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We discuss a model of neutrino mass based on the type I seesaw mechanism embedded in a
spontaneously broken global lepton number framework with a Z2 symmetry. We show that the
resulting Majoron is a viable freeze-in dark matter candidate. Two right-handed neutrinos are
assumed to have dominant off-diagonal masses suggesting resonant leptogenesis as the origin of
baryon asymmetry of the Universe. Explicit higher dimensional lepton number violating operators,
are shown to play a crucial role in simultaneously controlling both the Majoron production in
the early Universe and the right handed neutrino mass splitting relevant for resonant leptogenesis.
We perform a combined analysis of Majoron dark matter and leptogenesis, discussing the relative
importance of self energy and vertex contributions to CP asymmetry, and explore the parameter
space, leading to an intricate relation between neutrino mass, dark matter and baryon asymmetry.

I. INTRODUCTION

Although the origin of neutrino mass and mixing is
unknown, the type I seesaw mechanism [1–3] remains an
attractive possibility by virtue of its most economic con-
struction beyond the Standard Model (SM). In its min-
imal version, only two massive right-handed neutrinos
(RHN) are sufficient to account for the neutrino oscil-
lation data [4]. Additionally, if these sterile RHNs are
associated with an (approximate) off-diagonal mass ma-
trix leading to two (approximately) degenerate Majorana
mass eigenstates [5], they can naturally be part of a res-
onant leptogenesis [6, 7] framework in order to explain
the matter antimatter asymmetry of the Universe.

However, the Majorana masses of these RHNs clearly
violate the lepton number (L). Therefore, the origin of
masses of the RHNs can be attributed to the spontaneous
breaking of a global lepton number symmetry U(1)L by
a SM singlet complex scalar field (Φ), coupled to RHNs,
such that its vacuum expectation value (vev) generates
the Majorana mass matrix of RHNs. Such a spontaneous
breaking of the global U(1)L then results into a massless
Nambu-Goldstone boson called Majoron (χ) [8–10]. Al-
lowing small explicit (soft) U(1)L breaking operators, the
Majoron acquires a small mass and provides a possible
dark matter (DM) candidate [11–18] as its stability can
be ensured by the vev suppressed interactions with other
fields.

The freeze-out mechanism for such Majoron DM pro-
duction has been studied via a Higgs portal coupling
[15, 18] (see also [19]) with strong constraints from
XENON-1T [18, 19] suggestive of a heavy Majoron be-
yond TeV, which however fails to meet the stability cri-
teria, as it would decay into two light neutrinos via
active-sterile neutrino mixing [1–3]. On the other hand,

∗Electronic address: S.F.king@soton.ac.uk
†Electronic address: skmanna2021@gmail.com
‡Electronic address: r.roshan@soton.ac.uk
§Electronic address: asil@iitg.ac.in

the freeze-in mechanism [20] for Majoron DM produc-
tion has also attracted a lot of attention in recent days
since its coupling to SM particles is suppressed by the
U(1)L breaking scale [21], and hence it presents itself
as a natural candidate for a feebly interacting massive
particle (FIMP) DM. In particular, with the help of lep-
ton number breaking (soft) Higgs portal coupling, Ma-
jorons can be produced from the decay of the SM Higgs
[15, 22, 23]. However this mechanism is tightly con-
strained, leading to a fine-tuned Majoron mass mχ ∼
3 MeV [15, 22, 23]1. To relax this, a new production
mechanism for Majoron as a FIMP-type DM was pro-
posed by some of us [25] based on a dimension-5 U(1)L
breaking operator instead of Higgs portal couplings, re-
sulting in an extended range of Majoron as DM having
mass ranging from O(keV) to O(GeV) [25] accessible
by neutrino experiments Borexino[26], KamLAND[27],
and Super-Kamiokande (SK)[28], and γ-ray observations
INTEGRAL [29], COMPTEL/EGRET [30], and Fermi-
LAT [31].

In this paper, we contemplate the above scenario of
Majoron as FIMP-type DM with resonant leptogenesis.
To be explicit, we discuss a concrete U(1)L symmetric
model of neutrino mass based on the type I seesaw mecha-
nism, involving two right-handed neutrinos and a U(1)L
breaking scalar field having Z2 odd parity, coupled to
the RHNs at tree level. The construction leads to off-
diagonal nonzero entries in the RHN mass matrix that
result into two exactly degenerate RHNs. Then, the in-
clusion of dimension-5 U(1)L breaking terms not only
breaks such a degeneracy but also opens up new anni-
hilation channels of RHNs to Majorons, thereby making
Majoron production possible via freeze-in scenario 2 in
line with [25]. Note that the same splitting that removes

1 Alternatively non-thermal production of TeV-scale Majoron via
UV freeze-in has been considered [24]

2 A similar concept was explored in [32], where the soft breaking
of lepton number symmetry played a key role in the freeze-in
production of dark matter.
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the degeneracy of RHNs turns out to be also instrumental
in producing the matter-antimatter asymmetry via res-
onant leptogenesis. Hence from the requirement of relic
density satisfaction by Majorons while simultaneously ex-
plaining the baryon asymmetry of the Universe (BAU),
both via the same U(1)L breaking operator, we perform a
combined analysis of Majoron as FIMP type dark matter
and resonant leptogenesis and figure out the parameter
space that establishes a relation involving neutrino mass,
dark matter and the baryon asymmetry of the Universe.
In doing so, we realize that contrary to the usual expec-
tation of resonant leptogenesis happening near the TeV
scale or so, here we end up a relatively high scale reso-
nant leptogenesis scenario in order to be consistent with
the Majoron DM parameter space, which can also be of
interest for further investigation.

The layout of the remainder of the paper is as fol-
lows. In Section II, we define the minimal type I see-
saw setup that involves two RHNs and the lepton num-
ber symmetry breaking scalar field Φ, featuring both
global U(1)L conserving and breaking terms. In Sec-
tion III, we discuss Majoron FIMP DM, focusing on the
explicit U(1)L breaking non-renormalisable interactions
that drive RHNs annihilation into Majorons and analyz-
ing the Boltzmann equations leading to successful DM
production. In Section IV, we discuss resonant leptoge-
nesis in the considered model and calculate the lepton
asymmetry for a benchmark point consistent with those
required for Majoron FIMP DM. In Section V, we discuss
in detail the parameter space compatible with Majoron
FIMP DM and resonant leptogenesis, highlighting the
role of non-renormalizable U(1)L-breaking operator com-
mon to both effects and the CP asymmetry contributions
from self energy and vertex correction terms. Section VI
concludes the paper.

II. THE TYPE I SEESAW SET-UP

In this section, we establish the type I seesaw frame-
work to accommodate Majoron as a dark matter and to
achieve resonant leptogenesis. Similar to the original Ma-
joron model, we extend the SM by including two singlet
right handed neutrinos (N1,2) and a SM singlet complex
scalar field (Φ), charged under a global U(1)L and an
additional Z2 symmetry. While all the SM fields and one
of the RHNs N1 are even under this Z2, N2 and Φ carry
odd Z2 parity, as shown in table I. As a result, though

Symmetries Φ N1 N2

U(1)L −2 1 1
Z2 − + −

TABLE I: Beyond the SM particles and their charges under
global U(1)L and Z2 symmetries.

the field contents are the same, our setup is relatively dif-

ferent than the original Majoron model in terms of the
renormalizable part of the Lagrangian. Here, we consider
the following part of the type I seesaw Lagrangian, which
respects both U(1)L and Z2 symmetry,

−LSC ⊃ f

2
ΦNC

1 N2 + yα1LαH̃N1 + h.c. (1)

Here H is the SM Higgs doublet and yα1 defines the cou-
pling corresponding to the neutrino Yukawa interaction
involving α = e, µ, τ lepton doublets with RHN N1. The
other RHN does not contribute to the neutrino Yukawa
interaction at this renormalizable level due to Z2 charge
assignment of the fields involved. Once the U(1)L sym-

metry is spontaneously broken (Φ = (ϕ+ vϕ + iχ) /
√
2),

Φ field acquires a vacuum expectation value which leads
to the RHN mass matrix (in flavor basis of RHNs) as

MR =

(
0 M
M 0

)
, (2)

with M = fvϕ/
√
2. It then follows that such a construc-

tion leads to an exactly degenerate pair of RHNs (barring

a relative phase) having mass M1 = M2 = fvϕ/
√
2 at the

renormalizable level.
Upon the spontaneous symmetry breaking (SSB) of

global U(1)L, the massless Nambu-Goldstone Boson
(namely Majoron χ) also results in presence of the scalar
potential involving Φ and H as follows

V (H,Φ) = VH − µ2
Φ

2
|Φ|2 + λΦ

2
|Φ|4 + λHΦ|H|2|Φ|2, (3)

where VH = −µ2
HH†H + λH(H†H)2 is the potential of

SM Higgs and λHΦ implies the Higgs portal coupling.
Furthermore, we shall consider the portal coupling λHΦ

to be small enough so as no neglect the mixing between
the CP even part of H and Φ. Followed by the SSB
of U(1)L and subsequently the electroweak symmetry
breaking (EWSB), the masses of the scalar fields take
the form as

m2
h ≃ 2λHv2, m2

ϕ ≃ λΦv
2
ϕ, m2

χ = m2, (4)

where mh is usual SM Higgs boson mass, 125 GeV [33],
while χ remain massless.

A. Explicit U(1)L breaking terms of higher order

The massless Majorons would get mass once the ex-
plicit lepton number symmetry breaking terms are in-
troduced making them massive pseudo-Goldstone boson
(pNGB) [34]. For example, inclusion of soft explicit sym-
metry breaking term as

−Lsoft = −m2

4
(Φ2 +Φ∗2), (5)

breaks U(1)L to a residual Z2 symmetry (respected by
Φ) and induces a Majoron mass m2

χ = m2. The term is
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a soft-breaking one, and natural, in a sense that, in the
limitm → 0, the symmetry of the framework is enhanced.

The U(1)L symmetry, being a global one, is expected
to be explicitly broken also by gravity effect at the Planck
scale [35–40] or even at a lower cut-off scale Λ in the
context of weak gravity conjecture as in [41, 42]. To be
specific, here, we consider explicit U(1)L breaking terms
at dimension-5 level involving Φ and two RHNs (while
keeping the Z2 symmetry intact) as

− L/L =
(Φ2 + (Φ∗)2)NC

1 N1

2Λ

+
(Φ2 + (Φ∗)2)NC

2 N2

2Λ
+ yα2LαH̃N2

(Φ + Φ∗)

Λ
+ h.c.

(6)
The third term in the RHS of Eq. 6 signifies the Yukawa
interaction of the second RHN (N2), where, for our con-
venience, we assume that the coupling parameters for Φ
and Φ∗ are identical which ensures that the Majoron is
not involved in this Yukawa interaction. The involve-
ment of this Yukawa coupling is crucial in making the
light neutrino mass matrix to be consistent with neutrino
oscillation data. The other standard dimension-5 opera-
tor contributing to the light neutrino mass,

cij
Λ LiHLjH,

might also be present [43]. However, assuming cij is suffi-
ciently small, we exclude this contribution from the anal-
ysis without any loss of generality. Also, the presence of
such Z2-odd charge of Φ, even for the U(1)L breaking
contribution, ensures that terms such as Φ3|H|2 do not
appear at the dimension 5 level. It can be noted that the
origin of the soft breaking term in Eq. 5 can be consid-
ered as reminiscent of an explicit U(1)L breaking terms

of higher order, e.g. β |Φ|4
Λ2 (Φ2 +Φ∗2).

B. Effect of explicit U(1)L breaking on RHN mass

After the SSB of U(1)L, the relevant Lagrangian inclu-
sive of the explicit lepton number breaking contribution
for RHN mass, in the flavor basis of RHN (N1 N2)

T , is
given by

L ⊃ 1

2

(
NC

1 NC
2

)(
κ M
M κ

)(
N1

N2

)
, (7)

where κ = v2ϕ/Λ corresponds to the diagonal contribution
to the mass matrix of RHNs arising from the dimension-5
explicit breaking operators (Eq. 6). We diagonalize this
RHN mass matrix (MR) through a unitary operator V
following the relation V ∗MRV

† = Md
R, where

Md
R = diag[M + κ,M − κ], (8)

is the diagonal RHN mass matrix (barring a phase) in the
basis of the RHNs: (NR1

NR2
)T , connected to the flavor

basis as: N1 = 1√
2
(NR1

+ iNR2
) and N2 = 1√

2
(NR1

−
iNR2

). Hence, the dominant contribution to RHN mass
comes from the renormalizable part of the Lagrangian

while the small splitting (κ) emerges from the dimension-
5 operators. These nearly degenerate RHNs would take
part in resonant leptogenesis as we will discuss in a later
section.

C. Neutrino mass

The Lagrangian for the neutrino sector is given by

− Lν = yναiLαH̃NRi
+

fvϕ

2
√
2
(NC

R1
NR1

+NC
R2

NR2
)

+
κ

2
(NC

R1
NR1

−NC
R2

NR2
) + h.c.,

(9)
defined in the RHNs as well as charged lepton mass diag-
onal bases. Note that yν contributing to the Dirac mass
of the neutrinos via mD = yνv/

√
2 after the EWSB, ap-

pears here as an effective Yukawa, originating from both
the tree level and higher order Yukawas (due to the ro-
tation of the RHN flavor to mass basis) as

yνα1 =
1√
2
yα1 +

vϕ
Λ
yα2,

yνα2 =
i√
2
yα1 − i

vϕ
Λ
yα2,

(10)

once the U(1)L symmetry is spontaneously broken.

νLα
1 M 2

νLβ
yα1 yβ2

Λ

H H Φ< > < >< >

> > <<X

FIG. 1: Schematic diagram for generation of the light neutrino
mass, mν .

As a result, after the EWSB (by then, U(1)L is already
broken), the mass terms involving νL and NRi

(i = 1, 2)
can be cast (suppressing the generation indices) into

−Lν ⊃ 1

2

(
νL NC

R

)( 0 mD

mT
D Md

R

)(
νCL
NR

)
. (11)

The light and heavy neutrino mass matrices can now
be obtained (with mD < Md

R) in the rotated basis
(ν̃cL NR)

T via the type-I seesaw relations [7]: mν ≃
mD(MR)

−1
mT

D andMR ≡ Md
R (already diagonal), where

ν̃cL = −i(νcL−θasNR) and θas = m∗
DM−1

R being the active-
sterile neutrino mixing matrix. Finally, aftermν is futher
diagonalised by the PMNS matrix (U) [44], final neu-
trino mass eigenstates (nj NRi

)T can be obtained. Here-
after, we shall use the notation of Majorana mass basis
νj = nj+nc

j and Ni = NRi
+N c

Ri
for all the interactions.

The RHN masses, written in this Majorana mass basis,
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and their mass-splitting (∆M) turn out to be :

M1,2 =
fvϕ√
2
±

v2ϕ
Λ
; ∆M = 2

v2ϕ
Λ
. (12)

Note that the neutrino Yukawa coupling matrix Y ν

plays an important role in fixing the neutrino mass, mix-
ing as well as the amount of asymmetry in leptogenesis,
which will be evident as we proceed. Here, it is then per-
tinent to discuss its expected order of magnitude from
the neutrino oscillation data [45], considering a normal
hierarchy of the light neutrinos. In addition, the presence
of two RHNs in the present setup compels us to consider
the lightest active neutrino mass to be zero. The struc-
ture of yν can be estimated using the Casas Ibarra (CI)
parametrization [46]

yν =

√
2

v
U†D√

mν
RD√

Md
R

, (13)

whereD√
mν

(D√
MD

R

) is the squared root of the 3×3 (2×
2) diagonal active neutrino [47, 48] (RHN) mass matrix.
R is a complex orthogonal matrix, of the form [7]

R =

 0 0
cos θR sin θR
−sin θR cos θR

 , (14)

where θR is a complex angle in general (θR = zR + izI).
For concreteness, we provide a typical yν below

yν =

−0.0023− 0.00043i 0.0013− 0.0011i
0.0029 + 0.00053i −0.0012 + 0.001i
−0.0013− 0.0014i 0.0035− 0.00050i

 , (15)

which is obtained using a set of reference values of the
parameters (involved in parameter space scan of the up-
coming sections), as shown in the following table II along
with the choice of θR = π

4+0.42i. Such a choice of param-

eters implies M1 = 1.4×1010 GeV and M2 = 1.36×1010

GeV. It is also interesting to point out that such a yν is

Λ (GeV) vϕ (GeV) f
1.5× 1014 1.95× 1011 0.1

TABLE II: Reference values of the parameters used for yν

estimation (see Eq. 15).

consistent with Eq. 10 with the choice of yα1 ∼ O(10−3)
where yα2 ∼ O(1) as

vϕ
Λ = 10−3 is already of similar

order as yν .

III. DM PHENOMENOLOGY

We now turn our discussion on the Majoron being a
dark matter candidate and for that purpose, we plan to
estimate the number density of Majorons. Due to its

pNGB nature, its interactions with the SM sector are
suppressed by the U(1)L breaking scale, vϕ, and hence
automatically helps its stability. From the point of view
of its production, we first show below that the tree-level
coupling of Majorons to RHNs, via Eq. 1, is not sufficient
to produce enough Majorons. Consequently, we find that
the production of Majorons take place via a freeze-in sce-
nario and we elaborate on such production channels and
stability criteria of Majoron to be a successful dark mat-
ter candidate.

A. Majoron production from RHNs

The interaction between Majoron and RHNs as in Eq.
1 turns out to be,

−L ⊃ if

2
√
2
χNiγ

5Ni, (16)

after the U(1)L symmetry is spontaneously broken. This
further initiates the following interaction involving Ma-
joron, RHNs and light neutrinos once the EWSB takes
place,

− LχNν = −
∑
i,j

LχNiνj

=
χ

2
√
2

∑
i,j

fi
(
νjPRNiV

T
ji +NiPRνjVij

)
+ h.c.,

(17)

via the active sterile neutrino mixing θas appearing in
V = θ†asU . The interaction of Eq. 17 results into a pos-
sible production channel of Majoron through the decay
of RHNs (Ni → χν). The smallness of the active-sterile
neutrino mixing indicates that this Majoron production
may lead to a FIMP type dark matter [20] where the
associated decay width of RHN is given by

ΓNi→χν =
M3

i

32πv2ϕ

∑
j=1,2,3

|Vij |2. (18)

Note that, there also exists a channel through which
Majoron can decay into two light neutrinos, having the
Lagrangian,

− Lχνν = −
∑
j,k

Lχνjνk

= − χ

2
√
2

∑
j,k

(∑
i

ifiνjPRνkV
T
ji Vik + h.c.

)
.

(19)

and the corresponding decay width be given by

Γχ→νν =
mχ

16πv2ϕ

∑
j

m2
νj
. (20)

Hence, when the stability condition of Majoron dark mat-
ter with respect to the Universe lifetime (∼ O(1019) sec)
is taken into account, the relic density of Majoron dark
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matter (produced via Ni → χν) turns out to be negli-
gible compared to present DM relic density (see [25] for
more details). Another interaction of Majoron could be
present with the CP even scalar ϕ. However, we assume
ϕ to be a heavy scalar (mϕ ∼ vϕ) and alongside that,
with λHΦ assumed to be negligible, ϕ can be considered
to be decoupled from the thermal bath. The other pos-
sibility of ϕ mediating Majoron DM production from the
annihilations of the Higgs (HH → χχ) is mainly appli-
cable to TeV scale Majoron [24]. In this work, our focus
is on the lighter Majorons.

B. Majorons as Freeze-in dark matter

In this section, we introduce dimension-5 lepton num-
ber violating operators and show how these lead to a
viable phenomenology of the Majoron as a freeze-in dark
matter candidate, with the assumption that Majoron was
initially absent in the early Universe. As mentioned ear-
lier, the inclusion of the additional higher dimensional
operators in Eq. 6 induce the following interactions after
the U(1)L symmetry gets spontaneously broken as

(Φ2 + (Φ∗)2)NC
1 N1

2Λ
+

(Φ2 + (Φ∗)2)NC
2 N2

2Λ

⊃ χ2

2Λ
(NC

1 N1 −NC
2 N2).

(21)

With such effective interactions, Majorons could be dom-
inantly produced from the annihilations of RHNs, which
leads to a signature of UV freeze-in [49–52]. In this case,
contrary to the usual freeze-in scenario, the production of
Majoron dark matter crucially depends on the maximum
temperature of the thermal bath. Throughout our anal-
ysis, we shall consider the breaking of U(1)L symmetry
to take place prior to the reheating temperature (TRH)
of the Universe, i.e during inflation or in the reheating
phase, with vϕ > TRH. Such a choice of hierarchy be-
tween vϕ and TRH is also consistent with our assumption
of ϕ being decoupled from the study below TRH. Hence,
in our case, dark matter production is sensitive to TRH

which is considered as a free parameter in our study. We
further consider the RHNs to be present in the thermal
bath requiring TRH > Mi and a sizeable neutrino Yukawa
interactions so as they can be responsible for thermal lep-
togenesis. As a result, a specific hierarchy between the
energy scales vϕ > TRH > Mi is essential for our setup.
Furthermore, since both the U(1)L and Z2 symmetries
are spontaneously broken when Φ obtains a non-zero vev
prior to TRH here (i.e. during inflation or extended re-
heating period), any topological defects formed during
this symmetry breaking would be diluted during infla-
tion.

To analyse the evolution of DM yield originated from
the annihilations of RHNs as discussed above, we solve
the following Boltzmann equation, expressed in terms of
the co-moving number density Yχ (= nχ/S) and the tem-

perature (T ) as follows [53, 54]

dYχ

dT
≃ − 2S

HT

∑
i

〈
σv
〉
NiNi→χχ

Y eq2

Ni

[
1−

Y 2
χ

Y eq2

χ

]
, (22)

where S = 2π2

45 gS⋆ (T )T
3 and H = 1.66

√
gρ⋆(T )

T 2

MPl
de-

note the entropy density and the Hubble expansion rate
of the Universe, respectively. Here, MPl = 1.22 × 1019

GeV represents the Planck scale and gS⋆ (T ) and gρ⋆(T )
describe the effective number of relativistic degrees of
freedom at temperature T (e.g. at high temperature,
gS⋆ (T ) = gρ⋆(T ) = 106.75, constituting out of the SM
particle content). Y eq in Eq. 22 denotes the equilibrium
yield of a particle species (say X) as

Y eq
X (T ) =

45gX
4π4gS⋆ (T )

(mX

T

)2
K2

(mX

T

)
, (23)

where mX and gX = 1(2) (for scalar (fermion)) indi-
cate the mass and the internal degrees of freedom of the
particle species X, respectively, and K2 is the modified
Bessel’s function of second kind. In Eq. 22, another pro-
duction channel of Majoron e.g. Ni → χν is not included
as it contributes negligibly to the DM abundance being
suppressed by the active-sterile neutrino mixing. An-
other contribution to the process NiNi → χχ proceeds
via t-channel RHN mediation, which however drives IR
freeze-in [20] and remains subdominant compared to our
scenario as discussed in [15, 24]. Here,

〈
σv
〉
NiNi→χχ

is the thermally averaged cross-section of the process
NiNi → χχ, expressed as〈

σv
〉
NiNi→χχ

=
1

8M4
i TK

2
2 (Mi/T )

×∫ ∞

4M2
i

σNiNi→χχ(s− 4M2
i )
√
sK1

(√
s/T

)
ds,

(24)

where σ denotes the cross-section of the process
NiNi → χχ as

σNiNi→χχ =
1

16πs

√
s− 4m2

χ

s− 4M2
i

|M |2NiNi→χχ, (25)

with

|M |2NiNi→χχ =
1

Λ2

(
s− 4M2

i

)
. (26)

The final yield of the Majoron DM can be obtained by
integrating Eq. (22) from TRH (reheating temperature)
to T0 (present temperature). One then obtain the final
relic density of χ by replacing the present DM abundance
Yχ(T0) in

Ωχh
2 = 2.755× 108

( mχ

GeV

)
Yχ(T0), (27)

which should reproduce the observed dark matter relic
density, ΩDMh2 = 0.12± 0.0012 [55].
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The main parameters involved in our analysis of dark
matter production are f, Λ, TRH & mχ. Another im-
portant parameter is vϕ which enters in the RHN masses

as Mi =
(

fvϕ√
2
± v2

ϕ

Λ

)
. However, for the DM phenomenol-

ogy, the role of vϕ is not very significant as the DM yield,
being dominated by UV freeze-in scenario, primarily de-
pends on Λ and TRH rather than the masses of the parent
particles. Specifically, the Majoron yield (Yχ) approxi-
mately follows the relation Yχ ∝ TRH/Λ

2 as evident from
Eqs. (22) - (26).

10
6

10
8

10
10

10
12

10
14

10
11

10
13

10
15

10
17

TRH [GeV]

Λ
[G

e
V
]

f = 0.1, TRH=0.5 vϕ
Log10mχ [GeV]

-6

-5

-4

-3

-2

-1

0

1

Yχ YN
eq

1000105107109

10-8

10-6

10-4

0.01

T [GeV]

Y

Λ = 1.5×1014 GeV, TRH = 1.95×1010 GeV, mχ = 2.5×10-5 GeV

FIG. 2: Relic satisfied parameter space represented by colored
region in TRH vs Λ plane, while mχ are in color side-bar (up-
per) and a benchmark point (lower) are shown. Here f = 0.1
and the ratio TRH/vϕ = 0.5 is considered.

Since vϕ is not directly entering in the DM phe-
nomenology except its involvement in the RHN mass and
splitting (which are anyway insensitive to Majoron yield),
we have chosen certain (mild) hierarchies between vϕ and
TRH as benchmark values for our analysis. For exam-
ple, in Fig. 2, a ratio of TRH/vϕ = 0.5 and f = 0.1
is chosen. The upper panel of Fig. 2 illustrates the
DM parameter space in the TRH −Λ plane with mχ, ob-
tained in order to satisfy the correct relic for each point
in the parameter space, is shown in the color bar (with
blue to dark red color gradient). As can be seen from
Fig. 2 (upper panel), we scan over a large region of
the parameters; (i) TRH : 106 GeV − 1015 GeV; (ii) Λ :

1011 GeV − 1018 GeV & (iii) mχ ≳ 1 keV. While doing
the scan, the conditions imposed on the parameters are
the following: (a) vϕ > TRH > Mi as stated earlier and

(b) f/
√
2 > vϕ/Λ which follows from the fact that the

contribution to the RHNs mass from the dimension-5 op-
erator must remain subdominant compared to the renor-
malizable one. While boundary at the right side stems
from the condition f/

√
2 > vϕ/Λ (considering the ratio

of TRH/vϕ = 0.5), the left-side boundary signifies the Ma-
joron DM must be stable following the essential criteria,
Γ−1
χ→νν > τU . On the other hand, the top and the bot-

tom boundary of the parameter space signifies the viable
Majoron DM mass range, i.e. O(100) GeV ≥ mχ ≥ 1
keV, as evident from the color bar. In the lower panel of
Fig. 2, we have shown the DM yield (solid blue line) for
the benchmark point mentioned in table II, which falls
within the allowed parameter space of the upper panel.
As expected, the maximum production of the DM occurs
at the very initial temperature, which is TRH. In Fig. 3,
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FIG. 3: Relic satisfied parameter space represented by colored
region in TRH vs Λ plane, while mχ are in color side-bar with
f = 0.005 and the ratio TRH/vϕ = 0.1.

we have shown the relic satisfied parameter space with
a difference choice of ratio TRH/vϕ = 0.1. It turns out
that the parameter space in this case (in Fig. 3) gets
shrunk compared to Fig. 2 due to less number of points,
satisfying the criteria vϕ > TRH > Mi and f/

√
2 > vϕ/Λ.

In addition to the Majoron DM stability condition, an-
other stringent constraint follows from monochromatic
neutrino searches by experiments like Borexino [26],
KamLAND [27], SuperKamiokande [28, 56], and IceCube
[57], due to the model-independent decay of Majorons
into light neutrinos. These experiments restricts the Ma-
joron parameter space for mχ ≳ 4 MeV [58, 59]. Ad-
ditionally, Majoron decay into two photons (induced in
two-loops) provides another channel for probing the pa-
rameter space through several γ-ray observations [58, 60].
We have discussed these constraints in detail in an earlier
work [25].
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IV. RESONANT LEPTOGENESIS

After getting the DM allowed parameter space, we are
now in a position to discuss the leptogenesis scenario
keeping in mind that the same set of operators of Eq.
21 contributing toward Majoron production will also be
responsible for breaking the degeneracy of RHN mass,
hence playing a key role in leptogenesis too. Before en-
tering the details of the leptogenesis, specific to our set-
up, we provide a brief overview of leptogenesis in general,
more specifically the resonant case. The dynamical gen-
eration of lepton asymmetry takes place in an the era of
radiation dominated Universe, below TRH

3 (Mi < TRH)
, when the RHNs starts decaying.

Below the reheating temperature, the RHNs can be
produced from the thermal bath due to inverse decay via
the neutrino Yukawa interaction. The same interaction
also keeps them in the equilibrium with the SM bath till
the temperature of the Universe remain larger than their
masses. Thereafter, their out of equilibrium decay to
the SM Higgs and lepton doublet begins having a decay
width, given by

ΓNi→LH =
|yνii|2

8π
Mi. (28)

One can track the abundance of the RHNs in the expand-
ing Universe by solving the following Boltzmann equa-
tions:

dYNi

dx
= − 1

HxS

[
YNi

Y eq
Ni

− 1

]
(γNi

+ 2γhs
+ 4γht

),

(29)

where

γNi
= neq

Ni

K1(x)

K2(x)
ΓNi

, (30)

x = M1/T with T being the temperature of the Universe.
Additionally, γhs and γht signify the reaction rates of
Higgs mediated ∆L = 1 processes involving the SM top
quarks, e.g., NiL → qt (s-channel) and Nit → Lq (t-
channel), which are defined by

γhs,t =
Mi

64π2x

∫
dsσ̂h(s)

√
sK1

(
x
√
s

Mi

)
, (31)

where

σ̂h(s) =
y2t (y

ν†
yν)ii

4π

(
1− M2

i

s

)2

. (32)

Finally, YNi
= nNi

/S denotes the comoving number den-
sity of the RHNs with nNi

being the number density of

3 For a generation of lepton asymmetry during the reheating phase
i.e. when Mi > TRH, we refer the readers to [61–72].

the RHNs. Looking at Eq. 29, one notices that the
first term in the squared bracket on the right hand side
(r.h.s) comes with a negative sign and hence is responsi-
ble for the depletion of RHNs’ abundance resulting pri-
marily from its decay to the SM particle, while the second
term is responsible for their production from bath due to
the inverse decay.
The out of equilibrium decays of RHNs together with

the lepton number violation (present due to Majorana
masses of RHNs) and the CP violation originating from
the neutrino Yukawa sector (as evident from the struc-
ture of yν via CI parametrisation) are the three necessary
and sufficient conditions, namely the Sakharov’s condi-
tions [73], required for the dynamical generation of lepton
asymmetry. It can be inferred from the DM phenomenol-
ogy of the previous section that the RHN masses in our
case (∼ fvϕ), satisfying the correct relic, fall in a broad
range from a very heavy to as light as 104 GeV. In this
connection, one can recall that the standard thermal lep-
togenesis works for the RHN mass above 109 GeV, the
so-called Davidson-Ibarra bound [74]. However, this con-
clusion is based on the hierarchical nature of RHNs. In
case degenerate RHNs are present, like the present case,
the asymmetry production can be significantly enhanced.
In order to quantify such enhanced production of asym-
metry, we proceed below for the evaluation of the CP
asymmetry.
The CP asymmetry parameter ϵNi

associated to the
decay of the i-th RHN can be expressed as

ϵNi =

∑
α[ΓNi→LαH − ΓNi→L̄αH̄ ]∑
α[ΓNi→LαH + ΓNi→L̄αH̄ ]

, (33)

which results from the interference of the tree-level decay
of Ni and the one loop, vertex and self energy, diagrams.
The general expression for such CP asymmetry (after
flavor sum) can be estimated as [6, 75–79]

ϵNi
= −

∑
j ̸=i

MiΓNj

M2
j

(
Vij

2
+ Sij

)
Im(yν

†
yν)2ij

(yν†yν)ii(yν
†yν)jj

,

(34)
where

Vij = 2
M2

j

M2
i

[(
1 +

M2
j

M2
i

)
ln

(
1 +

M2
i

M2
j

)
− 1

]
, (35)

and Sij =
M2

j (M
2
j −M2

i )

(M2
j −M2

i )
2 +M2

i Γ
2
Nj

, (36)

denote the vertex correction and self energy corrections
respectively. At this stage, it is important to point
out that though the contributions of the vertex and self
energy corrections are of similar order for hierarchical
RHNs, the self energy contributions dominate over the
other in case of (closely) degenerate RHNs. This is
mainly because, in the limit of quasi-degenerate RHNs
masses i.e. Mi ≈ Mj , the CP asymmetry can be max-
imised with M2

i − M2
j ∼ MiΓNj

such that Sij ≫ Vij ∼
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O(1) [6]. Alongside, the remaining part of Eq. 34 turns
out to be

Fy =
Im(yν

†
yν)2ij

(yν†yν)ii(yν
†yν)jj

∼ O(1). (37)

This is the key ingredient of the resonant leptogenesis
mechanism for which, even with light RHNs as low as
TeV or so, it can satisfy the baryon asymmetry of the
Universe via leptogenesis at the cost of imposing a pre-
cise degree of degeneracy between the two RHNs. In
the present scenario of the minimal Majoron model, the
splitting ∆M = 2v2ϕ/Λ is fixed for any specific point on

the DM relic satisfied parameter space, as in Fig. 2 (up-
per panel) and 3. Therefore, for each such point, one can
check the validity of the resonant leptogenesis mechanism
in order to satisfy the BAU where the complex angle in
the orthogonal R matrix play crucial role.

Once the CP asymmetry is obtained, the evolution of
the L asymmetry can be studied by simultaneously solv-
ing the Boltzmann equation shown in Eq. 29, together
with [76, 80],

dYL

dx
=
∑
i

1

HxS

[
ϵNi

(
YNi

Y eq
Ni

− 1

)
− YL

2Y eq
l

]
γNi −

YL

Y eq
l

γσ

(38)
where YL denotes the amount of asymmetry generated
in the lepton sector and γσ signifies the rates of ∆L = 1
scatterings processes, as mentioned in Eq. 31. Here,
the term proportional to ϵNi

in the r.h.s is responsible
for the growth in the asymmetry YL = Yl − Yl̄, which
then gets washed out primarily due to the inverse-decays
LH → Ni and L̄H̄ → Ni. Finally, as the tempera-
ture drops below Mi, the inverse decay processes get
suppressed by e−Mi/T , resulting in a saturation in the
lepton asymmetry. Additionally, ∆L = 2 scattering
processes such as LH → L̄H̄ and LL → HH (medi-
ated by Ni) also contribute in wash-out of the lepton
asymmetry, which is however less efficient compared to
the inverse decay processes, due to the involvement of
(yν†yν)2. The asymptotic yield in lepton asymmetry
Y ∞
L (at x → ∞) is eventually converted into the baryon

asymmetry YB through electroweak sphalerons at tem-
peratures above T ∼ 130 GeV, as described by the re-
lation YB = (28/51)Y ∞

L ≃ 8.75 × 10−11 [81]. Here we
do not incorporate the flavor effects on leptogenesis4 for
simplicity. We use Fig. 4 to demonstrate the evolution
of the abundance of RHN together with the lepton asym-
metry, YL for the benchmark point shown in table II for
which the observed baryon asymmetry is satisfied with
θR = 0.78 + 0.42i.
Notice that unlike the usual motivation of lowering the

scale of RHNs (typically of order TeV or so) from its

4 For flavor effects on thermal leptogenesis, we direct the readers
to [82–87] and for flavor effects on leptogenesis during a non-
instantaneous reheating epoch, we refer the readers to [88, 89].

YN1

eq
YN2

eq
YL
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GeV, f = 0.1, θR = 0.78 + 0.42i

FIG. 4: Evolution of the yields of RHNs and lepton asymme-
try (using table II).

collider search point of view while employing the reso-
nant leptogenesis scenario, the present construction re-
quires a relatively heavier RHNs (106 GeV and above) to
have a successful leptogenesis. This is because the DM
phenomenology in our scenario demands a heavier RHN
(vϕ > TRH) together with larger Λ as seen from Figs. 2
(upper panel) and 3. It is however ensured that the mass
difference between the two almost degenerate RHNs are
large enough compared to their respective decay width(s)
so as to maintain the validity of the perturbative cal-
culation. As stated earlier, the mass splitting between
the two RHNs depends on vϕ and Λ and hence, is fixed
for a specific set of values of (vϕ,Λ). It turns out that
ϵNi

∼ 6 × 10−6 is required to produce the lepton asym-
metry that can explain the observed baryon asymmetry.

V. CORRELATING DM PARAMETER SPACE
WITH LEPTOGENESIS

As discussed separately in the previous two sections, in
this work, the explicit breaking of the lepton number at
dimension 5 contributes to both the DM phenomenology
and the generation of baryon asymmetry which in turn
provides an interesting correlation between the DM pa-
rameter space to the generation of lepton asymmetry. To
demonstrate it, we consider the entire DM relic satisfied
parameter space (as in upper panel of Fig. 2 and Fig.
3) and evaluate the corresponding baryon asymmetry of
the Universe where the only additional parameter (apart
from the common parameters: Λ, TRH and f), entering
solely in leptogenesis, is the complex angle θR. Although
the U(1)L breaking scale, vϕ, is not directly involved in
the DM analysis, it remains a crucial parameter for res-
onant leptogenesis as it directly contributes to the gen-
eration of tree level RHN (degenerate) masses and their
mass-splittings. As mentioned in the DM phenomeno-
logical discussion, we assume vϕ > TRH and consider
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FIG. 5: The correct BAU satisfied parameter spaces are in-
dicated on DM-parameter space (from upper panel of Fig. 2
and Fig. 3) by black, purple and gray patches, for different
choices of θR (indicated in plot legends).

a fixed hierarchy between TRH and vϕ for convenience.
Specifically, we consider two benchmark hierarchies as
(a) TRH = 0.5 vϕ and f = 0.1 and (b) TRH = 0.1 vϕ
for f = 0.005. In addition, the ratio TRH/vϕ should sat-

isfy TRH/vϕ ≳ f/
√
2 which arises from the consideration,

TRH > Mi (∼ fvϕ/
√
2) ensuring that the RHNs can be

considered to be in thermal equilibrium.

In Fig. 5, we illustrate a common parameter space
for Majoron as DM and resonant leptogenesis signifying
the correct baryon asymmetry of the Universe in a sin-
gle comprehensive plot in Λ − TRH plane. Additionally,
the variation of the RHN mass is shown in color bar. In
the upper (lower) panel of Fig. 5, the baryon asymmetry
and DM relic satisfied parameter space is indicated by the
black patch with TRH/vϕ = 0.5 (0.1) and f = 0.1 (0.005)
for an optimum choice of θR = 0.78 + 0.42i. It is ob-
served that this particular θR maximizes the CP asym-
metry parameter. It then turns out that for such choices
of f and TRH/vϕ in the upper plot of Fig. 5, success-
ful resonant leptogenesis is obtained for RHN masses in
the range 108 − 1011 GeV, while the Majoron as DM
(satisfying correct relic density) falls in the mass range,

f=0.005

f=0.1
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FIG. 6: Plot showing the relative importance between the self
energy and vertex contributions against M1 for two choices of
f . For f = 0.1, it stops around M1 ∼ 1011 GeV.

mχ ∼ O(keV −MeV), this is also visible from Fig. 7.
Similarly, for a lower choice of f (= 0.005) (associated
to smaller RHN masses), the mass splitting must be
more fine-tuned, demanding higher values of Λ to keep
ϵNi

fixed. As shown in the lower panel of Fig. 5 for
TRH = 0.1 vϕ and f = 0.005, Λ ≳ 6 × 1016 GeV is re-
quired along the black patches to satisfy the correct res-
onance condition. Consequently, for these points, higher
values of mχ (O(0.01 GeV) − O(GeV)) as well as TRH

(that translates to a larger values of RHN masses, in the
range O(109 GeV)−O(1012 GeV))5 are needed to satisfy
correct relic density.
The requirement of satisfying the correct BAU boils

down to generating a CP asymmetry of order ϵN ≳
7×10−6 as the washout (η) of the produced lepton asym-
metry via inverse decay is limited roughly by η ≲ 10−3,
in terms of the DM parameter space6. This excludes
the DM relic satisfied parameter space below the black
patch with θR = 0.78 + 0.42i. We observe that for
θR = 0.78 + 0.42i, the BAU satisfied black patch cor-
responds to a specific Λ value for the upper panel with
f = 0.1 and TRH/vϕ = 0.5 while for the lower panel,
such a patch exhibits similar pattern till a point (close
to TRH ∼ 1012 GeV or M1 ∼ 1011 GeV) beyond which
it shows a Λ dependence. The same pattern is observed
for different choices of θR as indicated in the Fig. 5.
This is actually reminiscent of the two distinct regimes
of ϵN where the self energy domination over the vertex
contribution characterises the fixed-Λ regime (the range
remains insensitive to vϕ) while the Λ-dependent range
stands for vertex correction dominated era. To make it
more explicit, we include the Fig. 6, where the rela-
tive strength of the self energy to vertex contributions

5 Decay of such heavy RHNs may emit gravitational waves via
bremsstrahlung during leptogenesis [90].

6 The actual contribution toward washout is however evaluated
using the Boltzmann equations.
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FIG. 7: Correlation between masses of Majoron and RHNs,
obtained from DM-relic and BAU satisfaction.

in ϵN1 is depicted against the variation of RHN mass
M1. For f = 0.1, it stops around M1,2 ∼ O(1011) GeV
signifying that M1 is limited by such a value from the
DM satisfied parameter space for Λ ∼ 1.5 × 1014 GeV.
However, for the smaller choice of f , the DM parameter
space allows for a higher M1, thereby resulting into the
probe of Λ-dependent regime in this case. So, overall, it is
seen that the 1-loop vertex correction starts contributing
significantly for M1 ∼ M2 ≳ O(1011) GeV. Therefore,
we find that the study establishes a one-to-one corre-
spondence between masses of the Majoron as DM and
the RHN mass responsible for neutrino mass generation
and BAU, as indicated in Fig. 7, thereby providing an
intricate link between the two apparently disconnected
problems of particle physics and cosmology. Note that
the typical behaviour of the bottom plot, above and be-
low M1 ∼ 1011 GeV, is suggestive of the characteristic
switchover from the self energy domination to the vertex
correction dominated phase.

VI. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

In this work, we have studied a simple Majoron model,
extending the SM gauge symmetry with a global lepton

number symmetry U(1)L, augmented by a discrete Z2

symmetry, including two RHNs and a scalar responsi-
ble for SSB of U(1)L. While the spontaneous breaking
of the U(1)L naturally generates two exactly degenerate
right handed neutrinos via the tree level terms respecting
the lepton number symmetry, a tiny explicit lepton num-
ber breaking (but Z2 symmetric) terms of dimension-5
breaks the degeneracy. The RHNs are not only respon-
sible for generating the light neutrino masses via type I
seesaw, but also contribute dominantly to the Majoron
production in the early Universe. The quasi-degenerate
RHNs allow an explanation of the baryon asymmetry of
the Universe via resonant leptogenesis. It also opens up
an interesting correlation between the Majoron as DM
and BAU, not hitherto explored in the literature.

We have analysed the parameter space satisfying both
the DM relic density and the BAU. The reheating tem-
perature and the (effective) cut-off scale, signifying the
explicit breaking of the global U(1)L symmetry, are
bounded by 1015 GeV and Planck scale respectively.
The analysis suggests a sub-GeV Majoron relevant to
monochromatic neutrino search experiments, together
RHNs in the mass range from intermediate (106 GeV) to
high (1013 GeV) scales. Unlike typical resonant leptoge-
nesis occurring at the TeV scale, the high-scale resonant
leptogenesis here has a characteristic dependence of self
energy and vertex contributions to the CP asymmetry
for RHN masses around O(1011) GeV.

Overall, the model considered here not only provides a
mechanism for generating tiny neutrino masses but also
relates the production of dark matter with the baryon
asymmetry of the Universe, offering a unified approach
to resolve some of the most fundamental questions in
particle physics and cosmology.
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