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Abstract: Type-II seesaw leptogenesis is a model that integrates inflation, baryon number

asymmetry, and neutrino mass simultaneously. It employs the Affleck-Dine mechanism to

generate lepton asymmetry, with the Higgs bosons serving as the inflaton. Previous studies

assumed inflation to occur in a valley of the potential, employing the single-field approxi-

mation. In this work, we explore an alternative scenario for the type-II seesaw leptogenesis,

where the inflation takes place along a ridge of the potential. Firstly, we conduct a com-

prehensive numerical calculation in the canonical scenario, where inflation occurs in a valley,

confirming the effectiveness of the single-field approximation. Then, we introduce a novel

scenario wherein inflation initiates along the potential’s ridge and transitions to the valley in

the late stages. In this case, the single-field inflation approximation is no longer valid, yet

leptogenesis is still successfully achieved. We find that this scenario can generate a significant

non-Gaussianity signature, offering testable predictions for future experiments.ar
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1 Introduction

Many open problems remain to be solved in particle physics and cosmology, including the

three typical ones: the origin of neutrino masses, the matter-antimatter asymmetry, and the

nature of inflation. To solve these problems, various models have been proposed, among which

the seesaw mechanisms [1–10] are rather popular since they can interpret the tiny neutrino

masses and the baryon asymmetry through the leptogenesis [11]. There are also attempts to

simultaneously solve these three problems, usually through considering some extensions to

the seesaw models [12–37].

Interestingly, recent studies [38, 39] have shown that the minimal Type-II seesaw may

address the above three problems simultaneously. In this framework, the inflaton is provided

by the mixing of the SM Higgs H with the triplet scalar ∆ in the Type-II seesaw model. The

nonminimal coupling of these two scalars with gravity induces a flat direction, along which

the slow-roll inflation can be achieved. Considering the Affleck-Dine mechanism [40], as the

inflaton evolves along the inflationary trajectory, the phase of ∆ carrying lepton number also

evolves to give rise to a net lepton number density. Then, after the inflation ends and the

universe thermalizes, the asymmetry of lepton number is converted into the asymmetry of

baryon number through the sphaleron process [41]. Finally, after spontaneous electroweak

symmetry breaking, the neutral component of ∆ obtains a nonzero vev, which is responsible

for the neutrino masses.

In [38, 39] the authors considered the large field approximation and the inflation can

be effectively described as a single field. In this work we conduct the calculation numeri-

cally and show that under certain conditions, the inflaton indeed evolve along a single flat

direction, which is the valley of the potential. Even if the initial values of the fields are

chosen arbitrarily, the inflaton will fall quickly into the valley and the subsequent evolution

is essentially analogous to single-field slow-roll inflation, known as the attractor solution. In

addition, we observe that there exist other cases where the evolution of inflaton deviates

from the standard single-field slow-roll inflation. Particularly, if there exist a local minimum

of the potential at the top of the ridge, the inflaton initially on the ridge will evolve along

the ridge for a period, and then roll off and evolve along the valley until the inflation ends.

Our calculations show that as long as the inflaton rolls off the ridge late enough, then the

produced net lepton number density will not be diluted too much by the subsequent inflation

and the baryon asymmetry of the universe can be interpreted. Moreover, the deviation from

the single-field approximation may give rise to large primordial non-Gaussianity, which is an

important feature to distinguish inflation models. Using the δN formalism, we calculate the

non-Gaussianity and find that the successful Type-II seesaw leptogenesis along the ridge can

give rise to a sizable |fNL|, which can be tested by the upcoming CMB measurements. Other

phenomenology studies on the type-II seesaw leptogenesis can be found in [42–44].

This paper is organized as follows. In Sec. 2 we briefly review the inflation dynamics

under the Type-II seesaw framework. In Sec. 3 we analyse the Affleck-Dine mechanism along

the inflationary trajectory. We conduct the calculation in the cases where the inflaton evolves
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along the valley and along the ridge respectively, and show that successful leptogenesis can be

achieved in both cases. After that, we calculate the non-Gaussianity produced in the second

case in Sec. 4. Finally, in Sec. 5 we give a summary and draw conclusions.

2 Type-II Seesaw and Inflation

In this section, we briefly overview the inflation dynamics in type-II seesaw model. The

nonminimal couplings of the triplet Higgs in type-II seesaw model and the SM Higgs to

gravity induces a flat potential for large fields and induce a Starobinsky type inflation in the

early universe [45–58]. The multifield inflation dynamics is analysed in the Einstein frame,

under which the inflation trajectory can be deduced from the equation of motion of the

inflaton.

2.1 Type-II seesaw

The type-II seesaw mechanism attempts to explain neutrino masses through introducing an

SU(2)L triplet scalar ∆ to the SM, which carries a hypercharge Y = 1. The triplet and SM

Higgs are parameterized as

H =

(
h+

h

)
, ∆ =

(
∆+/

√
2 ∆++

∆0 −∆+/
√
2

)
, (2.1)

where h and ∆0 are the neutral components. The triplet ∆ induces a gauge invariant,

renormalizable Yukawa term,

LYukawa = LSM
Yukawa − 1

2
yjkL

c
jiσ

2∆Lk + h.c. , (2.2)

where Li represents a SM left-handed lepton doublet. Thus we can assign a lepton charge of

QL = −2 to ∆. After electroweak symmetry breaking, this term generates a neutrino mass

matrix mν
ij = yijv∆ when ∆0 obtains a non-zero vev. Diagonalizing mν

ij by the PMNS matrix

gives the Majorana neutrino masses.

The field ∆ also induces new terms to the scalar potential, given by

V (H,∆) = −m2
HH

†H +m2
∆Tr(∆

†∆) + λH(H†H)2 + λ1(H
†H)Tr(∆†∆)

+λ2

(
Tr(∆†∆)

)2
+ λ3Tr(∆

†∆)2 + λ4H
†∆∆†H +

[
µ(HT iσ2∆†H)

+
λ5
MP

(HT iσ2∆†H)(H†H) +
λ′5
MP

(HT iσ2∆†H)(∆†∆) + h.c.

]
. (2.3)

Here the terms in the bracket lead to lepton number violation, which is necessary for successful

leptogenesis. Two dimension-5 operators are also included, which are suppressed at low energy

but would be important during the early universe.
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2.2 Inflation from Higgs

The CMB observation indicates that the inflaton should evolve along a flat potential. As is

known in the scenario of Higgs inflation, the nonminimal coupling of Higgs scalars to the Ricci

scalar R induces a flat direction in the large field limit. In our framework, the Lagrangian in

the Jordan frame with nonminimal coupling is given by

L√
−g

=
1

2
M2

PR+ ξHH
†HR+ ξ∆Tr(∆

†∆)R

− gµν(DµH)†(DνH)− gµνTr(Dµ∆)†(Dν∆)− V (H,∆) + LY ukawa .

(2.4)

The following analysis will focus on the neutral components of the scalars which have

nonzero vev, thus the cosmological relevant Lagrangian is given by

L√
−g

=
1

2
M2

PR+ ξH |h|2R+ ξ∆|∆0|2R− (∂µh)
2 − (∂µ∆

0)2 − V (h,∆0)

=
1

2
(M2

P + ξHρ
2
H + ξ∆ρ

2
∆)R− 1

2
(∂µρH)2 − 1

2
(∂µρ∆)

2 − V (h,∆0)

, (2.5)

and the scalar potential can be simplified as

V (h,∆0) = −m2
H |h|2 +m2

∆|∆0|2 + λH |h|4 + λ∆|∆0|4 + λH∆|h|2|∆0|2

−
(
µh2∆0∗ +

λ5
MP

|h|2h2∆0∗ +
λ′5
MP

|∆0|2h2∆0∗ + h.c.

)
+ ... , (2.6)

where λ∆ = λ2 + λ3 and λH∆ = λ1 + λ4. We have introduced the polar coordinate parame-

terizations

h ≡ 1√
2
ρHe

iη, ∆0 ≡ 1√
2
ρ∆e

iθ. (2.7)

Since the potential is dominated by the radial directions ρH and ρ∆, the angular motion of η

and θ can be ignored in the analysis of inflationary dynamics.

After a Weyl transformation,

gEµν = Ω2gµν , Ω2 = 1 +
ξHρ

2
H

M2
P

+
ξ∆ρ

2
∆

M2
P

, (2.8)

we obtain the Lagrangian in the Einstein frame,

L√
−gE

=
1

2
M2

PRE − 1

2Ω2

(
(∂µρH)2 + (∂µρ∆)

2
)
− 3M2

P (∂µlogΩ)
2 − V (h,∆0)

Ω4
. (2.9)

In the following we analyse the inflation dynamics by considering the action of multifield

inflation. We denote ϕI = (ρH , ρ∆), then from Eq. 2.9, the action in the Einstein frame is

S =

∫
d4x

√
−gE ×

[
M2

P

2
R− 1

2
GIJg

µν
E ∂µϕ

I∂νϕ
J − VE (ϕ)

]
, (2.10)
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where VE(ϕ) = V (h,∆0)/Ω4 and GIJ is the field metric given by

GIJ =
M2

P

2f (ϕI)

[
δIJ +

3

f (ϕI)
f,If,J

]
, (2.11)

with f(ϕI) = 1
2(M

2
P + ξHρ

2
H + ξ∆ρ

2
∆) being the nonminimal coupling function and f,I =

∂f/∂ϕI .

Varying the inflation action with respect to gEµν and ϕI , and focusing on the background

part of inflaton, ϕI = φI + δϕI , we obtain the Friedmann equations and the Klein-Gordon

equation,

H2 =
1

3M2
P

[
1

2
GIJ φ̇

I φ̇J + V

]
,

Ḣ = − 1

2M2
P

GIJ φ̇
I φ̇J ,

(2.12)

Dtφ̇
I + 3Hφ̇I +GIKV,K = 0 , (2.13)

where DtA
I ≡ φ̇JDJA

I , and the covariant derivative in the field space is DJA
I = ∂JA

I +

ΓI
JKA

K . By numerically solving Eq. 2.13, we can obtain the evolution of the background

trajectory.

In the case of multifield inflation, the evolution of the inflaton may be complicated, which,

however, can be drastically simplified in the so-called kinematical basis [59–61]. We can define

the speed of the field vector as

σ̇ =
∣∣φ̇I
∣∣ =√GIJ φ̇I φ̇J , (2.14)

then the Friedmann equations simplify to

H2 =
1

3M2
P

[
1

2
σ̇2 + V

]
, Ḣ = − 1

2M2
P

σ̇2 . (2.15)

It can be seen that σ̇ captures the evolution characteristics along the field trajectory, which is

similar to the single-field case. Thus the slow-roll parameters can be defined as in single-field

inflation,

ϵ ≡ − Ḣ
H2 = 3σ̇2

(σ̇2+2V )
,

ησσ ≡M2
P

Mσσ
V ,

(2.16)

where Mσσ = σ̂K σ̂J (DKDJV ), and σ̂I = φ̇I/σ̇.

The deviation from single-field inflation is captured by the turn rate ωI = Dtσ̂
I , which

represents how quickly the field trajectory is changing direction. If the so-called ‘slow-turn

limit’ |ωI | ≪ 1 is satisfied, then the inflation dynamics is effectively single-field inflation.

2.3 The potential and inflation trajectory

In the following we adopt the natural unit MP = 1 with MP being the Planck scale. Consid-

ering ξHρ
2
H + ξ∆ρ

2
∆ ≫ 1 during inflation, the kinetic Lagrangian of the scalar fields is

Lkin = −3

4

(
∂µlog(ξHρ

2
H + ξ∆ρ

2
∆)
)2 − 1

2(ξHρ2H + ξ∆ρ2∆)

(
(∂µρH)2 + (∂µρ∆)

2
)
, (2.17)
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which is noncanonical. Thus we redefine the fields as

χ =

√
3

2
log(ξHρ

2
H + ξ∆ρ

2
∆), κ =

ρH
ρ∆

. (2.18)

For large nonminimal couplings ξH , ξ∆ ≫ 1, the mixing term (∂µχ)(∂
µκ) is suppressed, and

the kinetic Lagrangian reduces to

Lkin = −1

2
(∂µχ)

2 − 1

2

ξ2Hκ
2 + ξ2∆

(ξHκ2 + ξ∆)3
(∂µκ)

2 , (2.19)

in which χ is canonically normalised. A canonically normalized field κ′ can also be defined in

different regimes for κ.

Taking the large field limit, the quartic terms in the potential dominate, and the scalar

potential in the Einstein frame reduces to

U(ρH , ρ∆) =
V

Ω4
=
λHκ

4 + λH∆κ
2 + λ∆

4(ξHκ2 + ξ∆)2
. (2.20)

It can be shown that the mass of κ′ is of order 1/
√
ξ, always larger than the Hubble parameter

during inflation which is of order 1/ξ. Therefore, the field κ can be integrated out, and the

inflation dynamics is determined by χ.

As pointed by [55], the potential U(ρH , ρ∆) has the following minima,

(1) 2λHξ∆ − λH∆ξH > 0, 2λ∆ξH − λH∆ξ∆ > 0, κ =

√
2λ∆ξH − λH∆ξ∆
2λHξ∆ − λH∆ξH

, (2.21)

(2) 2λHξ∆ − λH∆ξH > 0, 2λ∆ξH − λH∆ξ∆ < 0, κ = 0 , (2.22)

(3) 2λHξ∆ − λH∆ξH < 0, 2λ∆ξH − λH∆ξ∆ > 0, κ = ∞ , (2.23)

(4) 2λHξ∆ − λH∆ξH < 0, 2λ∆ξH − λH∆ξ∆ < 0, κ = 0,∞ . (2.24)

As shown in Fig. 1, in case (1) the minimum is in the direction of the mixing of h and ∆0,

while in other cases the valley extends in the direction of h or ∆0. If the inflaton evolves along

the valley, as will be discussed in Sec. 3.1, the inflation dynamics is essentially equivalent to

the single-field inflation. In this situation, successful leptogenesis can only occur in case (1).

However, as will be discussed in Sec. 3.2, if a local minimum exhibits in the ridge in case

(2), then successful leptogenesis can also be achieved. Moreover, in this case the single-field

inflation approximation is invalid, and some interesting features of multifield inflation arise.

3 The Affleck-Dine Leptogenesis

In the Affleck-Dine mechanism, the baryon asymmetry is generated through a nonzero angular

motion of phases of the scalar fields carrying U(1)B charge. In our model the lepton asymme-

try is generated analogously by the angular rotation of the phase of ∆0 when it evolves along

the inflation trajectory. Thus, to analyse leptogenesis, we should keep track of the evolution
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(a) case(1) (b) case(2)

(c) case(3) (d) case(4)

Figure 1. The potential U(ρH , ρ∆) with different minima.

of the phases by solving the Klein-Gordon equation Eq. 2.13 with φI = (ρH , η, ρ∆, θ). The

generated lepton number density during this process can be calculated through the Noether

current,

nL = j0L =
QLρ

2
∆θ̇

1 + ξHρ2H + ξ∆ρ2∆
. (3.1)

After reheating [47, 62–70], the generated lepton number density will be present as SM

particles. Then, through the equilibrium electroweak sphaleron process before electroweak

symmetry breaking, part of lepton asymmetry is converted into baryon asymmetry, nB =

−28
79nL [41, 71–73]. As pointed by [38, 39], a lepton number density nL ∼ 10−16M−3

P at the

end of the inflation could just explain the baryon asymmetry of our universe.
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To have non-trivial motion of θ during inflation, we need the presence of U(1)L breaking

term during inflation. This condition requires the motion of the inflation to occur along a path

where both h and ∆0 are non-vanishing. One obvious choice is that if the conditions in case (1)

are satisfied, the inflation will follow a direction with fixed κ and the U(1)L breaking condition

is satisfied. This scenario is pointed out by [38, 39] and we denote it as the “canonical scenario”

of type-II seesaw leptogenesis. Note that in the previous studies [38, 39], the estimation of

the lepton asymmetry is calculated via the single-field approximation. Instead, in this work

we adopt a full calculation without any approximation, and we will show that the single-field

approximation indeed work very well, supporting the result of [38, 39]. For the other three

cases, it seems that the inflation will occur in a direction where either h or ∆0 is nearly

zero and thus the motion of θ is strongly suppressed because the U(1)L breaking term is too

small. However, we will show that there exist another scenario that the lepton asymmetry

can be generated if the inflaton evolves along the ridge. In this scenario, the single field

approximation breaks down and a sizable non-Gaussianity could be generated.

3.1 Along the valley

As discussed in the preceding section, the field κ can be effectively integrated out, and the

minima of the potential extend in some specific directions with a fixed κ. Then the inflaton

evolves along the valley and a single-field approximation can be used during the inflation. In

order to achieve successful leptogenesis, the valley should extend in the direction of the mixing

of h0 and ∆0, as in case (1). In this work, instead of using the single-field approximation, we

present a full numerical calculation to solve the evolution of the fields.

Table 1. A benchmark point in the parameter region satisfying case (1).

ξH ξ∆ λH λ∆ λH∆ µ λ5 λ′5
300 300 4× 10−5 6× 10−5 4× 10−5 0 0 −10−9

In Table. 1 we show one benchmark point in the parameter space satisfying the conditions

in case (1). With the initial conditions chosen as ρH = 0.4, ρ∆ = 0.4, η = 0, θ = 0.1, ρ̇H =

ρ̇∆ = η̇ = θ̇ = 0, the evolution of the inflaton is solved and depicted in Fig. 2. We have

parameterized the evolution with respect to H0t, with H0 defined as the Hubble constant

when the inflation starts. The inflation ends at H0t = 74.44, leading to the number of

efoldings of expansion N = 70.22.

The slow-roll parameters and the turn rate are depicted in Fig. 3. It is obvious that,

after a short period of rolling down to the valley, the slow-roll parameters and the turn rate

quickly approach the slow-roll slow-turn limit ϵ, |ησσ|, |ωI | ≪ 1. Then, as the inflaton evolves

along the valley, the single-field approximation is valid and the inflation is effectively standard

single-field inflation.

The spectral index of the power spectrum at the horizon crossing N⋆ = Nend − 60 is

also calculated, leading to ns(N⋆) = 0.967 which is in excellent agreement with current CMB
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Figure 2. The evolution of the inflaton along the valley.

ϵ

|ησσ|

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70
10-5

0.001

0.100

10

N

Figure 3. The slow-roll parameters when the inflaton evolves along the valley.

observations.

Since the evolution of inflaton is solved, the lepton number generated during inflation

can be determined, which is depicted in Fig. 4. We see that at this benchmark point an

adequate lepton asymmetry is generated. By simply setting λ′5 = −10−12, we can obtain

|nL(tend)| ∼ 10−16M−3
P , which is required to explain the baryon asymmetry observed today.

3.2 Along the ridge

As demonstrated above, typically the inflaton rapidly descends to the valley, evolving as a

single field. However, exceptions exist. If a local minimum exists along the ridge and the

inflaton initially resides there, it may traverse the ridge before ultimately transitioning to the

valley. Should this transition occur in the late stages, the CMB data remains explicable, and

successful leptogenesis is attainable. In such cases, the single-field approximation becomes
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Figure 4. The generated lepton number density during inflation along the valley.

invalid.

Here we take the case (2) as an example, where the ridge extends in the direction of ρH .

A local minimum on the ridge requires the potential

∂2U

∂ρ2∆

∣∣∣∣
ρ∆=0

=
ρ2H

2(1 + ξHρ2H)3
[
λH∆ + (λH∆ξH − 2λHξ∆)ρ

2
H

]
> 0 . (3.2)

Table 2. A benchmark point in the parameter region satisfying case (2) and Eq. 3.2.

ξH ξ∆ λH λ∆ λH∆ µ λ5 λ′5
100 100.02 5× 10−6 3.5× 10−6 1× 10−5 0 0 −10−10

In Table 2 we present a benchmark point in the parameter region satisfying the conditions

in case (2) and Eq. 3.2. With the initial condition chosen as ρH = 1, ρ∆ = 8.7 × 10−5, η =

0, θ = 0.1, ρ̇H = ρ̇∆ = η̇ = θ̇ = 0, the evolution of the inflaton is solved and depicted in

Fig. 5. The inflation ends at H0t = 75.95, leading to the number of efoldings of expansion

N = 73.31. The spectral index in this case, ns(N⋆) = 0.967, is also in excellent agreement

with current CMB observations.

The slow-roll parameters and the turn rate are depicted in Fig. 6. One can observe that

when the inflaton evolves along the ridge, the slow-roll slow-turn limit ϵ, |ησσ|, |ωI | ≪ 1 is

satisfied. However, when the inflaton rolls down the ridge, the deviation from the single-field

inflation leads to something interesting. As depicted in Fig. 7, when the inflaton rolls off, the

rapid turn in the field space leads to a rapid motion of θ, and thus a large amount of lepton

number is generated at this time. To match the observed baryon asymmetry today, we can

simply set λ′5 = −3× 10−13 in this case.

For the aforementioned benchmark point, we deliberately selected a very small value for

ρ∆ to ensure that the inflaton remains on the ridge for an extended duration. However,
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Figure 5. The evolution of the inflaton along the ridge.
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Figure 6. The slow-roll parameters when the inflaton evolves along the valley.

varying this parameter can significantly alter the trajectory of inflation. In Fig. 8, we depict

the inflationary paths for different initial conditions of ρ∆, specifically 4× 10−5, 8.7× 10−5,

and 2 × 10−4. The results indicate that deviating the initial ρ∆ significantly from the local

minima causes the inflaton to descend to the valley much earlier. Subsequently, it follows

the valley where ρh = 0, resulting in a substantial suppression of lepton number generation.

Simultaneously, the previously generated lepton asymmetry is diluted during the late-stage

inflation. This combined effect leads to an exceedingly small lepton asymmetry in such

instances. The right panel of Fig. 8 illustrates this, with the purple line indicating a rapid

decrease in the generated lepton number during the late stage of inflation.

Conversely, choosing the initial ρ∆ too close to the local minima results in a continuous

stay at this point without any turning. In such cases, the generated lepton asymmetry remains

consistently small, as depicted by the red line on the right panel of Fig. 8. In this case, a

larger λ5 seems needed to get the correct value of baryon asymmetry in our universe.
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Figure 7. The generated lepton number density during inflation along the ridge.
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Figure 8. The type-II seesaw leptogenesis along the ridge with different initial conditions. The red,

blue, and purple lines correspond to initial field value ρ∆ = 4×10−5, 8.7×10−5, 2×10−4 respectively.

4 Non-Gaussianity

In multifield inflation, an important prediction is the primordial non-Gaussianity of cosmo-

logical perturbations [60, 61, 74–92]. The non-Gaussianity leads to nonzero three-point or

higher order correlation functions. In the following, we calculate the primordial bispectra

produced by the inflation processes discussed above.

In order to handle field perturbations in the models with nontrivial field-space manifolds,

we adopt the covariant formalism [93–95]. The field perturbation δϕI = ϕI − φI does not

transform covariantly. However, after parametrizing the geodesic connecting φI and ϕI by λ

such that ϕI(λ = 0) = φI and ϕI(λ = 1) = ϕI , δϕI can be expanded as

δϕI = QI − 1

2
ΓI
JKQJQK +

1

6

(
ΓI
LMΓM

JK − ΓI
JK;L

)
QJQKQL + · · · , (4.1)
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where QI = dϕI

dλ

∣∣∣
λ=0

is the tangent vector. We also adopt the gauge invariant Mukhanov-

Sasaki variable QI = QI + ψ φ̇I

H , where ψ is the scalar component of spatial metric perturba-

tion. In the spatially flat gauge up to first order, QI = QI = δϕI .

The quantity of interest is the bispectrum of the curvature perturbation ζ, parametrized

as

⟨ζ(k1)ζ(k2)ζ(k3)⟩ = S(k1, k2, k3)
1

(k1k2k3)2
P2
ζ (2π)

7δ3(k1 + k2 + k3), (4.2)

where Pζ is the power spectrum of ζ and the S(k1, k2, k3) is the shape function.

Adopting the δN formalism [96–98], ζ on super-Hubble scales can be expanded as a

function of the field perturbations on the initial flat hypersurface,

ζ(x) = N,IQ
I(x) +

1

2
N,IJQ

I(x)QJ(x) + · · · , (4.3)

where N,I = DIN |φI
⋆
, N,IJ = DIDJN |φI

⋆,φ
J
⋆
and N is the e-fold number between the initial

flat hypersurface and the final uniform energy density hypersurface. Then the power spectrum

and the bispectrum can be expanded as

⟨ζ (k1) ζ (k2)⟩ = (2π)5
Pζ

2k31
δ3 (k1 + k2) , Pζ =

(
H⋆

2π

)2

N,IN
,I , (4.4)

⟨ζ(k1)ζ(k2)ζ(k3)⟩ =N,IN,JN,K⟨QI(k1)Q
J(k2)Q

K(k3)⟩⋆

+
1

2
N,IJN,KN,L

∫
d3q

(2π)3
⟨QI(k1 − q)QK(k2)⟩⋆⟨QJ(q)QL(k3)⟩⋆

+ cyclic permutations.

(4.5)

We can see that there are two contributions to the bispectrum of ζ. One results from

the linear transfer of the intrinsic bispectra of the field perturbations at horizon crossing,

corresponding to the first term at the right side. The other results from the non-linear relation

between the Gaussian field perturbations ζ, corresponding to the other terms. The in-in

formalism is needed to calculate ⟨QI(k1)Q
J(k2)Q

K(k3)⟩⋆. Luckily, it was shown that the first

contribution remains considerably smaller than the latter contribution for the family of models

of interest [94], thus we can reasonably assume that at horizon crossing, the perturbation is

Gaussian. Then the bispectrum of ζ reduces to

⟨ζ (k1) ζ (k2) ζ (k3)⟩ = N,IJN
,IN ,JH

4
∗
4

(
1

k31k
3
2

+
1

k32k
3
3

+
1

k33k
3
1

)
(2π)3δ3 (k1 + k2 + k3) .

(4.6)

According to Eq. 4.2, the shape function is

S(k1, k2, k3) =
1

4

N,IJN
,IN ,J

(N,KN ,K)2

(
k21
k2k3

+ cyclic permutations

)
. (4.7)

Shape function of this type is called local shape, which peaks at the squeezed triangle limit.

Conventionally, the amplitude of bispectrum is denoted as fNL by matching to the shape

– 13 –



function,

S (k1, k2, k3)
k1=k2=k3−→

limit

9

10
fNL. (4.8)

In this case, fNL is given by

fNL = −5

6

N ,IN ,JDIDJN

(N,KN ,K)2
. (4.9)

In general multifield models, it is difficult to find the analytical form of δN formalism,

thus we use finite difference method to perform the calculation numerically. For example,

N,ρH can be obtained by

N,ρH =
N(ρH +∆ρH , ρ∆)−N(ρH −∆ρH , ρ∆)

2∆ρH
, (4.10)

where N(ρH , ρ∆) is the number of e-folds from horizon-crossing to the end of inflation, and

ρH , ρ∆ are the initial values at horizon crossing. We give a perturbation ∆ϕI to the initial

value, and numerically solve the classical field equation of motion to obtain N(ϕI + ∆ϕI).

Then, after tuning ∆ρH or ∆ρ∆ to sufficiently small, the numerical result can converge, as

depicted in Fig. 9.

4045505560
0.01

0.10

1
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100

N*

|f
N
L
|

along the valley

along the ridge(ρΔ0=4×10-5)

along the ridge(ρΔ0=8.7×10-5)

along the ridge(ρΔ0=2×10-4)

Figure 9. The non-Gaussianity produced in the inflation processes along the valley and the ridge.

We see that when the inflaton evolves along the valley, the generated non-Gaussianity is

negligible. However, when the inflaton evolves along the ridge, the generated non-Gaussianity

can be as large as |fNL| ∼ 2.1 for fiducial k⋆ which first crossed the horizon N⋆ = 60 e-folds

before inflation ends. Given current limit fNL is −0.9± 5.1 for local shape [99], such a large

non-Gaussianity may be observed and tested in the upcoming CMB experiments.

5 Conclusions

Type-II seesaw leptogenesis is a model that simultaneously explains inflation, baryon number

asymmetry, and neutrino mass, employing the Affleck-Dine mechanism to generate lepton

– 14 –



asymmetry and using the Higgs bosons as the inflaton. Previous studies assumed inflation

to occur in a valley of the potential, taking the single-field approximation. In this work,

we explored an alternative scenario for such type-II seesaw leptogenesis, where the inflation

takes place along a ridge of the potential. Firstly we conducted a comprehensive numerical

calculation in the canonical scenario, where the inflation occurs in a valley, confirming the

effectiveness of the single-field approximation. We also introduced a novel scenario wherein the

inflation initiates along the potential’s ridge and transitions to the valley in the late stages.

During the transition, we find the generation of the lepton asymmetry can be enhanced.

In this case, the single-field inflation approximation is no longer valid, yet leptogenesis is

still successfully achieved. Furthermore, we demonstrated that this scenario can generate a

significant non-Gaussianity signature, offering testable predictions for future experiments.
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