaton is a linear combination of the
neutral fields h, h′ and hΦ + iaΦ ≡ ρΦ eiφ after giving all
scalar multiplets a non-minimal coupling to gravity [128].
Following the discussion at the end of section II, we assign the B-L charge of two to Φ and treat the κHΦ† H ′
term as an explicit B-L breaking by two units. Since the
field value of the inflaton approaches the Planck scale
during inflation, the trilinear scalar term is subdominant
compared to other Planck-scale suppressed effective operators and will only matter when the field value has decreased due to the cosmic expansion. Even worse, during
reheating, the trilinear coupling can lead to oscillations
of the scalar condensate instead of a rotation, manifesting as an oscillation in the lepton asymmetry spoiling the
mechanism unless we set [123, 124]
|κ| < 10−18 MPl. ≃ O(10 GeV).

(35)

Additionally, for the asymmetry generation, an operator of dimension larger than four is needed so that the
produced lepton number is conserved during reheating
[123, 124]. Consequently, we consider the following dimension five operator


λ5
HΦ† H ′ ± H ′† ΦH † H † H ± H ′† H ′ ,
MPl.

(36)

which conserves the discrete exchange symmetry if both
signs are the same. The origin of this operator will be
elucidated in appendix C. If we have opposite signs in
both brackets, the operator violates the discrete exchange
symmetry explicitly and we might be able to use it as a
bias term to remove the domain walls. Exploring this
idea and the full treatment of the inflationary dynamics
will be left for future work. In the following we stick to
the symmetry-conserving case and use plus signs following [123, 124] so that the dimension five term is ∝ cos(φ).
Up to mixing angles between the scalars during inflation
and order one factors the lepton asymmetry at the end
of inflation turns out to be [123, 124]
nL end ≃ −2 λ5 ρ3end

sin (φ0 )
p
,
3λ̃

(37)

where the factor of two takes the B-L charge of Φ into account, λ̃ is the effective quartic self-coupling of the inflaton, ρend ≃ O(MPl. ) the field value of the inflaton at the
end of inflation and φ0 is the initial phase of ρΦ eiφ . Taking into account the redshifting of the lepton asymmetry
during reheating and the sphaleron redistribution coefficient, one finds that the baryon
p to photon ratio today can
be explained for λ5 sin (φ0 ) / 3λ̃ ≃ O(10−16 ) [123, 124].

Evidently, small values of λ5 and φ0 are needed which
also suppress isocurvature fluctuations [123, 124] and a
small λ5 is necessary anyway to not spoil inflation from
the non-minimal coupling. We assume a thermalized
bidoublet after reheating. In order to efficiently transmit
the asymmetry from the bidoublet to the leptons we have
to require that the decay width Γ(Φ → ll′ ) = Yν2 µΦ /(8π)
is larger than the decay width to scalars Γ(Φ → HH ′ ) =
κ2 /(32πµΦ ) leading to
µΦ < 10

21

GeV ·

Yν2

·



v′
109 GeV

 

0.1 eV
·
.
mν

(38)

Moreover the interaction Φ ↔ HH ′ should be out of
equilibrium and we estimate that Γ(HH ′ → Φ)|T =µΦ ≃
Γ(Φ → HH ′ )|T =µΦ is slower than the Hubble rate H(T )
at T = µΦ as long as
vΦ < 10 MeV ·



v′
109 GeV

 s
5 × 1010 GeV
·
.
µΦ

(39)

Of course we also need to ensure that the process ll′ ↔
HH ′ via off-shell Φ does not thermalize, which sets a
weaker bound compared to (38)
µΦ < 10

25

GeV ·



v′
109 GeV

2 
2
0.1 eV
·
.
mν

(40)

Before we close, let us note that the cosmological history
in [123, 124] has an inflationary reheating temperature of
O(1014 GeV), which is in conflict with the requirement
(32) for the absence of mirror fermions. One may either
resort to different reheating dynamics [113, 114] or allow
for decays of mirror electrons to SM ones via turning on
the λe , λ′e couplings in (6).

VIII.

CONCLUSION

We have presented a high scale Dirac neutrino mass
model in the Type II Seesaw spirit, that has the same
scalar spectrum of neutral, singly- and doubly-charged
scalars as the original Majorana Type II Seesaw. This
idea was implemented by introducing a bidoublet scalar
in a mirror sector model with the gauge group SU(2)L ⊗
SU(2)′ ⊗ U(1)X , where we identify the mirror neutrinos
as the Dirac partners of the SM neutrinos. It was shown
that the bidoublet is compatible with the discrete symmetry based solution to the strong CP problem, which
was the motivation behind the mirror sector to begin
with. The super-heavy bidoublet does not lead to any observable signatures for collider or other terrestrial experiments. However it might have played a role in the early
universe as the source of the matter-antimatter asymmetry via either the non-thermal decay scenario or AffleckDine Dirac leptogenesis.
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Appendix A: Scalar Potential

The most general scalar potential satisfying the discrete exchange symmetry of [36, 37] defined in (3) reads:

2
VΦ = µ2Φ Tr Φ† Φ + λΦ Tr Φ† Φ

2
VH = −µ2H H † H + H ′† H ′ + λH H † H + H ′† H ′ + λ′ H † H H ′† H ′




VHΦ = κ HΦ† H ′ + H ′† ΦH † + λHΦ HΦ† ΦH † + H ′† ΦΦ† H ′ + αHΦ H † H + H ′† H ′ Tr Φ† Φ

(A1)
(A2)
(A3)

The scalar sector involving only H, H ′ in (A2) has an approximate, global SU(4) custodial symmetry so that we can
embed the doublets in its fundamental representation
H≡


H
.
H′



(A4)

Using this parameterization it is evident, that the terms ∝ λ′ , κ in (A2) and (A3) explicitly violate the custodial
SU(4) symmetry. We take µ2Φ ≫ µ2H > 0. All couplings are real as a consequence of the discrete exchange symmetry
(3) and because Φ has an abelian charge under U(1)X . If the bidoublet was uncharged, the potential would depend
on both Φ and Φ̃ ≡ −σ2 Φ∗ σ2 leading to explicit CP-violation via terms like





αHΦ2 H † H Tr Φ̃† Φ + H ′† H ′ Tr Φ̃Φ† + h.c.

(A5)

with a complex coupling αHΦ2 . For the charged bidoublet case loop diagrams do not regenerate the explicit CPviolating scalar couplings unlike the case of the minimal LRSM [131].

Appendix B: Sufficient conditions for vacuum stability

For vacuum stability at large field values only the quartic terms are important. Following reference [132] we define

r2 ≡ H † H + H ′† H ′ + Tr Φ† Φ ,
x≡

†

′†

H HH H

(H † H

+

′

2,
H ′† H ′ )

y≡

r2 cos(γ) ≡ H † H + H ′† H ′ ,
†

†

′

†

′

HΦ ΦH + H ΦΦ H
.
(H † H + H ′† H ′ ) Tr (Φ† Φ)


r2 sin(γ) ≡ Tr Φ† Φ ,

(B1)
(B2)

One can show that
0≤x≤

1
,
2

0 ≤ y ≤ 1.

(B3)

Using this parameterization we employ the co-positivity criteria of [133] to find
λΦ > 0,

λH + xλ′ > 0,

p
αHΦ + yλHΦ + 2 λΦ (λH + xλ′ ) > 0.

(B4)

Note that x, y may not be independent parameters [134], however we will ignore this complication for our first estimate.
This is the reason why we only find the sufficient but not the necessary criteria for vacuum stability. A more refined
analysis along the lines of [134–136] is required to treat the general case. Our preliminary investigation did not find
deeper electric charge-breaking minima compared to the charge-conserving ones in (8), which can occur for models
with trilinear scalar couplings [137], and we do not expect them due to the smallness of the trilinear coupling κ (see
the discussion below (7)). A full numerical analysis is beyond the scope of this work.
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Appendix C: Origin of the dimension five operator for Affleck-Dine leptogenesis

The discrete exchange symmetry conserving effective operator in (36) (same signs in each bracket) can be realized by
including a real singlet either even (σ(t, ~x) → σ(t, −~x)) or odd (σ(t, ~x) → −σ(t, −~x)) under the symmetry (3). This
adds the following terms to the scalar potential
Vσ = µ2σ σ 2 + λ3σ σ 3 + λ4σ σ 4 ,


Vint. = κσ σ H † H ± H ′† H ′ + λσHΦH ′ σ HΦ† H ′ ± H ′† ΦH †


+ λHσ σ 2 H † H + H ′† H ′ + λΦσ σ 2 Tr Φ† Φ ,

(C1)
(C2)
(C3)

where the +(−) sign applies to the even (odd) case and furthermore the term λ3σ σ 3 is absent for odd σ. Note that
all of the above couplings are real. If we assume the σ mass is the largest in the potential, we find after integrating
it out, that the effective coupling in (36) is given by
λσHΦH ′ κσ
λ5
≃
.
MPl.
|µ2σ |

(C4)

In order for this operator to be present during the inflationary stage, where the inflaton can approach Planck scale
field values, we have to impose |µσ | ≃ O(MPl. ). A vev for σ is not required to generate the right operator. For
completeness let us consider the implications of a vev for the real σ:
• even case: Since the scalar σ is even, the discrete exchange symmetry remains unbroken and vσ simply shifts
µ2Φ → µ2Φ + λΦσ vσ2 , −µ2H → −µ2H + κσ vσ + λHσ vσ2 as well as κ → κ + λσHΦH ′ vσ . Since we expect vσ to be very
large we require small couplings in order to not shift the scales too much.
• odd case: In this scenario σ is a pseudo-scalar that spontaneously breaks the discrete exchange symmetry and
leads to different mass terms −µ2H ± κσ vσ for H, H ′ effectively realizing the softly-broken parity scenario of [45]
for v ′ ≫ v mentioned in section III. On top of that when it comes to CP the minimum of the scalar potential
will be different from (14) and we find spontaneous CP violation with an angle for vΦ of


λσHΦH ′ vσ
√
.
(C5)
βΦ − β − β ′ = arctan
2κ
This phase is negligible for the solution to the strong CP problem in section V, because the field Φ has no direct
couplings to quarks and leptonic insertions occur only at very large and thus heavily suppressed loop orders. In
the symmetry-odd case there could arise a dimension five operator similar to (22) [106]
cg5
σ Gµν G̃µν ,
ΛUV

(C6)

or a correction to the quark Yukawas in (4) of the form [106]



cd
cu5
′
iσ Yu qH † u + Yu′ q ′ H ′† u′ + 5 iσ Yd qHd + +Yd′ q ′ H ′ d + h.c.,
ΛUV
ΛUV

(C7)

which for a Planck-scale cut-off ΛUV need to satisfy cg,u,d
vσ < 109 GeV [106] in order to comply with the
5
−10
experimental bound of θ < 10
[67–70].
The effective operator in (36) with different signs in each bracket, violating the discrete exchange symmetry, could
arise from non-perturbative quantum gravitational effects, which are expected [138–140] to explicitly break all global
symmetries that are not residual symmetries of gauge symmetries.
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