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Abstract

We discuss leptogenesis in a majoron model extended by a right-handed SU(2)L triplet

fermion that prevents the appearance of cosmological domain walls due to a change of the

[SU(2)L]
2 × U(1)L anomaly factor. We study several different parameter assignments and

find that the interactions of neutrinos with the new particles in the majoron+triplet model

can significantly alter the way leptogenesis proceeds. We show that for large parts of the

considered parameter space, it is essential to solve the set of coupled Boltzmann equations for

the evolution of the neutrinos and the additional particles rather than solving the Boltzmann

equations for the neutrino evolution only.
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1 Introduction

The Standard Model (SM) of particle physics has been remarkably successfull on many levels.

Despite its predictive power however, it fails to explain the origin of the Baryon Asymmetry

of the Universe (BAU)[1] and how the light neutrino masses arise [2, 3, 4].

The type I Seesaw mechanism [5] is an elegant way of generating small neutrino masses.

Extending the SM by heavy right-handed singlet neutrinos, the Seesaw mechanism naturally

explains the smallness of the light neutrino masses as the consequence of a suppression by the

mass scale of the heavy neutrinos. An inherent feature of the Seesaw mechanism is that it

inhibits all ingredients necessary to explain the BAU via leptogenesis[6]. In the most simple

version of the leptogenesis mechanism, often called vanilla leptogenesis (VL), CP violating

out-of-thermal-equilibrium decays of a heavy neutrino generate a lepton asymmetry which is

subsequently converted to a baryon asymmetry via Sphaleron transitions[7]. A compelling

extension of the Seesaw mechanism is the singlet majoron model[8, 9, 10] where rather than

including the masses of the Majorana neutrinos ad-hoc, their origin is based on the spon-

taneous symmetry breaking (SSB) of a global U(1)L′ symmetry where the index L′ denotes

lepton number. This SSB gives rise to a Goldstone boson, called majoron, that has been shown

to be a viable dark matter (DM) candidate if it obtains a small mass[11, 12, 13, 14, 15]. As

in the type I seesaw mechanism, a lepton asymmetry can be generated via neutrino decays

[16, 17, 18]. However, one drawback is the possible formation of long-lived domain walls that

would dominate the energy density of the universe [19], contrary to observations. As the ex-

istence of such domain walls is a consequence of the mismatch of residual discrete symmetries

from the breaking of the initial U(1)L′ symmetry via non-perturbative Instanton processes

and SSB at the Seesaw scale, a possible way out is to introduce new particles that change the

[SU(2)L]
2 × U(1)L′ anomaly factor associated with the Instanton transitions [20]. As shown

in [21], these types of models also affect the conversion rate with which a lepton asymmetry

is converted to a baryon asymmetry via Sphaleron transitions.

In this paper, we focus on the extension of the majoron model by a right-handed triplet

fermion. For simplicity, we restrict ourselves to a model where an additional Z2 symmetry

forbids a Yukawa coupling of the triplet fermion with the lepton doublet and the Higgs. We

will refer to this setup as the ”majoron+triplet model”. In contrast to VL, neutrino in-

teractions in the majoron+triplet model with the new particles introduce several additional

parameters which can severly affect the dynamics that create the lepton asymmetry. More-

over, we find that the creation of the lepton asymmetry is independent from the presence of

the triplet if the corresponding Yukawa coupling is sufficiently small.

We analyze how the parameters relevant in the majoron+triplet model affect the evolution

of the lepton asymmetry compared to VL. We find that the lepton asymmetry that can be

generated depends significantly on the Majorana neutrino Yukawa coupling and the effective

neutrino mass while the initial abundances of the new particles are only relevant for a specific

subcategory of parameters. Depending on the parameters, a sizable lepton asymmetry can

be generated while in other cases, the asymmetry is significantly diminished.
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This paper is structured as follows. In Sec. 2, we give an introduction to the basic ingredients

of the majoron+triplet model. In Sec. 3 , we give an overview on the leptogenesis mechanism

both in VL and in the majoron+triplet model, present the Boltzmann equations for the evo-

lution of the particle abundances and the lepton asymmetry and introduce the parameters

that we used to solve these Boltzmann equations. In Sec. 4, we present our results for the

efficiency factor that is relevant for leptogenesis and discuss the solutions of various scenarios

in greater detail. In Sec. 5, we discuss dark matter constraints on the parameters of the

model. In Sec. 6, we focus on a more specific realization of the model and discuss the lepton-

and baryon asymmetries that can be realized in the majoron+triplet model. In Sec. 7, we

conclude with a summary. In App. A, we present useful formulae.

2 Model

In the majoron+triplet model, the SM is extended by a singlet complex scalar σ̂, three right

handed neutrinos N i
R, and a fermion triplet TR,

TR =

(
T 0
R/

√
2 T+

R

T−
R −T 0

R/
√
2

)
, (2.1)

transforming under (SU(3)C × SU(2)L × U(1)Y )L′ as

σ̂ ∼ (1, 1, 0)−2 , N1,2,3
R ∼ (1, 1, 0)1 , TR ∼ (1, 3, 0)1 , (2.2)

where the index L′ denotes lepton number. The U(1)L′ invariant scalar potential is given by

V = −µ2
σ|σ̂|2 − λσ|σ̂|4 − µ2

H |H|2 − λH |H|4 + 2λmix|σ̂|2|H|2 , (2.3)

where H =

(
ϕ+

ϕ0

)
is the Higgs doublet. Moreover, the relevant Yukawa and kinetic terms are

given by

LY uk = −yνLH̃NR − 1

2
gNi

(N i
R)

cN i
Rσ̂ − 1

2
gTTr

[
(TR)cTRσ̂

]
+ h.c. , (2.4)

Lkin = iNR/∂NR + iTr
[
TR /DTR

]
, (2.5)

where L are the lepton doublets and H̃ = iσ2H
∗. In the Lagrangian above, we invoked an

additional Z2 symmetry under which TR is odd while all other particles are even. This as-

sumption simplifies the discussion for two main reasons: First, it prevents the triplet from

mixing with the SM leptons via the Yukawa term LH̃TR. Second, as we discuss later, the

absence of this term ensures that the only lepton number violating interactions in the La-

grangian are neutrino decays, thereby simplifing the Boltzmann equations.

At the Seesaw scale f , the U(1)L′ symmetry is broken as σ̂ obtains its VEV with an expansion

around its ground state given by

σ̂ =
1√
2
(f + σ + iJ) , (2.6)
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where J denotes the CP-odd majoron and σ is CP-even. As J is a Goldstone boson, it is

massless. However, the majoron may obtain a small mass due to e.g. radiative corrections or

gravitational Instanton processes and thereby become a dark matter candidate[11, 12, 13, 14].

For simplicity, we neglect λmix so that the potentials for σ̂ and H decouple and we obtain

Vσ =
m2

σ

2
σ2 + kσJ

2σ + kσσ
3 + λσJ

2σ2 +
λσ

4
J4 +

λσ

4
σ4 + const (2.7)

for the singlet potential with

f =
µσ√
λσ

, kσ = λσf , mσ =
√

λσf . (2.8)

After SSB at the Seesaw scale, we define the heavy Majorana neutrinos as

Ni ≡ N i
R +

(
N i

R

)c
= (Ni)

c i = 1, 2, 3 , (2.9)

with the corresponding Majorana masses given by MNi
≡ gNi√

2
f . Similarly, we write the triplet

as

T ≡

(
T 0/

√
2 T+

T− −T 0/
√
2

)
= TR + (TR)

c = T c (2.10)

with MT = gT√
2
f so that T 0 = T 0

R+(T 0
R)

c
is a Majorana fermion while the charged components

are combined into a Dirac spinor as

T+ = T+
R + (T−

R )c = (T−)c . (2.11)

Consequently, we can write the Yukawa terms (2.4) as

LY uk =
(
−yνLH̃N + h.c.

)
− 1

2
MNNN − 1

2
√
2
gNNNσ

− 1

2
√
2
gNNγ5NJ − 1

2
MTTr

[
TT
]
− 1

2
√
2
gTTr

[
TTσ

]
− 1

2
√
2
gTTr

[
Tγ5TJ

]
,

(2.12)

while the kinetic terms become

Lkin =
i

2
N /∂N +

i

2
Tr
[
T /DT

]
=

i

2
N /∂N +

g

2

(
T 0W+T− + T 0W−T+

)
+ eT+AT+ +

g

cW
(1− s2W )T+ZT+ ,

(2.13)

where we omitted generation indices for brevity. After electroweak symmetry breaking (EWSB),

we have

H =
1√
2

(
0

v + h0

)
, (2.14)

(2.15)
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where v = 246GeV is the SM VEV and h0 is the Higgs boson. Moreover, the neutrinos obtain

a Dirac mass mD = yν√
2
v and we can write the neutrino mass terms as

Lν
mass = −1

2

(
νL (NR)

c
)( 0 mD

mT
D MN

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

M

(
(νL)

c

NR

)
+ h.c. . (2.16)

The Majorana mass matrix M can be diagonalized with a unitary matrix U as

UTMU = diag(m1, ...,m6) , (2.17)

where m1, ...,m6 are the physical neutrino masses. In the Seesaw limit MN ≫ mD, block-

diagonalization of M yields three light neutrinos with masses of order −mDmT
D

MN
and three

heavy neutrinos with masses of order MN . Without loss of generality, we can assume that

MN is diagonal and define the heavy neutrino masses as m4,5,6 = MN1,2,3 while m1,2,3 are the

light neutrino masses.

In the following, we will assume that MN1 ≪ MN2,3 so that N1 is the lightest of the heavy

neutrino mass eigenstates. For brevity, we will generally omit the index 1 and stress that

unless otherwise specified, gN ,MN refer to the Yukawa coupling and the mass of N ≡ N1.

3 Leptogenesis

In this section, we give a brief overview of leptogenesis. For an overview of the basic formulae

and conventions, we refer the reader to App A.1. The relevant Feynman diagrams are shown

in App. A.2, the relevant cross sections are given in App. A.3 and a more detailed derivation

of the Boltzmann equations in the majoron+triplet model is presented in App. A.4.

3.1 Overview

In the VL scenario, the first term given in (2.12) is already sufficient to produce a lepton

asymmetry via CP violating out-of-equilibrium neutrino decays N → LH,LH with a decay

rate given by

ΓD =

(
y†νyν

)
11
MN

8π
=

M2
N

8πv2
m̃ , (3.1)

where m̃ =
(
y†νyν

)
11
v2M−1

N is the effective neutrino mass [22]. In our computations, we also

include scattering processes involving third generation quarks, induced via the top yukawa

coupling yt, Q3U3 ↔ NL and LQ3 ↔ NU3, while neglecting gauge boson contributions. The

corresponding feynman diagrams can be found in Fig. A.1. In the one flavor approximation,

the Boltzmann equation for the neutrino abundance can then be written as [23]

sHzN
dY V L

N

dzN
= − (δN − 1) γD − 2 (δN − 1) γQ , (3.2)
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where the abundance Yi is defined as the number density ni normalized to the entropy density

s (A.13) so that Yi = ni/s and δi ≡ Yi/Y eq
i where Y eq

i is the equilibrium abundance. Moreover,

we defined zN ≡ MN

T
1 while γD and γQ ≡ γQ3U3NL + γLQ3NU3

+ γLU3NQ3
are the thermal rates

for neutrino decays and quark scatterings, respectively.

The CP violation in VL is a result of the interference of the tree- and one-loop-level diagrams

of N → LH,LH presented in Fig. 3.1 and in the case of strongly hierarchical heavy neutrinos

with MN2,3 ≫ MN1 , it is given by [24]

ε =
Γ (N → LH)− Γ

(
N → L̄H̄

)
Γ (N → LH) + Γ

(
N → L̄H̄

) ≂
1

8π

1(
y†νyν

)
11

∑
i=2,3

Im
[(
y†νyν

)2
1i

]
f

(
M2

Ni

M2
N1

)
, (3.3)

where

f(x) =
√
x

[
x− 2

x− 1
− (1 + x) log

(
1 + x

x

)]
. (3.4)

Using the Davidson-Ibarra bound [25] and assuming MN2,3/MN1
→ ∞, an upper limit on the

CP violation can be given as

|εDI | ≤ 3

16π

MN

v2
(m3 −m1) . (3.5)

If the light neutrinos follow a normal hierarchy with m1 ≪ m2 ≪ m3, (3.5) can be written as

|εDI | ≤ 3

16π

MN

v2

√
∆m2

atm , (3.6)

where ∆m2
atm is the atmospheric neutrino mass splitting with [26]

∆m2
atm = m2

3 −m2
2 ≈ 2.55× 10−3 eV2 . (3.7)

N1

L

H

N1

L

H

L

H

N2,3
N1

L

H

L

H

N2,3

Figure 3.1: Feynman diagrams contributing to the CP violating N decay.

It is convenient to express the lepton asymmetry YL ≡ YL′ − YL′ in terms of an efficiency

factor η [27],

YL(zN) = εY 0
Nη(zN) , (3.8)

1Here, T is the temperature.
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where Y 0
N ≡ YN(zN → ∞) is a normalization factor, yielding a Boltzmann equation for the

efficiency independent from ε,

sHzN
dη

dzN
=

1

Y 0
N

(δN − 1) γD − η

Y eq
L

(γD
2

+ δNγQ3U3NL + 2γLQ3NU3

)
. (3.9)

The final lepton asymmetry is given by YL(zN → ∞) = εY 0
Nη where we defined the final

efficiency as η ≡ η(zN → ∞). In (3.9), the first term is the source term that produces the

lepton asymmetry while the term proportional to η is called the washout (WO) term which

reduces the efficiency via inverse decays and quark scatterings.

Compared to VL, the interactions given in (2.4), (2.5) and (2.7) induce a vast number of new

interactions between the additional particles as shown in Figs. A.2 and A.3. While these

interactions affect the neutrino evolution, the only lepton number violating processes are

still the (inverse) neutrino decays and quark scatterings and consequently, the corresponding

Boltzmann equation for the efficiency is the same as in VL. We also assume that no additional

CP violation compared to VL is present in the majoron+triplet model.

Clearly, the lepton asymmetry is directly linked to the neutrino evolution and consequently,

the most relevant processes are these that change the neutrino abundance (see Fig. A.2). It

is therefore convenient to combine these processes to a summed thermal scattering rate γS as

γS ≡γNNTT + γNNJJ + γNNσσ + γNNσJ + Brσ,NNγσ,NN , (3.10)

where we introduced the short-hand notations

γ(12 ↔ 34) =: γ1234 , γ(1 ↔ 23) =: γ1,23 , (3.11)

for the thermal rates γ and Brσ,NN ≡ Γσ→NN∑
i=N,T,J Γσ→ii

is the branching ratio of σ → NN . In

contrast to the VL scenario, we expect that a large scattering rate γS effectively thermalizes

the neutrinos, thus allowing the generation of a lepton asymmetry only once the scattering

processes decouple. This effect is similar to type III leptogenesis [28, 29, 30, 31, 32, 33] where

the lepton asymmetry is produced via the decays of a SU(2)L triplet fermion. An appealing

feature of type III leptogenesis is that gauge interactions thermalize the triplet, rendering

leptogenesis independent from the triplets initial abundance while in type I leptogenesis, the

asymmetry is independent from the initial neutrino abundance only in the so called strong

washout regime where m̃ ≳ 10−3 eV. In contrast to type III leptogenesis though, the triplet

in the model discussed here does not directly contribute to the lepton asymmetry due to the

additional Z2 symmetry and further, we can treat the couplings gN , gT , λσ as free parameters

and explore the effects of changes in these couplings on the generation of the asymmetry.

For example, if γS is small, neutrinos might not be thermalized as efficiently as in type III

leptogenesis. One complicating factor when calculating the lepton asymmetry however are

the abundances of T, σ and J . Their evolution depends on the same couplings as the evolution

of the neutrinos which suggests that a coupled set of Boltzmann equations for T, σ, J and N

needs to be solved. However, in order to explore qualitative implications, it is convenient
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to begin with the discussion of a simplified scenario where we assume that T, σ and J are

in thermal equilibrium, i.e. δT,σ,J = 1, and consequently, the Boltzmann equation for N is

independent from their abundance.

In the next section, we present the full set of Boltzmann equations relevant for the evolution of

N, T, σ and J and the Boltzmann equation for YN in the simplified scenario where δT,σ,J = 1.

Afterwards, we specify the parameters we used to solve the Boltzmann equations.

3.2 Boltzmann Equations

The full set of coupled Boltzmann equations for the evolution of YN , YT , Yσ and YJ is given

by

sHzN
dYN

dzN
=

dY V L
N

dzN
− 2

(
δ2N − δ2T

)
γNNTT − 2

(
δ2N − δ2J

)
γNNJJ − 2

(
δ2N − δ2σ

)
γNNσσ

− 2
(
δ2N − δJδσ

)
γNNσJ + 2δsubγσ,NN

≡ − (δN − 1) γD − 2 (δN − 1) γQ − 2(δ2N − 1)γS − 2ρ

(3.12)

sHzN
dYT

dzN
= −2

(
δ2T − δ2N

)
γTTNN − 2

(
δ2T − δ2J

)
γTTJJ − 2

(
δ2T − δ2σ

)
γTTσσ

− 2
(
δ2T − δσδJ

)
γTTσJ − 2

(
δ2T − 1

)
γT,gauge + 2δsubγσ,TT ,

(3.13)

sHzN
dYσ

dzN
= −2

(
δ2σ − δ2N

)
γσσNN − 2

(
δ2σ − δ2T

)
γσσTT − 2

(
δ2σ − δ2J

)
γσσJJ

−
(
δσδJ − δ2T

)
γσJTT −

(
δσδJ − δ2N

)
γσJNN − (δNδσ − δNδJ) γNσNJ

− (δT δσ − δT δJ) γTσTJ −
(
δσ − δ2N

)
γσ,NN −

(
δσ − δ2T

)
γσ,TT

−
(
δσ − δ2J

)
γσ,JJ ,

(3.14)

sHzN
dYJ

dzN
= −2

(
δ2J − δ2N

)
γJJNN − 2

(
δ2J − δ2σ

)
γJJσσ − 2

(
δ2J − δ2T

)
γJJTT

−
(
δJδσ − δ2N

)
γJσNN −

(
δJδσ − δ2T

)
γJσTT − (δJδN − δσδN) γJNσN

− (δJδT − δσδT ) γJTσT + 2δsubγσ,JJ ,

(3.15)

where we wrote the Boltzmann equation for T as the sum of the three triplet components

nT ≡ nT 0 + nT+ + nT− , the summed scattering rate γS is given by (3.10) and we defined

ρ ≡
(
1− δ2J

)
(γNNJJ − Brσ,JJγσ,NN) +

(
1− δ2T

)
(γNNTT − Brσ,TTγσ,NN)

+
(
1− δ2σ

)
γNNσσ + (1− δσδJ) γNNσJ + (1− δσ) γσ,NN

=
(
1− δ2J

)
γNNJJ +

(
1− δ2T

)
γNNTT +

(
1− δ2σ

)
γNNσσ + (1− δσδJ) γNNσJ

+
[
(1− δσ)−

(
1− δ2J

)
Brσ,JJ −

(
1− δ2T

)
Brσ,TT

]
γσ,NN

(3.16)

in order to isolate the terms in the Boltzmann equation for the neutrino evolution that

explicitly contain δT,σ,J .
2 Moreover,

δsub = δσ − δ2JBrσ,JJ − δ2NBrσ,NN − δ2TBrσ,TT (3.17)

2We stress however that δT,σ,J and δN are clearly not independent.
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appears due to the substraction of on-shell scattering as explained in App. A.4 and γT,gauge
is the reaction density of the triplet from interactions involving gauge bosons.

In the simplified scenario where δT,σ,J = 1, only the Boltzmann equation for the neutrinos

remains which simplifies to

sHzN
dYN

dzN
= − (δN − 1) γD − 2 (δN − 1) γQ − 2

(
δ2N − 1

)
γS . (3.18)

Note that we recover (3.2)for ρ, γA → 0 in (3.12) while we have (3.12)→(3.18) for ρ → 0.

3.3 Parameters

Before discussing the solutions of the Boltzmann equations in detail, a short examination of

the parameters appearing in the Boltzmann equations is in order. In VL, the thermal rates

γD, γQ govern the neutrino evolution and are mainly determined by the effective neutrino mass

m̃ while the thermal rates in the majoron+triplet model depend on four additional parame-

ters: The VEV f and the couplings gN , gT , λσ. Solving the Boltzmann equations introduces

additional parameters in form of the initial conditions. We will therefore distinguish between

various different cases, depending on the couplings, the initial conditions and whether the

simplified scenario or the full set of Boltzmann equations is considered. As it is reasonable to

assume that changes in gT and λσ have comparably small effects on the asymmetry compared

to changes in gN , we vary gN in the range gN ∈ [0.1, 1] in each case. We then distinguish be-

tween cases A, Â where gT = λσ = 1 and B, B̂ where gT = 10−7, λσ = 1 where A,B correspond

to the case where the full set of Boltzmann equations is considered while Â, B̂ correspond to

the simplified scenario. In each case, we vary m̃ in the range m̃ ∈ [0.5× 10−4, 0.1]eV3 and fix

the VEV at f = 1010GeV, neglecting any temperature dependence.4

In contrast to VL, the lepton asymmetry in the majoron+triplet model is produced only

after the U(1)L′ symmetry is broken at f and thus the relevant range for the asymmetry is

zN ≥ zI ≡ gN/
√
2. For simplicity, we solve the Boltzmann equations for the particle abun-

dances in that range as well and hence specify the initial condtions at zN = zI . We then

broadly distinguish between the two limiting scenarios where either all relevant particles have

a thermal initial abundance or a vanishing initial abundance at zI . Thus, for cases Â, B̂, the

neutrinos have either a thermal initial abundance,

Ât, B̂t initial abundance: YN(zI) = Y eq
N (zI) , (3.19)

denoted by a subscript t, or a vanishing initial abundance,

Âz, B̂z initial abundance: YN(zI) = 0 , (3.20)

3In case of normal ordering, neutrino data suggest m1 ≤ m̃ ≲ m3 ∼ 0.05 eV, although a larger m̃ is in

principle possible if cancellations occur.[34]
4We discuss the effect of the VEV on the efficiency briefly in Sec. 6.
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denoted by a subscript z. In cases A,B, we assume for simplicity that the initial abundances

of N, σ, J, T are the same and similarly solve the Boltzmann equations for their evolution for

a scenario where the new fields have either a thermal initial abundance,

At, Bt initial abundance: YN,σ,J,T (zI) = Y eq
N,σ,J,T (zI) , (3.21)

denoted with a subscript t, or a vanishing initial abundance,

Az, Bz initial abundance: YN,σ,J,T (zI) = 0 , (3.22)

denoted with a subscript z. Assuming that no other mechanisms generated an lepton asym-

metry for zN < zI , we solve the Boltzmann equation for the efficiency with the initial condtion

η(zI) = 0.

For comparison, we also solve the Boltzmann equations in the VL scenario. We choose the

same initial conditions as cases Â, B̂ with the distinction that the initial conditions are given

at zV L
I ≡ zN = 0. The parameter assignments are summarized in Tab. 1. Even though it

does not affect the numerical results, we explicitly included a small but non-zero majoron

mass mJ ∼ 10−3GeV inspired by previous works on majoron DM [11].

The sizes of the couplings gN , gT , λσ are particularly relevant when considering the decays

σ → NN, TT, JJ with decay rates given by

Γσ→NN =
g2N
8π

√
m2

σ

4
−M2

N , Γσ→TT = 3
g2T
8π

√
m2

σ

4
−M2

T , Γσ→JJ =
πk2

σ

16π2m2
σ

√
m2

σ

4
−m2

J .

(3.23)

Clearly, σ → NN and σ → TT are kinematically allowed only when gN ≤ 0.7 and gT ≤ 0.7,

respectively. This implies that σ → TT is forbidden in cases A, Â and allowed in cases B, B̂.

However, we find Brσ→TT ∼ 10−13 for gT = 10−7 so that we can safely neglect σ → TT even

in cases B, B̂. As mJ ≪ mσ independent of the couplings, σ → JJ is always allowed. In Fig.

3.2, we show Brσ→JJ,NN as a function of gN . We clearly see that σ → JJ is the preferred

decay channel while Brσ→NN ≪ Brσ→NJJ peaks at gN = 1√
3
.

We further note that we distinguish the thermal rates where T appears in the initial or final

state for cases A, Â and cases B, B̂ while the other thermal rates do not depend on gT and

are therefore identical for all cases.
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Case gN gT λσ f/GeV m̃/eV YN(zI) Yσ,J,T (zI) δT,σ,J(zN) = 1

Âz [0.1, 1] 1 1 1010 [5× 10−5, 10−1] 0 yes

Ât [0.1, 1] 1 1 1010 [5× 10−5, 10−1] Y eq
N (zI) yes

B̂z [0.1, 1] 10−7 1 1010 [5× 10−5, 10−1] 0 yes

B̂t [0.1, 1] 10−7 1 1010 [5× 10−5, 10−1] Y eq
N (zI) yes

Az [0.1, 1] 1 1 1010 [5× 10−5, 10−1] 0 0 no

At [0.1, 1] 1 1 1010 [5× 10−5, 10−1] Y eq
N (zI) Y eq

σ,J,T (zI) no

Bz [0.1, 1] 10−7 1 1010 [5× 10−5, 10−1] 0 0 no

Bt [0.1, 1] 10−7 1 1010 [5× 10−5, 10−1] Y eq
N (zI) Y eq

σ,J,T (zI) no

VLz [5× 10−5, 10−1] 0

VLt [5× 10−5, 10−1] Y eq
N (zI)

Table 1: Parameters and initial condtions used to solve to Boltzmann equations (3.2), (3.9),

(3.12), (3.13), (3.14) (3.15) and (3.18). Cases Â, B̂ correspond to the simplified scenario where

δT,σ,J = 1 while in cases A,B, the full set of Boltzmann equations for N, T, σ, J is considered.

The index t(z) denotes that the corresponding Boltzmann equations are solved with thermal

(vanishing) initial particle abundances. Note that MN does not have an effect on ηV L.

0.1 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
𝑔𝑁

10−2

10−1

100

Br
𝜎→

𝑋
𝑋

Figure 3.2: Branching ratios of σ → NN and σ → JJ as functions of gN . We stress that in

cases A, Â the decay σ → TT is kinematically forbidden while in cases B, B̂, the branching

ratio Brσ→TT is of order 10−13 and can therefore be neglected. As a result, the branching

ratios Brσ→JJ and Brσ→NN are practically the same in all considered scenarios. Moreover,

we note that σ-decays to a pair of majorons are clearly the dominant decay channel over the

full gN range. Above gN = 0.7, σ decays to a pair of neutrinos are kinematically forbidden,

resulting in Brσ→JJ = 1.
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4 Results

We numerically solve the Boltzmann equations given in (3.2), (3.9), (3.12), (3.13), (3.14),

(3.15) and (3.18) with the parameters given in Tab. 1. As our main interest is the effect of

the different parameter assignments on the final efficiency, we will begin with a brief overview

of the corresponding results before discussing the evolutions of the particle abundances and

the efficiency in the respective cases in greater detail.

4.1 Overview

In Figs. 4.1,4.2, we show density plots of the efficiency η in the gN − m̃ plane(left panels) and

η(m̃)(middle panels), η(gN)(right panels) for exemplary values of gN and m̃, respectively.

Note that we find that η is independent from the initial conditions in cases A, Â, B̂ while

the efficiency in case B depends on the initial conditions. Therefore, we will not distinguish

between the initial conditions in the discussion of the final efficiency for cases A, Â, B̂, i.e.

ηÂ ≡ ηt,z
Â

, ηB̂ ≡ ηt,z
B̂

, ηA ≡ ηt,zA . (4.1)
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Figure 4.1: Left: Density plots of ηÂ (upper plot) and ηB̂ (lower plot) in the gN − m̃ plane.

The black lines indicates at which m̃ the efficiency reaches its maximum.

Middle: ηÂ (upper plot) and ηB̂ (lower plot) as functions of gN .

Right: ηÂ (upper plot) and ηB̂ (lower plot) as functions of m̃.

See text for discussion.
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Figure 4.2: Left: Density plots of ηA (top column), ηtB (middle column) and ηzB (bottom

column) in the gN − m̃ plane. The black lines indicates at which m̃ the efficiency reaches its

maximum.

Middle: ηA (top column), ηtB (middle column) ηzB (bottom column) as functions of gN .

Right: ηA (top column), ηtB (middle column) ηzB (bottom column) as functions of m̃.

See text for discussion.

First, we dicuss cases A, Â, B̂, Bt as they display some similar features. Concerning the

dependence on m̃, the efficiencies ηÂ, ηA, ηB̂, η
t
B initially increase with m̃ until they reach a

maximum at some m̃max and subsequently decrease. For m̃ > m̃max, we find that similarly

to what happens in VL, all efficiencies eventually align and obtain a common efficiency we

define as ηWO. This holds except for two notable exceptions: In cases Â, B̂ with gN ≈ 0.7,

the efficiency stays below ηWO while in case A with gN ≈ 1, the efficiency slightly exceeds

ηWO.

For m̃ ≲ m̃max, we find that the efficiencies for cases A,B exceed the efficiencies reached in
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Figure 4.3: Upper plots: Density plots of ηÂ/ηA (left) and ηB̂/ηtB (right) in the gN − m̃ plane.

Lower plots: Density plots of ηÂ/ηB̂ (left) and ηA/ηtB (right) in the gN − m̃ plane. See text for

discussion.
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Figure 4.4: Left: Density plot of |ηzB/ηtB| in the gN − m̃ plane.

Right: Schematic density plot of IA, IA and (gIAN , m̃IA).

See text for discussion.

the cases Â, B̂. This is highlighted in Fig. 4.3 (upper panels) where we show density plots

of ηÂ/ηA(gN , m̃) (left) and ηB̂/ηB(gN , m̃) (right). However, the efficiencies in the considered

scenarios of the majoron+triplet model for m̃ ≲ m̃max are generally smaller than ηtV L and

unless gN is small, they are also smaller than ηzV L (see Figs. 4.1,4.2).

Considering the dependence on gN , we find that the efficiencies in the simplified scenario
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ηÂ,B̂(gN) depend strongly on gN and irrespective of m̃, they reach a striking minimum around

gN ∼ 0.7. Overall, we note that for gN ≪ 0.7 and gN ≫ 0.7, ηÂ,B̂(gN) decrease with gN .

Similarly, the efficiencies obtained from the full set of Boltzmann equations ηtA,B(gN) decrease

with gN for gN ≪ 0.7 and gN ≫ 0.7. On the other hand, the minimum of ηtA,B around

gN ∼ 0.7 is significantly less striking compared to the simplified scenario and even disappears

for m̃ → 10−1 eV. Thus, as can be seen in Fig. 4.3 (upper panels), the relative deviations
ηÂ/ηA(gN , m̃) and ηB̂/ηB(gN , m̃) are maximal around gN ∼ 0.7. Finally, as can be seen in Fig.

4.3 (lower panels) where we show density plots of ηÂ/ηB̂(gN , m̃)(left) and ηA/ηB(gN , m̃)(right),

the efficiencies ηÂ, ηB̂ are close to identical for gN < 0.7 while ηB̂ slightly exceeds ηÂ for

gN > 0.7. Similarly, the relative deviation ηA/ηB(gN , m̃) is maximal for gN > 0.7 but in

contrast to the simplified scenario, ηB slightly exceeds ηA already for gN < 0.7.

Next, let us discuss ηzB. In contrast to the previous cases, we find that ηzB is negative in a

triangular region spanning from 0.1 ≤ gN ≲ 0.24 and 5× 10−5 eV ≤ m̃ ≲ 2.5× 10−3 eV while

outside of this region, ηzB is positive and we have ηtB ≈ ηzB as highlighted in Fig. 4.4(left)

where we show ηzB/ηtB(gN , m̃). Thus, we seperate |ηzB(m̃, gN)| into an IA (initial abundance)

regime where the initial abundances of N, σ, J, T are relevant and into an IA regime where

the inital abundances have no significant effect so that ηtB ≈ ηzB. This is displayed in Fig.

4.4(right) where we also introduced (gIAN , m̃IA) in order to quantify when the transition from

IA to the IA regime occurs.5

To summarize, we find that while the additional scattering processes generally diminish the

efficiency that can be reached compared to VL, certain sets of parameters still allow for

a sizable efficiency. Moreover, solving the full Boltzmann equations incluing T, σ and J can

have significant effects on the final efficiency. Further, we note that solving the full Boltzmann

equations can also result in a dependence on the initial abundances if gN , gT and m̃ are small

while for most of the parameters sets we considered, the initial abundances are irrelevant. In

the following, we will discuss the dynamics of the respective cases in greater detail.

4.2 Cases Â, B̂: δT,σ,J = 1

In this section, we discuss the cases Â, B̂ in more detail. Recall that we found in the previous

section that the initial abundance of neutrinos does not affect the final efficiency in this

scenario. Additionally, we found that the final efficiencies in both cases differ only slightly.

We will begin with a discussion of the relevant thermal rates and how they depend on m̃ and

gN . We then proceed with a discussion of the neutrino evolution and how this affects the

efficiency. Note that for brevity, we will only distinguish between case Â and case B̂ when

necessary and introduce the convention to refer to generic quantities of the simplified scenario

with a hat so that e.g. η̂ = ηÂ,B̂.

5We will properly define (gIAN , m̃IA) in Sec. 4.4
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4.2.1 Discussion of γS

First, let us discuss the overall behaviour of the summed scattering rate γS. In Fig. 4.6, we

show γS and the relevant scattering rates that contribute to γS for exemplary values of gN .

It is apparent that for small zN , we have

γS
neq
NH

(zN) > 1 (4.2)

and thus the scattering interactions thermalize the neutrinos. In fact, the scattering processes

are so fast around zN = zI that neutrinos immediatly reach thermal equilibrium even if

ŶN(zI) = 0. For convenience, we will therefore not distinguish between Ŷ t
N(zN) and Ŷ z

N(zN)

for the remainder of this section. We note however that γS/neq
N H(zN) is Boltzmann suppressed

and therefore the scatterings decouple when

γS
neq
NH

(zN) ≤ 1 , (4.3)

i.e. scattering processes keep neutrinos close to thermal equilibrium until zN = zeqS defined via

γS
neq
NH

(gN , zN = zeqS ) = 1 . (4.4)

In Fig. 4.5, we show zeqS (gN) as a function of gN . We can easily see that for gN < 0.7,

zeq,ÂS = zeq,B̂S and additionally, both reach a peak at gN ≲ 0.7 before rapidly decreasing. After

reaching a local minumum, both zeq,ÂS and zeq,B̂S start to increase again with zeq,ÂS growing

faster than zeq,B̂S . This behaviour can be explained by considering the individual terms that

appear in γS.

Both for case Â and case B̂, we can see in Fig. 4.6 that γS is dominated by γσ,NN and γNNJJ

when gN ≤ 0.7, thus explaining why zeqS is identical for case Â and case B̂ in that range.

On the other hand, for gN > 0.7, we note that in case Â, γS is dominated by γÂ
NNTT while

in case B̂, the dominant processes in γS are γNNJJ and γNNσJ . The change of behaviour

around gN ∼ 0.7 can be traced back to σ → NN being forbidden for gN > 0.7 and a changing

Boltzmann suppression due to the change in gN .

In particular, let us consider γNNJJ and γσ,NN in the range gN ≤ 0.7. As gN increases, the

overall magnitudes of γNNJJ and γσ,NN increase and as a consequence, NN ↔ JJ scatter-

ings and σ ↔ NN (inverse) decays are thermalized longer, translating to an increasing zeqS .

Moreover, the Boltzmann suppression of γσ,NN/nN does change notably with gN . In general,

we have

γσ,NN

neq
N

∝ neq
σ

neq
N

, (4.5)

where neq
σ and neq

N are given by (A.8) and depend on zσ = mσ/T6 and zN , respectively. With

zσ =
mσ

MN

zN =

√
2

gN
zN , (4.6)

6Here, T is the temperature.
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Figure 4.5: zeqS (gN) as defined in (4.3) with the blue solid line corresponding to case Â und the

orange dashed line corresponding to case B̂. For gN ≪ 0.7 and gN > 0.7, both zeq,ÂS and zeq,B̂S

increase with gN due to the Boltzmann suppression of the relevant thermal rates appearing

in γS being damped as gN increases. Moreover, for gN < 0.7, zeqS (gN) is identical for cases Â

and B̂ as the processes dominating γS are independent from gT . At gN ∼ 0.7, both zeq,ÂS and

zeq,B̂S rapidly drop with can be attributed to γσ,NN becoming forbidden, thus decreasing the

overall magnitudes of γÂ
S and γB̂

S (see Fig. 4.6). For gN > 0.7, we have zeq,ÂS > zeq,B̂S as the

summed scattering rate γS in case B̂ decouples faster than in case Â.

we can easily see that the minimal value zσ can take is given by zmin
σ =

√
2

gN
zmin
I = 1, i.e. neq

σ is

Boltzmann suppressed over the full range of interest, irrespective of gN . On the other hand,

we have zmin
N = zI(gN) < 1, meaning that neq

N is not initially Boltzmann suppressed and we

need to distinguish between zN < 1 and zN > 1, i.e. s

γσ,NN

neq
N

∝


(√

2
gN

) 3
2
e
−

√
2

gN
zN , zN < 1 ,

mσ

MN
e
−
(√

2
gN

−1
)
zN , zN > 1 .

(4.7)

In both regimes however, we find that the overall Boltzmann suppression of γσ,NN/neq
N decreases

with increasing gN . Additionally, it is evident from Fig. 4.5 that Γσ,NN increases with gN until

it peaks at gN = 1/
√
3. Putting all these observations together, it is clear that zeqS increases

with gN while gN ≤ 0.7.

On the other hand, when gN > 0.7, the previously dominant process γσ,NN is forbidden and

zeqS is determined by the processes γÂ
NNTT (case Â) and γNNσJ , γNNJJ , γσσNN (case B̂) which

have an overall smaller magnitude, thereby explaining the rapid drop in zeqS .

4.2.2 Neutrino Abundance

Next, we will compare the behaviour of γS with respect to γD in more detail. In Fig. 4.7, we

show γS,D,Q/neq
N H which are the relevant quantities for the neutrino evolution (3.18).

It is apparent that γS/neq
N H initially significantly exceeds γD/neq

N H until γS/neq
N H drops quickly due

to Boltzmann suppression setting in. As γD/neq
N H is not Boltzmann suppressed, it eventually
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Figure 4.6: Thermal rates of scattering processes that appear in the majoron+triplet model

for gN = 0.1 (left), gN = 0.7(middle) and gN = 1. Note that we show γA
NNTT = γÂ

NNTT while

γσσNN , γNNσJ , γNNJJ and γσ,NN are identical for cases Â and B̂. For gN = 0.1, γÂ
NNTT is

tiny, resulting in γÂ
S ≈ γB̂

S . As gN increases, the contribution of γÂ
NNTT to γÂ

S grows so that

eventually γÂ
S > γB̂

S . This is especially striking for gN = 1 where γB̂
S ≈ γσσNN+γNNσJ+γNNJJ

whereas γÂ
S is dominated by γÂ

NNTT while the contributions from γσσNN , γNNσJ and γNNJJ

are subdominant. Moreover, as gN increases, the Boltzmann suppression of the thermal rates

is shifted to larger zN and consequently, the corresponding interactions are coupled to the

plasma longer. We further stress that we used zI as the lower limit for the zN range presented

and consequently, the respective plot range changes with gN .
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Figure 4.7: Thermal rates relevant for the evolution of YN (3.18) for gN = [0.1, 0.5, 0.7, 1]

and m̃ = [5 × 10−5, 10−3, 10−2, 10−1]eV for case Â(left) and case B̂(right). Note that γS/neq
N H

exceeds γD/neq
N H until it drops due to being Boltzmann suppressed and subsequently, γD/neq

N H

becomes dominant while γQ is always subdominant to either γS or γD.

exceeds γS/neq
N H. On the other hand, quark scatterings never dominate the neutrino evolution.

Thus, neutrinos initially scatter with T, σ and J before they decay until these scattering

processes become inefficient and neutrinos can freely decay via γD. Consequently, we can

distinguish between two regions: In the scatter regime, scattering processes dominate the
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neutrino evolution while in the decay regime, the neutrino evolution is driven by (inverse)

neutrino decays. From (3.18), one can deduce that scattering processes dominate the neutrino

evolution as long the scatter-term exceeds the decay-term, i.e.

4γS > γD . (4.8)

Thus, we can make the approximation

sHzN
dŶN

dzN
≈

sHzN
dŶ scatter

N

dzN
= −

(
δ̂N − 1

)
4γS , zN ≲ zS ,

sHzN
dŶ decay

N

dzN
= −

(
δ̂N − 1

)
γD , zN ≳ zS ,

(4.9)

where zS(m̃, gN) is defined via

4γS(zN = zS, m̃) = γD(zN = zS, gN) . (4.10)

Note that while γS is independent from m̃, we have γD ∼ m̃ and conclusively, we expect that

zS increases with m̃. On the other hand, γD is independent of gN and the dependence of zS
on gN is dictated by γS. If γS/neq

N H is already Boltzmann suppressed and consequently drops

quickly around zS, we expect that zS depends similarly on gN than zeqS . In Fig. 4.8(upper

panels), we show a density plot of zÂS (gN , m̃)(left) and zS(m̃)(middle) and zS(gN)(right) for

exemplary values of gN amd m̃, respectively, which clearly display these dependencies. How-

ever, recalling the previous discussion, note that scattering processes keep neutrinos close to

thermal equlibrium only for zN < zeqS . If zS ≫ zeqS , this implies that for zeqS < zN < zS ,

scattering processes dominate the neutrino evolution over decays but are not fast enough to

ensure that neutrinos stay in thermal equilibrium. As a result, the neutrino abundance at

zS exceeds the thermal abundance at zS. On the other hand, zS ≲ zeqS results in a thermal

neutrino abundance at zS. This behaviour is also highlighted in Fig. 4.9 where we show

YNÂ
(zN) and YNV L

(zN) for gN = 0.1(left) and gN = 1(right). It is apparent that Y t
NÂ

(zN) fol-

lows Y eq
N (zN) closely until scattering processes fall out of thermal equilibrium around zeqS while

Y t
NV L

(zN) deviates from thermal equilibrium significantly stronger and already for smaller zN .

Note that for gN = 0.1, we have YNÂ
≈ Y z

NV L
around zS so that YNÂ

approaches Y z
NV L

in the

decay regime, indicating that the neutrino evolution in both cases is determined by γD. In

the right panel with gN = 1, the neutrino abundance in case Â at the transition from the

scatter to the decay regime is significantly smaller than Y z
NV L

and thus YNÂ
does not approach

Y z
NV L

in the zN range relevant for leptogenesis.

4.2.3 Efficiency

Let us now discuss the evolution of the efficiency. To that end, we show ηt,z
Â
(zN) and ηt,zV L(zN)

for gN = [0.1, 0.7, 1] and m̃ = [5× 10−5, 10−3, 10−1]eV in Fig. 4.10.

Let us first discuss the case of a vanishing initial neutrino abundance. In VL, it is well known

that at first, a negative efficiency is produced via lepton number violating inverse decays and

quark scatterings until neutrinos are thermalized at zV L
eq so that

Y z
NV L

(zN = zV L
eq ) = Y eq

N (zN = zV L
eq ) . (4.11)
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Figure 4.8: Upper plots: Left: Density plot of zÂS in the gN − m̃ plane. Middle: zÂS (solid)

and zB̂S (dashed) as functions of m̃. Right: zÂS (solid) and zB̂S (dashed) as functions of gN . Note

that for gN ≤ 0.7, we have zÂS ∼ zB̂S . We stress the striking similarity in the behaviour of zS
compared to zeqS (see Fig. 4.5).

Lower plots: Left: Density plot of zAρ in the gN − m̃ plane. Middle: zAρ (solid) and

zBρ (dashed) as functions of m̃. Right: zAρ (solid) and zBρ (dashed) as functions of gN .
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Figure 4.10: Evolution of the efficiencies ηt,zV L and ηt,z
Â

for gN = [0.1, 0.7, 1] and m̃ = [5 ×
10−5, 10−3, 10−1]eV. The blue region in panels 7–9 indicates where inverse neutrino decays

are in thermal equilibrium, the solid vertical line denotes zeqS and the dashed vertical line

denotes zS. Note that the lower limits of the zN range are given by zI and hence depend on

gN . As the efficiency in VL does not depend on gN , η
t,z
V L are the same in each column.

The efficiencies ηz
Â
(zN) and ηzV L(zN) are initially negative and change sign at z±N and z±V L

(located at the striking singularities), respectively. In VL, neutrino production proceeds only

via lepton number violating inverse neutrino decays and quark scatterings while in case Â,

the scattering processes in γS are significantly more effective at populating the plasma with

neutrinos, resulting in Max
(
|ηzV L(zN < z±V L)|

)
≫ Max

(
|ηz

Â
(zN < z±N)|

)
. As m̃ increases,

neutrino production via inverse decays and quark scatterings becomes more effective, hence

Max
(
|ηz

Â
(zN < z±N)|

)
increases with m̃ (see e.g. panels 1, 4 and 5) while scattering processes

with σ, J and T are more effective as gN increases, i.e. Max
(
|ηz

Â
(zN < z±N)|

)
decreases with

gN (see e.g. panels 4–6). Comparing ηt
Â
and ηtV L, the suppression of ηt

Â
while zN < zS is

striking. In particular, even if inverse decays are in thermal equilibrium (panels 7–9), they

are mostly ineffective at diminishing ηtV L until the suppression is lifted at zS.
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For zN > zV L
eq , a positive efficiency is produced and the final efficiency can be written as [35]

ηzV L = η−V L

∣∣zV L
eq

0
+ η+V L

∣∣∞
zV L
eq

. (4.12)

As η+V L > |η−V L|, ηzV L(zN) eventually changes sign at some z±V L so that the final efficiency ηzV L is

positive. In case Â in the majoron+triplet model on the other hand, neutrinos are thermalized

mainly via the scattering processes in γS and only a fraction of neutrinos is produced via lepton

number violating inverse decays and quark scatterings. Moreover, neutrinos are thermalized

so quickly that inverse decays can only create a negative efficiency around zN ≳ zI while for

zN > z±N ≳ zI , the efficiency ηz
Â
(zN) is positive. Thus, the negative efficiency created around

zI is significantly less sizable compared to the negative efficiency created in VL and ηz
Â
(zN)

approaches ηt
Â
(zN) already for small zN (see Fig. 4.10). 7 Hence, the initial conditions are

never relevant and for the remainder of this section, we will focus on ηt
Â
(zN). The same

considerations apply for case B̂.

As can be seen in Fig. 4.11, the inverse decays γD/neq
L H that are relevant for washout of
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Figure 4.11: Thermal rate γD/neq
L H relevant for (3.9). We can easily see that inverse decays

are thermalized only for m̃ > 10−3 eV.

the efficiency are Boltzmann suppressed and additionally, they are never thermalized when

m̃ is small. In this case, washout processes are not effective and we can write the Boltzmann

equation for the efficiency (3.9) as

sHzN
dη̂

dzN
=

1

Y 0
N

(
δ̂N − 1

)
γD . (4.13)

7From the panels 8 and 9 in Fig. 4.10, we can deduce that for these parameters sets, ηzV L changes sign

for smaller zN compared to case ηz
Â
. We stress however that this is merely due to the different zI used in the

Boltzmann equations: Recall that in VL, we used zV L
I = 0 while in the majoron+triplet model, leptogenesis

can only take place for zNeq ≥ zI . In other words, ηzV L changes sign for smaller zN compared to ηz
Â

as the

leptogenesis era begins earlier.
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In order to examine the evolution of the efficiency in the scatter and decay regimes, we insert

(4.9) in (4.13), yielding

dη̂

dzN
≈

− 1
Y 0
N

γD
4γS

dŶN

dzN
, zN ≲ zS ,

− 1
Y 0
N

dŶN

dzN
, zN ≳ zS ,

(4.14)

and the final efficiency can be written as

η̂(zN → ∞) =
1

Y 0
N

(
ŶN(zS)−

∫ zS

zI

dz′
γD
4γS

dŶN

dzN

)
. (4.15)

It is apparent that the efficiency consists of two parts: For zN < zS, the efficiency is suppressed

by 4γS as neutrinos dominantly scatter while decays are ineffective. On the other hand, for

zN > zS, the suppression is lifted as neutrinos dominantly decay via γD and thus the main

portion of the efficiency is dictated by the neutrino abundance around zS. However, the

efficiency created around zS is still indirectly suppressed as the scattering processes diminish

the neutrino abundance that is left to decay at zS. We can therefore deduce that the final

efficiency evolves similarly to 1/zS: For increasing zS, η̂(zN) is suppressed over a larger range

and as the neutrino abundance decreases with zN , it reduces the neutrino abundance at zS.

Recalling our previous discussion, this implies that η̂(m̃) increases with 1/zS(m̃) ∼ m̃ while

η̂(gN) displays a similar behaviour as 1/zS(gN ) ∼ 1/zeqS (gN ), resulting in a dip in the efficiency

around gN ∼ 0.7. This behaviour is striking when comparing Fig. 4.1 with Fig. 4.8 (top

panels). In particular, we stress how zB̂S < zÂS for gN > 0.7 translates to ηB̂ > ηÂ.

This picture changes drastically when washout effects become relevant for larger m̃. In VL,

ηV L(zN) is diminished by inverse decays and quark scatterings soon after they reach thermal

equilibrium, resulting in ηV L ∼ 1/m̃ for m̃ ≳ 10−3 eV. Due to the additional scattering

processes however, inverse decays being thermalized does not necessarily imply that washout

processes reduce the efficiency η̂.

Instead, recall that η̂ is suppressed as long as zN < zS. As the washout terms are proportional

to the efficiency, this implies that washout is mostly ineffective even in thermal equilibrium

if zN < zS and only relevant once a sizable efficiency is created for zN > zS. More precisely,

if inverse decays are in thermal equilibrium, i.e. γD/neq
L H > 1 in the range zD1 < zN < zD2 ,

the region where inverse decays can have a sizable effect on the efficiency is reduced to

Max[zD1 , zS] < zN < zD2 and may even completely vanish if zS > zD2 . This can easily be seen

in Fig. 4.10(panels 7–9) where the blue region indicates where inverse decays are in thermal

equilibrium. It is apparent that η̂, unlike ηV L, is affected by WO effects only for zN ≳ zS
even if inverse decays are in thermal equilibrium. Consequently, for a given gN , we can find

the smallest m̃ =: m̃S for which the interval [Max[zD1 , zS], zD2 ] is not empty as

γD
neq
L H

(m̃S, zS) = 1 . (4.16)

This implies that WO processes are relevant only for m̃ > m̃S, resulting in ηÂ ∼ 1/m̃ (”WO

regime”), while for m̃ < m̃S, WO processes can be neglected and therefore η̂ ∼ m̃ (”WO
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regime”). Thus, m̃S seperates the WO regime where the efficiency depends strongly on the

additional scattering processes from the WO regime where leptogenesis in the majoron+triplet

model proceeds very similar to the VL scenario with initially thermalized neutrinos. We stress

however that this is only a rough lower bound since the WO term is generally Boltzmann

suppressed for zN > zS and thus for m̃ ≳ m̃S, it is thermalized too briefly to have a notable

effect, i.e. we expect that WO becomes effective for m̃ slightly larger than m̃S. Moreover, we

neglected the effect of quark scatterings in this definition of m̃S.
8

Nevertheless, these considerations imply that η̂(m̃) reaches a maximum around m̃ ≳ m̃S.

From the definition of m̃S it is also clear that m̃S depends similarly on gN as zS. Using our

results for ηÂ,B̂(gN , m̃), we further determine m̃ =: m̃Â,B̂
max where ηÂ,B̂(gN , m̃) actually become

maximal. In Fig. 4.12, we show m̃S and ˆ̃mmax and we find indeed ˆ̃mmax ≳ m̃S ∼ zS. As

expected from the previous discussion, we also find m̃S
Â
= m̃S

B̂
for gN < 0.7 amd m̃S

Â
> m̃S

B̂
for

gN > 0.7. Thus, the suppression due to the scattering processes significantly diminishes the

efficiency which in turn severly restricts the m̃ range in which WO processes have an effect on

the efficiency compared to VL. This is especially striking for gN ∼ 0.7 where the suppression

is so strong that ηÂ,B̂ < ηWO and WO barely has an effect.

To summarize, we find that similarly to type III leptogenesis, the initial neutrino abundance

is irrelevant as neutrinos are rapidly thermalized due to the presence of the new scattering

processes. However, we find that over a significant parameter space, scattering processes

not only effectively thermalize the neutrinos but also stop them from decaying up to late zN ,

thereby preventing the creation of a sizable efficiency. In the next section, we will explore how

the efficiency is affected when we drop the assumtion that σ, J, T are in thermal equlibrium.

4.3 Case A: δT,σ,J ̸= 1 , gT = λσ = 1

In this section, we discuss the efficiency for case A in more detail. Compared to the simplified

scenarios Â, B̂, the Boltzmann equations are significantly more complex and depend delicately

on the effectiveness with which N, σ, J and T are thermalized. For example, δT > δN im-

plies that γNNTT enhances the neutrino abundance while δT < δN implies that the neutrino

abundance is diminished. In the following, we therefore only highlight some fundamental

features that have notable effects on the neutrino evolution and stress that the details are

highly non-trivial.

4.3.1 Thermal Rates

In Fig. 4.13, we show a subset of the thermal rates appearing in the Boltzmann equations

(3.12)-(3.15), normalized to the respective number density, for gN ∈ [0.1, 0.7, 1]. For clarity,

we do not present all thermal rates but focus in these that are the most relevant for the overall

8This treatment is similar to the discussions in [28, 29] regarding type III leptogenesis. We note however

that the results differ fundamentally due to the different particle content of the models.
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Figure 4.12: Comparison of m̃S and ˆ̃mmax for case Â (solid) and case B̂ (dashed). In the red

region, the final efficiency is determined by scattering processes and neutrino decays and thus

proportional to m̃. On the other hand, the final efficiency in the blue regions is determined

by washout processes, resulting in ηÂ,B̂ ∼ 1/m̃. The hatched region corresponds to the WO

regime in case Â and to the WO regime in case B̂.

We can easily see how the strong suppression via scattering processes around gN ∼ 0.7

translates to peaks in m̃S and ˆ̃mmax. With the suppresion in case B̂ being slightly weaker for

gN > 0.7, we also find that this results in m̃S
Â
≳ m̃S

B̂
and m̃Â

max ≳ m̃B̂
max. We also note that

although m̃S slightly underestimates ˆ̃mmax, it does display the same qualitative features and

thus is in reasonably well agreement with ˆ̃mmax.

perspective. For example, T interacts dominantly via gauge scatterings γA
TTAA and even if

YTA
(zI) = 0, these gauge scatterings instantly thermalize T . They are however Boltzmann

suppressed with

γA
TTAA

neq
T

∼
(
gN
zN

) 3
2

exp
− zN

gN (4.17)

and consequently, T freezes out at zT = zN/gN ∼ 10 (see Fig. 4.15). Clearly, T freezes out at

larger zN as gN increases.

At zN ∼ zI , interactions between N, σ, J and T are so strong that N, σ and J are instantly

thermalized as well. Thus, as in the simplified case, we find that the initial abundances of

N, σ, J and T are irrelevant, i.e. Y z
(N,σ,T,J)A

(zN > zI) ∼ Y t
(N,σ,T,J)A

(zN > zI). Moreover, J

interacts dominantly via γσ,JJ/neq
J H and γNNJJ/neq

J H which are Boltzmann suppressed as

γσ,JJ
neq
J

∼ neq
σ

neq
J

∼
(
mσzN
MN

) 3
2

exp
−

√
2

gN
zN , (4.18)

γNNJJ

neq
J

∼ neq
N

2

neq
J

∼


(

MN

zN

)3
, zN < 1 ,

M3
N exp−2zN , zN > 1 ,

(4.19)

i.e. the respective Boltzmann suppressions are damped as gN grows and J freezes out at

larger zN . As already discussed in Sec. 4.2, the suppression of the scattering processes
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dominating the neutrino evolution is similarly less pronounced for larger gN . On the other

hand, the evolution of σ is determined by the decays γσ,JJ/neq
σ , γσ,NN/neq

σ which are not Boltzmann

suppressed. This has drastic consequences for the evolution of N as we demonstrate in the

following.
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Figure 4.13: Thermal rates relevant for the evolution of N (3.12) (panels 1–3), T (3.13)

(panels 4–6), σ (3.14)(panels 7–9) and J (3.15)(panels 7–9) for gN = 0.1 (left), gN = 0.7

(middle) and gN = 1 (right). The thermal rates without T in the initial or final state are

indentical for cases A and B. Note that the lower limits of the zN range are given by zI and

hence depend on gN . See text for details.

4.3.2 Abundances

Similarly to the discussion in Sec. 4.2, let us first distinguish between a scattering regime

where the neutrino evolution is determined by scattering processes and a decay regime were
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neutrino decays are the dominant processes, i.e.

sHzN
dYNA

dzN
≈ sHzN


dY scatter

NA

dzN
= −2(δ2NA

− 1)γS − 2ρA , zN < zAρ ,
dY decay

NA

dzN
= −(δNA

− 1)γD , zN > zAρ ,
(4.20)

where at zAρ the transistion from scatter to decay regime occurs and we neglected quark

scatterings. Note the similarities to (4.9). In the scatter regime, the first term proportional

to γS in (4.20) generally reduces the neutrino abundance as δNA
, γS > 1. On the other

hand, the sign of the ρA-term is not immediatly clear due to the substractions of on-shell

scatterings (see (3.16)). We do however find that irrespective of gN and m̃, ρA(zN) is always

negative. Concerning the neutrino evolution, this implies that −2ρA(zN) gives a positive

contribution to
dYNA

dzN
(zN), i.e. the deviations from thermal equilibrium of σ, J and T can

enhance the neutrino abundance if ρA(zN) is sufficiently sizable. We stress however that for

the most part, we have
[
(δ2NA

− 1)γS
]
(zN) > |ρA(zN)| so that

dYNA

dzN
(zN) < 0, i.e. the neutrino

abundance overall decreases. In the decay regime, it is apparent that the neutrino evolution

is mainly determined by the same Boltzmann equation as in the simplified scenario and thus

we expect that the difference between the neutrino evolution in both scenarios is mainly due

to the differing neutrino abundances at zS and zAρ , respectively.

In order to examine the neutrino evolution in the scatter and decay regimes in more detail,
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Figure 4.14: Evolution of ∆NA
= δNA

− 1 (solid lines) and ∆NÂ
= δNÂ

− 1 (dashed lines) for

m̃ = [5 × 10−5, 10−1]eV and gN = 0.1 (panel 1), gN = 0.7 (panel 2), gN = 1 (panel 3). The

vertical solid lines indicate zAρ while the vertical dashed lines denote zÂS . Note that the lower

limits of the zN range are given by zI and hence depend on gN .

For zN < zAρ and zN < zÂS , respectively, the neutrino evolution is determined by scattering

processes with T, σ and J and thus ∆NA
(zN < zAρ ) and ∆NÂ

(zN < zÂS ) are independent from

m̃. In case A for zN < zAρ , z
Â
S , neutrinos deviate significantly more from thermal equilibrium

compared to the simplified scenario Â, i.e. ∆NA
(zN < zAρ , z

Â
S ) ≫ ∆NÂ

(zN < zAρ , z
Â
S ). In panel

1, ∆NA
(zN) approaches ∆NÂ

(zN) for zN > zAρ as the neutrino evolution in this regime is

entirely driven by inverse neutrino decays. In panels 2 and 3, ∆NA
(zN) intially approaches

∆NÂ
(zN) for zN > zAρ but eventually starts to increase again due to freeze out of T .
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it is convenient to parametrize the deviation from thermal equilibrium of a particle i as

∆i ≡ δi − 1 (4.21)

and discuss the evolutions of ∆NA,Â
(zN) rather than

dYN
A,Â

dzN
(zN) as shown in Fig. 4.14 for

gN = [0.1, 0.7, 1] and m̃ = [5 × 10−5, 10−1]eV. Moreover, in Fig. 4.8(lower panels), we show

a density plot of zAρ (m̃, gN) (left) and zAρ (m̃) (middle), zAρ (gN)(right) for exemplary values of

gN and m̃, respectively.

First, let us discuss the effect of m̃ on the neutrino evolution in the scatter regime. As

the thermal rates that dominate in the scatter regime do not depend on m̃, it is clear that

∆NA
(zN) is independent from m̃ as long as zN < zAρ , see Fig. 4.14. Additionally, as γD ∼ m̃,

we conclude that zAρ decreases with m̃, similarly to zÂS . Comparing zÂS and zAρ , we find however

that zAρ decreases faster with m̃ than zÂS (see left panels in Fig. 4.8) which can be traced back

to effects of ρA on the transition from the scatter to the decay regime. More precisely, the

transition occurs when
∣∣∣dY scatter

NA

dzN

∣∣∣ = ∣∣∣∣dY decay
NA

dzN

∣∣∣∣ which yields the condition

γD
4γS

= 1 +
ρA

2γS(δNA
− 1)

+ ϵ , zN = zAρ , (4.22)

where we defined δNA
=: 1 + ϵ with ϵ ≪ 1. For most of the parameter space, | ρA

2γS(δNA
−1)

| ≫ ϵ

holds and we can write the condition for the transition as

γD ≈ 4γS +
2ρA

(δNA
− 1)

≲ 4γS , zN = zAρ . (4.23)

This implies that zAρ can easily be smaller than zÂS and in particular, it results in zAρ so small

that the Boltzmann suppression of γS is not yet very effective, resulting in a significantly

stronger depenence on m̃ compared to zÂS .

The effects of gN on the neutrino evolution in the scatter regime are more evolved. For

gN ≲ 0.7, we find that ∆NA
(zN) ≫ ∆NÂ

(zN), i.e. neutrinos deviate significantly more from

thermal equilibrium compared to the simplified case (panels 1 and 2 in Fig. 4.14). While

the details are highly non-trivial, two essential ingredients are that interactions of N, σ and J

with T are too weak to thermalize them effectively (recall that T is efficiently thermalized via

gauge interactions) while fast σ decays create non-thermal N and J abundances as demon-

strated in Fig. 4.15. Moreover, note that with increasing gN , ∆NA
(zN) deviates from thermal

equilibrium up to larger zN , as one would expect due to the shift of the Boltzmann suppres-

sion to larger zN . For gN > 0.7 on the other hand, interactions with T are more efficient at

thermalizing N, σ and J . Additionally, γσ,JJ/nJH is fast up to larger zN compared to gN < 0.7

while σ ↔ NN is kinematically forbidden. As a consequence, the neutrino abundance is not

significantly enhanced in the scatter regime and we have ∆NA
(zN) ≳ ∆NÂ

(zN) for zN < zAρ
(panel 3 in Fig. 4.14).

Next, let us discuss the neutrino evolution in the decay regime. For gN < 0.7, we find that

irrespective of the value of m̃, ∆NA
(zN) eventually approaches ∆NÂ

(zN) for zN ≫ zAρ , z
Â
S ,
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i.e. the neutrino evolution is determined only by γD while scattering processes with the new

particles are irrelevant, similarly to the simplified scenario (panel 1 in Fig. 4.14). As dis-

cussed above, this is to be expected given that the evolution of the neutrinos in the decay

regimes in cases Â and A is governed by the same Boltzmann equation. This simple picture

changes however for gN ≥ 0.7. We find that initially, ∆NA
(zN) still tracks ∆NÂ

(zN), although

∆NA
(zN) slightly exceeds ∆NÂ

(zN) even for m̃ → 10−1 eV. Eventually, ∆NA
(zN) begins to

increase while ∆NÂ
(zN) keeps decreasing as for gN < 0.7 (panels 2 and 3 in Fig. 4.14). This

is especially striking for m̃ → 10−1 eV. The reason for this behaviour is that although decay

processes dominate the neutrino evolution for gN ≥ 0.7, the neutrino abundance is slightly

enhanced due to the freeze out of T : In the decay regime, neutrinos are thermalized mainly

via γD and as γA
TTAA/neq

T drops, T couples weaker to the plasma than the neutrinos, resulting in

δTA
(zN) > δNA

(zN) and consequently, the respective term in the Boltzmann equation for the

neutrino evolution gives a positive contribution to the neutrino abundance. As a result,
∣∣∣dYNA

dzN

∣∣∣
drops slower than in a scenario where only decays are relevant, thereby enhancing ∆NA

(zN).

Just before T completely freezes out and decouples, δTA
(zN) begins to increase significantly

as Y eq
T (zN) becomes Boltzmann suppressed while YTA

(zN) becomes constant, resulting in a

short but striking enhancement of ∆NA
(zN). Thus, despite decay processes being dominant

for zN > zAρ , scattering processes are still relevant and affect the neutrino evolution.

To summarize, we find that neutrinos can deviate significantly more from thermal equilibrium

compared to the simplified case as the (inverse) decays and neutrino scatterings involving σ, J

and T introduce a source of non-equilibration which is redistributed amongst N, σ, J and T .

Although the distinction between a scatter and a decay regime is not entirely accurate for

gN > 0.7, it does grasp the overall qualitative features of the neutrino evolution. In the

following, we will discuss how this affects the evolution of the efficiency.

4.3.3 Efficiency

In Fig. 4.17, we show ηA(zN) for exemplary values of m̃ and gN . Similarly to the simplified

scenario, we find that in the case of vanishing initially abundances of N, σ, T and J , the

intially negative efficiency ηzA quickly changes sign as neutrinos are mainly produced via

scattering processes involving σ, T and J . However, neutrino production via lepton number

violating inverse decays and quark scatterings plays a larger role in case A compared to

the simplified scenario as in the former case, the initial abundances of T, σ and J vanish as

well. Nevertheless, ηzA approaches ηtA very and and for simplicity, we will focus the following

discussion on ηtA.

Let us at first focus on a regime where m̃ is small so that WO can be neglected. The

Boltzmann equations in the scatter and decay regimes, respectively, can be then written as

(neglecting quarks)

dηA
dzN

=
1

sHzN
(δNA

− 1)γD
1

Y 0
N

≈

− 1
Y 0
N

γD
4γS

(
dYNA

dzN
+ 2ρA

sHzN

)
, zN < zAρ ,

− 1
Y 0
N

dYNA

dzN
, zN > zAρ ,

(4.24)
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Figure 4.15: Evolution of the abundances of N, σ, T and J for gN = [0.1, 0.7, 1] and

m̃ = [5 × 10−5, 10−2]eV. In the right plot, we have gN = gT and therefore Y eq
NA

= Y eq
T .

Note that the lower limits of the zN range are given by zI and hence depend on gN .

Scattering processes and inverse decays initially keep N, T, σ and J close to thermal equilib-

rium. While σ never deviates significantly from thermal equilibrium, T freezes out and even-

tually obtains a constant abundance once gauge interactions decouple at zT = zN/gN ∼ 10,

independtly from m̃. The evolutions of both neutrinos and majorons on the other hand are

significantly affected by gN and m̃ and if gN and m̃ are small, their abundances deviate sig-

nificantly from thermal equilibrium. In particular, J freezes out once interactions with σ and

N decouple and for e.g. gN = 0.1 and m̃ = 5 × 10−5 eV (panel 1), the majoron abundance

after freeze out notably exceeds the corresponding thermal abundance.
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and we can write the final efficiency as

ηA(∞) = ηA(z
A
ρ ) +

1

Y 0
N

YNA
(zAρ ) . (4.25)

We can easily see that as in the simplified scenario, the efficiency in the scatter regime is

suppressed by γD/4γS. However, neutrinos deviate significantly more from thermal equilibrium

in the scatter regime compared to the simplified scenario which counteracts the suppression

due to scattering processes. Thus, while the main portion of the efficiency in the simplified

scenario is created at the transition from the scatter to the decay regime at zÂS , this picture

changes drastically in case A as the enhanced neutrino abundance allows the creation of an

substantial part of the final efficiency already in the scatter regime. This is especially striking

for m̃ = 5×10−5 eV in Fig. 4.17(panels 1–3) where zAρ ∼ zÂS and ηA(z
A
ρ ) ≫ ηÂ(z

A
ρ ). Moreover,

as the transition from the scatter to the decay regime in case A generally occurs for smaller zN
than the transition in the simplified scenario, it is reasonable to assume that YNA

(zAρ ) exceeds

YNÂ
(zÂS ) which additionally enhances the efficiency that can be generated in the decay regime

of case A compared to the simplified scenario. Thus, as we already saw in Fig. 4.2(right),

the efficiency in case A for small m̃ is suppressed similarly to the simplified scenario but the

suppression is overall much less pronounced.

As in the simplified scenario, increasing m̃ damps the suppression of the efficiency and while

WO effects can be neglected, we have ηA ∼ m̃ until a maximum is reached at m̃max and WO

processes subsequently dominate, resulting in ηA ∼ 1/m̃, see Fig. 4.2(middle). However, the

regime where WO processes are effective in case A differs significantly from the simplified

scenario. As can be seen in Fig. 4.17(panels 7–9), the suppression of ηA(zN) is significantly

weaker compared to ηÂ(zN) but still sufficiently strong in order to render WO processes

ineffective up to zN ∼ zAρ , similarly to the discussion in Sec. 4.2. As is demonstrated in Fig.

4.16, this results in m̃A
max ∼ zAρ ≪ m̃Â

max ∼ zS and in particular, the striking peak around

gN ∼ 0.7 in m̃Â
max is missing in m̃A

max.

Finally, let us shortly comment on the efficiency for gN → 1 and m̃ → 10−1 eV. From Fig.

4.2, recall that the final efficiency in this case slightly exceeds the ”common” efficiency in

the strong WO regime ηWO. In light of our previous discussion, this unexpected behaviour

can be explained as a combination of two effects. For gN ∼ 1, the suppression of ηA(zN)

in the scatter regime is maximal and thus WO processes effectively diminish the efficiency

only for m̃ ≳ 10−2 eV(see Fig. 4.16). As can be seen in Fig. 4.17 (panel 9) though, even

for m̃ = 10−1 eV, washout is effective only for zN ≳ 6. Just after that, T begins to freeze

out which enhances the neutrino abundance and therefore counteracts the washout of the

efficiency. Thus, even though WO processes dictate the overall evolution of ηA(m̃) in the

WO regime, leptogenesis is not entirely driven by VL interactions. Note that the significant

enhancement ∆NA
around zN ∼ 20 we observed in Fig. 4.14 does not have a significant

effect as due to the strong Boltzmann suppression of YN(zN) around zN ∼ 20, even a sizable

deviation from thermal equilibrium in this regime only corresponds to a tiny enhancement of

the neutrino abundance.
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Figure 4.16: Comparison of m̃max and ˆ̃mmax for case Â, A (solid) and case B̂, B (dashed).

In the red region, the final efficiency in cases A,B is determined by scattering processes and

neutrino decays and thus proportional to m̃. On the other hand, the final efficiencyy in the

blue regions is determined by washout processes, resulting in ηA,B ∼ 1/m̃. The hatched region

corresponds to the WO regime in case A and to the WO regime in case B.

We can immediatly see that the strong suppression of the efficiency in the simplified scenario

that results in a peak around gN ∼ 0.7 in ˆ̃mmax is absent in cases A,B. Addtionally, neutrinos

are thermalized weaker in cases A,B compared to the simplified scenario, translating to

m̃max < ˆ̃mmax. Even more precisely, in case B, the absence of interactions with T renders the

scattering processes less efficient in thermalizing the neutrinos compared to case A, resulting

in m̃B
max < m̃A

max.

4.4 Case B: δT,σ,J ̸= 1 , gT = 10−7 , λσ = 1

In this section, we discuss the efficiency in case B where in contrast to case A, we have

gT = 10−7 which results in a dependence of the efficiency on the initial conditions. We begin

with a short discussion of the thermal rates before seperately analyzing the evolution of the

efficiency for the distinct initial conditions. In the discussion of case Bz, we focus in particular

on the regime where the initial conditions are relevant for the final efficiency.

4.4.1 Thermal Rates

In Fig. 4.13, we show thermal rates relevant for the Boltzmann equations (3.12)-(3.15) and

as in case A, we focus only on the most relevant ones. In contrast to the thermal rates

in case A, the interactions of T with N, σ and J in case B are practically irrelevant while

gauge interactions thermalize T over the full range of zN that is of interest for leptogenesis.

In particular, T does not freeze out during the leptogenesis era. On the other hand, the

interactions between N, σ and J that do not involve T are not affected and identical to A.

As a result, the evolutions of N, σ and J are decoupled from the evolution of T .
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Figure 4.17: Efficiencies ηt,zA , ηt
Â
and ηt,zV L as functions of zN . The blue region indicates where

inverse decays are in thermal equilibrium, the solid vertical line denotes zρ and the dashed

vertical line denotes zS. Note that the lower limits of the zN range are given by zI and hence

depend on gN . As the efficiency in VL does not depend on gN , η
t,z
V L are the same in each

column. In case A, neutrinos are coupled weaker to the plasma compared to case Â, resulting

in a weaker suppression of ηtA compared to ηt
Â
. In panels 7–9, it is apparent that WO processes

diminish ηA for smaller zN compared to ηÂ. As the initial abundances of T, σ and J vanish

in case Az (in contrast to case Âz where they have thermal abundances), a larger portion of

the neutrino production is via lepton number violating inverse decays and quark scatterings

compared to case Â (see Fig. 4.10). Hence, Max
(
|ηzA(zN < z±N)|

)
≫ Max

(
|ηz

Â
(zN < z±N)|

)
.

Nevertheless, ηzA eventually approaches ηtA, irrespective of m̃ and gN .
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4.4.2 Discussion of case Bt

After discussing the efficiency for cases Â, B̂ and A, applying the findings to case Bt is

straightforward. First, note that gauge interactions keep T close to thermal equilibrium,

independently of gN and m̃. On the other hand, due to the absence of notable interactions

with T , we find that in the scatter regime, N, σ and J deviate from thermal equilibrium

slightly more compared to case A. This can be seen in Fig. 4.18 where we show ∆NA
(zN) and

∆NB
(zN) for different values of gN and m̃. Clearly, this translates to a larger final efficiency

compared to case A. Additionally, as is highlighted in Fig 4.8, the transition from the scatter

to the decay regime occurs for a slightly smaller zN compared to case A, i.e. zρB ≲ zρA , as the

absence of interactions with T slightly reduces the overall magnitude of scattering processes

involving neutrinos. This is particularly striking for gN > 0.7 where in case A, γNNTT is

the dominating process which is absent in case B, similarly to our discussion regarding Â, B̂.

Further, as can be seen in Fig. 4.16, the increased efficiency implies that the transition

from the WO to the WO regime takes place at smaller m̃ compared to case A and therefore

m̃B,t
max < m̃A

max.
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Figure 4.18: Evolution of ∆NA
= δNA

− 1 (solid lines) and ∆NB
= δNB

− 1 (dashed lines)

for different values of m̃ = [5 × 10−5, 10−1]eV and gN = 0.1 (panel 1), gN = 0.7 (panel 2),

gN = 1(panel 3). The vertical solid lines indicate zAρ while the vertical dashed lines belong to

zBρ . Note that the lower limits of the zN range are given by zI and hence depend on gN . For

zN ≲ zBρ , the neutrino abundance in case B deviates more from thermal equilibrium than in

case B as interactions with T are absent. For gN ≥ 0.7, the neutrino evolution in case B is

entirely driven by inverse neutrino decays, hence ∆NB
(zN ≫ zρ) < ∆NA

(zN ≫ zρ).

4.4.3 Discussion of case Bz

4.4.3.1 Abundances

Due to the strong gauge interactions, T is thermalized instantly at zI irrespective of gN and

m̃ and as in case Bt, its evolution is independent from N, σ and J . On the other hand, the

thermalization of N, σ and J depends strongly on gN and m̃. This is highlighted in Fig. 4.19
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Figure 4.19: Density plots of z
(N,σ,J)
eq in the gN − m̃ plane. In the green region, thermalization

proceeds rapidly so that zieq ≪ 1 while in the grey region, the respective particle is not

thermalized until zN = 10. They white line indicate zieq = 1. Note that we do not show the

full gN − m̃ plane. Seet text for details.

where we show density plots of z
(N,σ,J)
eq (m̃, gN) where z

(N,σ,J)
eq are defined via

Y z
iB
(zieq) = Y eq

i (zieq) (4.26)

with

Y z
iB
(zN)

{
< Y eq

i (zN) , zN < zieq ,

> Y eq
i (zN) , zN > zieq .

(4.27)

Further, we define (gIAN , m̃IA) which we already introduced in Sec. 4.1 so that

zNeq(m̃
IA, gIAN ) = 1 , (4.28)

with

zNeq(m̃ < m̃IA, gN < gIAN ) > 1 , (4.29)

zNeq(m̃ > m̃IA, gN > gIAN ) < 1 . (4.30)

In Fig. 4.19, we show (m̃IA, gIAN ) as a white line while in the green regions, we have zieq < 1.

We stress that there is no fundamental reason to explicitly choose zNeq(m̃
IA, gIAN ) = 1 as the

implicit definition of m̃IA, gIAN . As Boltzmann suppression of neutrinos sets in at zN ≈ 1,

it is reasonable to assume that once zNeq ≲ 1, the effect of the initial abundance on the

neutrino evolution and the efficiency is small which motivates our choice of (4.28). Moreover,

comparing 4.4 and 4.19 , we can easily see that this definition of (gIAN , m̃IA) reasonably well

seperates the IA and the IA regime. As we will see later, the explicit value used in (4.28) is

irrelevant as long as it is close to 1. Additionally, we used a cut-off at zN = 10 to simplify
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Figure 4.20: Left: zNeq as a function of gN for m̃ = [5 × 10−5, 5 × 10−4]eV, compared to zV L
eq

and zI . Right: zNeq as a function of m̃ for gN = [0.1, 0.2], compared to zV L
eq and zI .

We note that zV L
eq (zI) is constant in the left(right) panel as it does not depend on gN (m̃).

The dash-dotted line denotes gIAN (left) and m̃IA (right), respectively. Seet text for details.

the visualization of zσeq and zJeq.
9

From Fig. 4.19, we easily see that σ and J do not reach thermal equilibrium until zN = 10

over a significant parameter space where (gN , m̃) < (gIAN , m̃IA). On the other hand, similarly

to the neutrinos, we find that σ and J are quickly thermalized once (gN , m̃) > (gIAN , m̃IA),

indicating that there is a close correlation between their thermalizations. In the following, we

will discuss this in greater detail.

As the initial abundances of N, σ and J vanish, the Boltzmann equation for the neutrino

evolution at zN ≈ zI is the same as in VL,

sHzN
dY z

NB,V L

dzN
≈ γD + 2γQ , (4.31)

and the plasma is populated with neutrinos via inverse decays and quark scatterings. As the

interactions of neutrinos with σ and J are significantly stronger than γD,Q, neutrinos soon

begin to populate the plasma with σ and J and the Boltzmann equation for case Bz becomes

sHzN
dY z

NB

dzN
≈(γD + 2γQ) + κ , (4.32)

where we defined

κ ≡− 2(δN
2 − δJ

2
)γNNJJ − 2(δN

2 − δσ
2
)γNNσσ − 2(δN

2 − δJδσ)γNNσJ + 2δsubγσ,NN , (4.33)

with

δi ≡ δziB , (4.34)

9Due to Boltzmann suppression, we expect that around zN ≈ 10, the effects of σ and J on the neutrino

evolution are no longer significant which motivates the choice of zN = 10. The exact value is however of no

relevance for the following discussion.
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and (4.32) holds as long as δN ≪ 1. Here, κ plays an essential role in the neutrino evolution

as depending on the sign, it can either enhance the neutrino abundance via scatterings and

σ decays to neutrinos or diminish it via the inverse processes. In the first case, neutrinos

are thermalized faster than in VL while in the second case, neutrino thermalization is slower

compared to VL.

In order to make the effect of the scattering processes appearing in κ more clear, let us discuss

the effects of m̃ and gN on zNeq individually. To that end, we show zNeq(gN) and zNeq(m̃) in Fig.

4.20 for gN = [0.1, 0.2, 0.24] and m̃ = [5× 10−5, 5× 10−4, 2.5× 10−3]eV, respectively, while in

Fig. 4.21, we show Y z
(N,σ,J)B

(zN) and compare them to the respective thermal abundances.

First, let us discuss the effect of m̃ on zNeq and for definiteness, we set gN = 0.1. For m̃ =

5×10−5 eV(panel 1 in Fig. 4.21), the plasma is populated with neutrinos very slowly as γD and

γQ are initially small. As a result, the scatterings in κ become Boltzmann suppressed before

thermal σ, J abundances can be created. As the scatterings to σ and J reduce the neutrino

abundance, we have Y z
NB

(zN) < Y z
NV L

(zN) and consequently, neutrinos are thermalized later

than in VL, i.e. zNeq > zV L
eq .

As m̃ increases to e.g. m̃ = 5× 10−4 eV (panel 4 plot in Fig. 4.21), inverse decays and quark

scatterings populate the plasma with neutrinos faster and a larger abundance of σ, J can be

produced before the corresponding scattering processes become Boltzmann suppressed. As in

VL, this implies that zNeq and zV L
eq decrease with m̃ (right plot in Fig. 4.20) while zNeq > zV L

eq

still holds.

Eventually, as m̃ ≈ 2.5×10−3 eV(panel 7 in Fig. 4.21), a sufficiently large neutrino abundance

is created for small zN , allowing efficient interactions between N, σ, J before they become

Boltzmann suppressed. Thus, N, σ, J are thermalized significantly faster than before and

zNeq(m̃) drops rapidly and approaches zI (right plot in Fig. 4.20). On the other hand, the

neutrino thermalization in VL depends only on γD,Q ∼ m̃ and consequently zV L
eq (m̃) smoothly

decreases, eventually resulting in zNeq < zV L
eq .

Next, let us discuss the effect of gN on zNeq. As discussed previously, the Boltzmann suppression

of the scattering rates involving N, σ, J is shifted to larger zN and the magnitude of the

overall thermal rates increases as we move to larger gN . Considering for example gN = 0.2

and m̃ = 5 × 10−5 eV(panel 2 in Fig. 4.21), we find that this initially slows the neutrino

thermalization down compared to gN = 0.1. This can be traced back to a larger number of

neutrinos scattering to σ and J while the interaction rates are not yet fast enough to thermalize

them, consequently reducing the neutrino abundance. Thus, zNeq(gN) initially increases with

gN , while zV L
eq is constant with zNeq(gN) > zV L

eq . Eventually though, at gN ≈ 0.24(panel 3

in Fig. 4.21), the scattering processes between N, σ, J are fast enough to thermalize them

efficiently and zNeq(gN) drops rapidly and approaches zI , resulting in zNeq(gN) < zV L
eq (left plot

in Fig. 4.20).

To summarize, we find that while (m̃, gN) < (m̃IA, gIAN ), the scattering processes in κ suppress

the neutrino abundance as neutrinos scatter to σ and J , resulting in a slower thermalization

compared to VL. On the other hand, for (m̃, gN) > (m̃IA, gIAN ), we find that the scattering

processes enhance the thermalization of N, σ, J . We further note that since zNeq(m̃, gN) drops
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rapidly around (m̃IA, gIAN ), they are very insensitive to the exact value of zNeq used in the

definition (4.28).

4.4.3.2 Efficiency

In the IA regime, m̃ is small so that we can safely neglect WO effects and the Boltzmann

equation for ηzB becomes

sHzN
dηzB
dzN

≈ 1

Y 0
N

(δN − 1)γD . (4.35)

Clearly, before neutrinos are thermalized at zNeq, we have δN − 1 < 0 and a negative efficiency

is created. We therefore define

η−B ≡ η(zNeq) < 0 . (4.36)

For zN ≪ zNeq, we can simplify (4.35) to

sHzN
dηzB
dzN

zN≪zNeq
≈ − 1

Y 0
N

γD (4.37)

and as can be seen in Fig. 4.22, this implies that ηzB(zN ≪ zNeq) closely follows ηzV L(zN ≪ zNeq)

and is mostly independent from gN . For zN > zNeq on the other hand, a positive efficiency is

created with

η+B ≡
∫ ∞

zNeq

dzN
1

Y 0
N

(δN − 1)γD
1

sHzN
> 0 . (4.38)

Assuming that the scattering processes involving N, σ, J are already Boltzmann suppressed

and (inverse) decays N ↔ LH are the only relevant processes for zN > zNeq, we can simplify

this to

η+B ≂
1

Y 0
N

Y z
NB

(zNeq) . (4.39)

Thus, the final efficiency is given by

ηzB(m̃, gN) = η+B(m̃, gN) + η−B(m̃, gN) (4.40)

where η+B(m̃, gN) and η−B(m̃, gN) clearly depend significantly on zNeq(m̃, gN) and in particular,

η+B(m̃, gN) < |η−B(m̃, gN)| results in a negative final efficiency. From Fig. 4.2, recall that ηzB is

indeed negative if m̃ and gN are small and for convenience, we define that ηzB(m̃, gN) changes

sign at (m̃±, g±N), i.e.

η+B(m̃
±, g±N) = |η−B(m̃

±, g±N)| (4.41)
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Figure 4.21: Evolution of YN,σ,J(zN), compared to the respective equilibrium abundances, for

gN = [0.1, 0.2, 0.24] and m̃ = [5×10−5, 5×10−4, 2.5×10−3]eV. The vertical solid line indicates

zNeq while the vertical dashed line indicates zV L
eq . We do not show YT as it is always close to

thermal equilibrium. For the parameter choices in panels 1, 2 and 4, no sizable Yσ abundance

is produced and therefore it does not appear in the respective figures. In the same panels,

the majoron is never thermalized and hence freezes in once the interactions with N and σ

decouple, resulting in a relic abundance smaller than the thermal one. Comparing e.g. panels

1 and 2, it is apparent how slightly increasing gN slows the neutrino thermalization down due

to an enhanced scattering rate of neutrinos to majorons until gN reaches a value that results

in sufficiently strong interactions between N, σ and J that briefly thermalized them before

these interactions decouple (panel 3). Increasing m̃ enhances the neutrino production and

therefore indirectly the production of σ and J , thermalizing them faster (see e.g. panels 2, 4

and 8).
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Figure 4.22: Left: Evolution of |ηzB| (zN) for gN = [0.1, 0.15, 0.2](dashed, dash-dotted, dotted)

and m̃ = 5 × 10−5 eV, compared to |ηzV L| (solid). For zN ≪ zNeq, z
V L
eq , the evolution of the

efficiency is dominated by (inverse) neutrino decays and therefore independent from gN . The

efficiencies |ηzB| (zN) and |ηzV L| (zN) increase until they peak at zNeq and zV L
eq , respectively. In

VL, ηzV L(zN) eventually changes sign while ηzB(zN) stays negative. As zNeq increases with gN ,

we have ηzB(z
N
eq)|gN=0.1 < ηzB(z

N
eq)|gN=0.15 < ηzB(z

N
eq)|gN=0.2.

Right: Evolution of |ηzB| (zN) (solid) for gN = 0.1 and m̃ = [5×10−5, 5×10−4]eV compared to

|ηzV L| (dashed). For zN ≪ zNeq, z
V L
eq , the evolution of the efficiency is determined by γD ∼ m̃,

i.e. a larger m̃ enhances the negative part of ηzB and ηzV L produced in zN ≪ zNeq and zN ≪ zV L
eq ,

respectively. As neutrinos are thermalized faster, zNeq and zV L
eq decrease with m̃.

so that

ηzB(m̃, gN) <0 , (m̃, gN) < (m̃±, g±N) , (4.42)

ηzB(m̃, gN) >0 , (m̃, gN) > (m̃±, g±N) . (4.43)

In Fig. 4.23, we show |η−B |, η
+
B and ηzB as functions of gN (left) and m̃ (right) with m̃ =

5× 10−5 eV and gN = 0.1, respectively. In the blue regions, the initial conditions are relevant

while in the red regions, the initial conditions are irrelevant for the final efficiency.

Let us first focus on the blue region in the left plot. We immediatly see that ηzB changes sign

at g±N ≈ gIAN and for simplicity, we will assume equality in the following discussion so that the

blue region also corresponds to ηB < 0. From (4.37) it is clear that the dependence of η−B on

gN stems only from zNeq(gN). More precisely, as zNeq increases with gN , the zN -range in which

inverse decays produce a sizable negative efficiency increases, resulting in |η−B(gN)| ∼ zNeq(gN).

This is further highlighted in Fig. 4.22(left). On the other hand, the neutrino abundance is

Boltzmann suppressed with

Y z
NB

(zNeq) ∼ e−zNeq , (4.44)

and consequently, an increasing zNeq(gN) diminishes η+B(gN). Thus, in the blue region, |η−B(gN)|
increases while η+B(gN) decreased and as |η−B(gN)| > η+B(gN), this clearly results in ηzB decreas-

ing (or |ηzB| increasing since ηzB < 0 ) with gN . Once neutrinos are quickly thermalized for
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gN ≳ 0.24 (red region in Fig. 4.23), the initial conditions are irrelevant and the contribution

of η−B can be neglected, resulting in ηzB(gN) ∼ η+B(gN) > 0.

Next, let us consider the blue region in the right plot in Fig. 4.23. First, we note that

m̃± < m̃IA, i.e. ηzB changes sign in the blue region before the initial conditions are irrelevant.

From (4.37), it is clear that a larger m̃ enhances the neutrino production via inverse decays

already at zN ≪ zNeq (see also Fig. 4.22(right)) and consequently, |η−B | increases with m̃. On

the other hand, η+B depends strongly on zNeq(m̃) due to the Boltzmann suppression of neutrinos.

More precisely, recalling that zNeq(m̃) decreases, this implies that the Boltzmann suppression

at zNeq decreases as well and consequently, η+B(m̃) increases. In contrast to the scenario shown

in the left hand plot, the sign change of the efficiency is not due to the rapid drop of |η−B |
at m̃IA but due to η+B approaching and eventually overtaking |η−B | at m̃± < m̃IA. Clearly,

this results in a severly diminished final efficiency around m̃± ≈ 1.3 × 10−3 eV. Only once

neutrino thermalization becomes fast and zNeq drops at m̃
IA ∼ 2.5× 10−3 eV, we find that |η−B |

drops as well, resulting in η(m̃) ∼ η+B(m̃) (red region) and the initial conditions are rendered

irrelevant. Cleary, the m̃-range around m̃± where |ηzB| almost vanishes depends crucially on

the difference between m̃± and m̃IA. As gN increases, m̃± approaches m̃IA and the m̃-range

where the efficiency is diminished shrinks until at gN ≈ 0.15, we have m̃± ≈ m̃IA.

To summarize, we find that ηzB significantly depends on how fast neutrinos are thermalized.

While the evolution of the efficiency for small zN is not significantly changed compared to VL,

the suppression of the neutrino abundance for (m̃, gN) < (m̃IA, gIAN ) results in a later ther-

malization compared to VL and thus reduces the number of neutrinos that can contribute

to η+B . Moreover, for (m̃, gN) ≈ (m̃±, g±N), the negative and the positive contribution almost

cancel each other, resulting in an almost vanishing final efficiency ηzB.

4.5 General Remarks

Before discussing other implications of the model, let us adress some additional points.

So far, we have kept λσ constant and discussed the effect of gT = 10−7 compared to gT = 1

on the efficiency. Before we proceed, let us comment in greater detail on the effect these

couplings have on the efficiency. To that end, we show η(gT , m̃) (left) and η(λσ, m̃) (right) for

gN = 1 in the scenario where all particles are in thermal equilibrium at zI in Fig. 4.24. As

expected, the sizes of gT and λσ have significatly smaller effects on η compared to gN . What

is more, below gT ∼ 10−3, η(gT ) becomes constant, i.e. the Yukawa coupling of the triplet

is irrelevant for the value of the final efficiency. In fact, we checked explicitly that the final

efficiency in case B agrees with the final efficiency in scenario where gT = 0. Thus, the results

in case B are applicable to a broader class of models, in particular to the conventional singlet

majoron model, and hold even for larger values of gT than considered in case B. Similarly,

η(λσ) is barely affected by the changes in λ and becomes almost constant for λσ ≲ 0.1.

Next, recall that we neglected the doublet-singlet mixing term ∼ λmix in (2.3). We expect

that depending on the size of the λmix, including this term could drive the efficiencies in

cases A,B closer to Â, B̂ as the additional interaction with H could result in a more efficient
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Figure 4.23: Left: |ηzB|, |η−B |, η
+
B and zNeq as functions of gN with m̃ = 5× 10−5 eV. In the blue

region, the final efficiency depends on the initial abundances while in the red region, the final

efficiency is independent from the initial abundance. The vertical line denotes g±N .

Right: |ηzB|, |η−B |, η+B and zNeq as functions of m̃ with gN = 0.1. In the blue region, the

final efficiency depends on the initial abundances while in the red region, the final efficiency

is independent from the initial abundance. The vertical line denotes m̃±. Note that as

m̃ ≳ 10−2 eV, |η−B | begins to increase again. This is due to washout processes reducing the

efficiency and independent from the scattering processes in the majoron+triplet model.

thermalization of σ and J .

After these general considerations, we will focus on a more realistic version of the model and

examine dark matter constraints on the new particles.
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Figure 4.24: Efficiency η(gT , m̃) (left) and η(λσ, m̃) (right) for gN = 0.1. Note that we used

the same color scaling as in Fig. 4.2. We can easily see that the efficiencies do not change

significatly with gT and λσ, respectively.

41



5 Dark Matter

The most precise measurements of the DM energy density today come the CMB anisotropies

with an observed value of [1]

ΩDMh2
0 = 0.120± 0.0001 , (5.1)

where h0 is the scaling factor for the Hubble parameter today, H0,

h0 = 0.674± 0.0005 (5.2)

with

H0 ≡ h0100 km s−1Mpc−1 . (5.3)

A DM candidate needs to be non-relativistic at the onset of galaxy formation, non-baryonic,

have at most weak interactions with the SM and it has to be stable on cosmological timescales.

As we will discuss in the following, both the majoron J and the triplet fermion T in the

majoron+triplet model can in principle fulfull these requirements.

5.1 Majoron

The majoron as a DM candidate has already been extensively discussed in various scenarios

[11, 12, 13, 14, 15]. In this work, we do not specify a mechanism that generates the necessary

majoron mass mJ and merely focus on the implications in light of the majoron+triplet model.

Moreover, we note that the majoron can decay to a pair of light neutrinos if mJ exceeds the

light neutrino masses. This implies that in order to be a viable DM candidate, the majoron

decay width needs to be sufficiently small in order to render the majoron stable on cosmological

timescales. For simplicity, we assume for the remainder of this section that the majoron is

indeed longlived enough to constitute DM and explore the limits the majoron+triplet model

places on the majoron mass.

During the leptogenesis era, the majoron interacts via scatterings and inverse decays with

N, σ and T . As discussed in Sec. 4, these interactions are very effective at populating the

plasma with majorons in cases A and Bt, for some parameter sets even reaching an abundance

larger than the thermal one. Those interactions decouple at zdN ∼ O(10) and the majoron

abundance reaches a constant value YJ(z
d
N) ≳ Y eq

J (zdN). In case Bz with (m̃, gN) < (m̃IA, gIAN )

on the other hand, the majoron abundance tends to be smaller than the corresponding thermal

abundance when the interactions with N, σ and T decouple, resulting in YJ(z
d
N) ≲ Y eq

J (zdN).

In both cases, a majoron relic density

ΩJ =
YJ(zN → ∞)mJs0

ρc
(5.4)
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arises. In the equation above, s0 is the entropy density today, defined via the photon density

today nγ,0 as

s0 ≈ 7.04nγ,0 (5.5)

while ρc is the critical density,

ρc = (1.878 34± 0.000 04)× 10−29h2g cm−3 . (5.6)

From the condition ΩJ(m
DM
J )

!
= ΩDM , we determine the maximal acceptable majoron mass

mDM
J that does not result in a majoron relic density that exceeds the DM relic density. Thus, if

mJ = mDM
J , the majoron constitues all DM while for mJ < mDM

J , the majoron accounts only

for a fraction of the DM relic density, requiring contributions from additional DM particles.

In Fig. 5.1, we show density plots of mDM
J in the gN − m̃ plane for case Bt(left) and case

Bz(middle).10 We can immediatly see that in the case of thermal initial abundances, the

large majoron abundance constrains the majoron mass to be of order mJ ∼ 102 eV. In case

Bz with m̃ ∼ 5 × 10−5 eV, gN ∼ 0.1, i.e. in the parameter range where the majoron is not

thermalized, values up to mJ ∼ 103 eV are allowed. In the context of DM, this mass range is

however problematic as the majoron with such a low mass would be relativistic at the onset

of galaxy formation and constitute hot DM. This implies that in this setup, the majoron mass

needs to be significantly smaller than mDM
J in order to result in a neglectable contribution to

the DM relic density. We stress however that we implicitly assumed that the majoron is in

kinetic equilibrium when the relic density freezes out and that majoron decays to neutrinos

are slow. If the former assumption does not hold, even a small majoron mass could result

in experimentally viable cold majoron DM (similarly to the axion) while in the case that the

latter assumption does not hold, the majoron would be unstable and not a DM candidate.

Moreover, depending on the mechanism that is employed in order to generate the majoron

mass, the limits derived in this section can drastically change. Thus, whether the majoron

in the majoron+triplet model is a viable DM candidate or not depends significantly on the

origin of the majoron mass.

5.2 Triplet

As discussed previously, the triplet T is effectively thermalized via gauge interactions while

the scattering processes with N, σ, J tend to be subdominant. Thus, once gauge interactions

decouple at zT ∼ 10, the triplet freezes out and YT reaches a constant value. This implies

that the relic density is determined mostly by gT and rather independent from gN and λσ. For

simplicity, we therefore neglect all scattering processes except these involving gauge bosons

and accordingly solve a simple Boltzmann equation for the triplet evolution,

sHzN
dYT

dzN
= −2

(
δ2T − 1

)
γT,gauge , (5.7)

10Note that the constraints from case A and Bt result in almost identical constraints which is why we

present only case Bt.

43



for 10−7 ≤ gT ≤ 10−5. The corresponding relic density given by

ΩT =
YT (zN → ∞)MT s0

ρc
(5.8)

is shown in Fig. 5.1(left). We can immediatly see that the triplet relic density exceeds the

observed DM relic density already for gT ≳ 2.9× 10−7 or equivalently MT ≳ 2TeV. Searches

for triplet fermions in the framework of the type III seesaw by Atlas[36] and CMS[37] place

lower bounds on the triplet mass of

MAtlas
T ≈ 910GeV , MCMS

T ≈ 840GeV , (5.9)

corresponding to

gAtlas
T ≈ 1.19× 10−7 , gCMS

T ≈ 1.29× 10−7 . (5.10)

In terms of the discussed scenarios of majoron+triplet leptogenesis, this implies that case A is

excluded while case B is tightly constrained but remains viable. 11 We stress nontheless that

the discussion of the effects on the efficiency for different values of gT gives valuable insights

on the dynamics of the leptogenesis scenario despite being largely experimentally forbidden.

We also stress that these constraints are only valid in the absence of the Z2 forbidden mixing

term with SM leptons and the Higgs doublet. Reintroducing this term allows lepton number

violating decays of T and thus renders the triplet instable. We note however that this the

inclusion of the mixing term is non-trivial and beyond the scope of this work.
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Figure 5.1: Left, middle: Upper limits on the majoron mass that does not overproduce DM

for case A,Bt (left) and Bz (middle) in the gN − m̃ plane. Note that these constraints are

only valid if majoron decays to light neutrinos are sufficiently slow.

Right: Triplet relic density ΩTh
2 as a function of gT , compared to the DM relic density

ΩDMh2. In the green region, the triplet relic density does not exceed the DM relic density

and is in agreement with bounds from Atlas and CMS placed on the triplet mass. In the red

region, DM is overproduced while in the yellow region, bounds from Atlas are violated.

11Recall from Sec. 4.5 that the exact value of gT is not relevant in case B as the triplet does not affect the

efficiency.
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6 Baryon Asymmetry

In this section, we finally discuss the baryon asymmetry,

YB ≡ YB′ − YB′ , (6.1)

that can be created in the majoron+triplet model. As we found in the previous section that

DM constraints exclude case A, we will focus on case B.

6.1 Sphaleron Rate

As discussed in [21], the presence of the triplet changes the [SU(2)L]
2×U(1)L′ anomaly factor

AL′ from AL′ = 3 in the SM to AL′ = −1 in the majoron+triplet model. As a consequence,

sphaleron transitions no longer conserve YB − YL as in the SM but instead YB + 3YL, thereby

affecting the rate with which sphaleron processes convert the lepton asymmetry to a baryon

asymmetry.

For simplicity, we calculate the conversion rate at a temperature T ∼ TeV where all gauge

and Yukawa interactions are fast. This induces relations between the chemical potentials of

the SM particles,

µW− = µϕ0 + µϕ− = µdL − µuL
= µeL − µνL , (6.2)

µϕ0 = µuR
− µuL

= µdL − µuR
= µeL − µeR . (6.3)

With gT of order 10−7, gauge interactions of the triplet are still fast as well, resulting in the

additional relation

µW± = µT± (6.4)

while the chemical potentials of N, T 0, σ, J vanish. Moreover, fast Sphaleron transitions in

the majoron+triplet model imply

µdR − 6µeL + 11µeR − 6µνL + 8µuR
= 0 (6.5)

while in the SM, the corresponding relation reads

2µdL + µuL
+ µνL = 0 . (6.6)

In the relativistic limit, the asymmetry in a charge q can be expressed as

Yq ≡
nq − nq

s
=

T 2

6s

[∑
i∈f

qigiµi + 2
∑
j∈f

qjgjµj

]
(6.7)

where the sum over i(j) is for fermions (bosons), qi,j is the charge and gi,i are the numbers

of degrees of freedom of the corresponding particle. Before EWSB, the plasma is charge and
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hypercharge neutral which imposes additional conditions between the chemical potentials by

means of (6.7), finally resulting in [21]

YB =
76

679
Y(B+3L) , (6.8)

while the respective relation in the SM reads

YB =
28

79
Y(B−L) . (6.9)

Assuming that no other sources of baryon number violation are present, we find that the

baryon asymmetry is given by

|YB| =

{
3× 76

679
Y B
L ≈ 0.35443|Y B

L | ,
28
79
Y V L
L ≈ 0.335788|Y V L

L | ,
(6.10)

i.e. apart from the different signs, we find that the baryon asymmetries that can be generated

from a given lepton asymmetries in each model do not differ significantly.

6.2 Comparison with experimental data

From observations, the baryon asymmetry of the universe is given by

Y exp
B ≡ nB′ − nB′

s
|0 ≈

274× 10−10

7.04
ΩB′h2 ≈ 8.718× 10−11 (6.11)

where

ΩB′h2 = 0.0224± 0.0001 (6.12)

is the baryon density obtained from CMB data [1].

Combining (6.10) and (6.11) we can determine the CP violation that is necessary in the

majoron+triplet model in order to reproduce the experimentally observed baryon asymmetry

as

ε =
679

76× 3

Y exp
B
Y 0
Nη

. (6.13)

The results for case B are shown in Fig. 6.1 where we show density plots of ε in the

gN − m̃ plane (left), ε(m̃) (middle) and ε(gN) (right) for gN = [0.1, 0.7, 1] and m̃ = [5 ×
10−5, 10−3, 10−1]eV, respectively. For comparison, we also show εDI(m̃) and εDI(gN). We can

immediatly see that even in the best case scenario of gN = 0.1 and m̃ ≈ 10−3 eV, the CP

violation necessary to explain experimental data is about one order of magnitude larger than

εDI . The reason for this large difference is quite simple: The efficiency ηB is maximal for

small gN while the DI bound εDI decreases with MN = gN/
√
2f . This is in contrast to VL

where the efficiency is independent from MN and thus in principle, fulfilling the DI bound
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Figure 6.1: Left: Density plots of the CP violation |εtB| (top) and |εzB| (bottom) required

to explain the experimentally observed baryon asymmetry in case B in the majoron+triplet

model.

Middle: |εtB| (top) and |εzB| (bottom) as functions of m̃ (solid lines) for gN = [0.1, 0.7, 1]. The

dashed lines corresponds to εDI .

Right: |εtB| (top) and |εzB| (bottom) as functions of gN (solid lines) for m̃ = [5 ×
10−5, 10−3, 10−1]eV. The dashed line corresponds to εDI .

only requires a sufficiently large neutrino mass. Nevertheless, we stress that this does not per

se exclude the viability of majoron+triplet leptogenesis.

First, recall that η depends on the VEV f . In Fig. 6.2, we show ηB(f) with f ranging from

106GeV to 1012GeV for gN = 0.1 and m̃ = 10−3 eV. We also translate the DI bound into a

lower limit on the efficiency necessary to reproduce experimental data as

ηDI(MN) ≡
679

3× 76

Y exp
B

Y 0
Nε

DI(MN)
. (6.14)

From Fig. 6.2 it is apparent that a higher breaking scale f results in a larger efficiency while

a smaller VEV diminishes the efficiency. Additionally, we have ηDI ∼ 1/f and we can therefore

conclude that a larger VEV can close the gap between ε and εDI from both ends while in the

same manner, a smaller breaking scale would worsen the situation.

Additionally, it has been shown that the DI bound can be violated if the hierarchy between

MN and MN2,3 is not too strong [30]. In fact, as the masses of N2,3 arise via the same VEV

as the mass of N1 and taking into account perturbativity of gN2,3 , it is even highly plausible

that the hierarchy between MN and MN2,3 is rather weak which could easily enhance ε past

47



106 107 108 109 1010 1011

𝑓/GeV

100

2 × 10−1

3 × 10−1

4 × 10−1

6 × 10−1

𝜂

𝑔𝑁 = 0.1 , �̃� = 1 × 10−3𝑒𝑉 𝜂𝑡
𝐵

𝜂𝐷𝐼

Figure 6.2: Efficiency ηtB for gN = 0.1 and m̃ = 10−3 eV as a function of the VEV f ,

compared to ηDI as defined in (6.14). In the green region, ηtB is sizable enough to reproduce

the experimentally observed baryon asymmetry with a CP violation ε that fulfills the DI

bound.

the DI bound. Finally, we neglected flavour effects in the Boltzmann equations. In the type

III leptogenesis scenario, flavour effects have been shown to enhance the efficiency in the

regime where WO processes dominate the efficiency [28]. We expect a similar enhancement

in the WO regime while in the WO regime, the efficiency is dominated by flavor-independent

scattering processes and we thus expect only a weak effect on the efficiency.

7 Summary

We have studied the implications of leptogenesis in the majoron model extended by an addi-

tional right-handed triplet with a Z2 symmetry. This extension is interesting as it can avoid

the formation of long lived domain walls that appear in the conventional majoron model.

Additionally, the existence of the triplet changes the [SU(2)L]
2 × U(1)L′ anomaly factor and

hence affects how Sphaleron processes convert a lepton asymmetry to a baryon asymmetry.

In particular, we solved the Boltzmann equations relevant for the particle evolutions under

two different assumptions: First, we considered a simplified scenario where only neutrinos de-

viate from thermal equilibirium before considering a scenario where all additional particles in

the majoron+triplet model can deviate from thermal equilibrium. Moreover, we have consid-

ered various different assignments for the parameters of the model and explored the relevance

of the initial particle abundances. For certain parameter sets, solving only the Boltzmann

equation for the neutrino evolution drastically underestimates the efficiency compared to the

scenario where all Boltzmann equations are considered. For m̃ → 10−1 eV, i.e. the strong

WO regime in VL, we generally find that inverse neutrino decays dominate so that the same

efficiencies as in VL are reached while for small m̃, the scattering processes with the new par-

ticles dominate the neutrino evolution. In the small m̃ regime, we find that sizable efficiencies

can be generated if the Yukawa coupling of the heavy neutrino is small, gN ∼ 0.1.

Moreover, we found that the initial abundances are mostly irrelevant for the final efficiency
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and only play a role in a very restricted subset of the considered parameters. Additionally, we

found that the triplet does not effect the efficiency if the corresponding Yukawa coupling is

small, gT ≲ 10−3, thus restricting the relevance of the triplet to the effects on the conversion

of the lepton asymmetry to the baryon asymmetry.

Due to the Z2 symmetry, the triplet T does not decay and obtains a relic density, qualify-

ing it as a DM candidate. For a VEV of f = 1010 eV, the Yukawa coupling of the triplet

is limited from above with gT ≲ 2.29 × 10−7 in order to avoid overproduction of DM. We

also considered the possibility of majoron DM, assuming that the majoron obtains a mass by

an unspecified mechanism. We found that the upper limit on the experimentally observed

DM relic density requires a majoron mass too small to render the majoron cold at structure

formation, in contrast to observations. We note however that those bounds may drastically

change, depending on the details of the mechanism that generates the majoron mass.

We compared the results for the efficiency in the scenario where the triplet Yukawa coupling

is small, gT ∼ 10−7, with the experimentally observed baryon asymmetry, taking into account

that the Sphaleron conversion rate is different from the SM. In order to reproduce experi-

mental data, in many cases a CP violation ε that exceeds the DI bound εDI is necessary.

We note however that this bound can easily be avoided if resonance effects are taken into

account. Moreover, we briefly examined the effects of the VEV f on the efficiency. While we

performed our analysis with f = 1010GeV, a larger VEV could enhance the efficiency that

can be reached while additionally enhancing the DI bound. In this work, we neglected flavour

effects in the Boltzmann equations. It should be stressed that while we expect that flavour

effects are subdominant in the regimes where scattering processes dominate, they can have

significant effects on the efficiencies if m̃ is large.

In summary, we find that succesfull leptogenesis in the majoron+triplet model is in principle

viable. For future works, a dedicated analysis of the leptogenesis scenario taking e.g. flavour

effects or the resonant enhancement of the CP asymmetry into account seems interesting.

Moreover, we expect that the inclusion of the mixing term between the triplet and the Higgs

which was omitted in this work can have interesting effects on the creation of the lepton

asymmetry which are worth examining in future works.
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A Appendix

A.1 General Formulae

For scattering processes, we compute the thermal rates as

γabij ≡ γ(ab ↔ ij) =
T

64π4

∫ ∞

smin

ds
√
s σ̂(s)K1

(√
s

T

)
=

MNM
3
X

64π4

∫ ∞

xmin

dxX

√
xX

zN
σ̂(xX)K1

(
MX

MN

√
xXzN

) (A.1)

where

zN =
MN

T
, xX =

s

M2
X

, (A.2)

smin = max
[
(Ma +Mb)

2, (Mi +Mj)
2
]
, (A.3)

xmin = max

[(
Ma +Mb

MX

)2

,

(
Mi +Mj

MX

)2
]
. (A.4)

Moreover, σ̂(s) is the reduced crossection defined as

σ̂(s) = 2sλ(1,
M2

a

s
,
M2

b

s
)σ(s) , σ(s) =

∫ 1

−1

d cos θ
1

32πs
|M |2 , (A.5)

where σ is the total cross section summed over initial and final spins and

λ(a, b, c) = (a− b− c)2 . (A.6)

For decays, we can write the thermal rate as

γa,ij ≡ γ(a ↔ ij) = neq
a

K1(z)

K2(z)
Γa , (A.7)

where Γa is the decay rate, Kn(z) is the modified Bessel function of the second kind and

neq
a = ga

∫
d3p

(2π)3
f =

gaMaT

2π2
K1

(
Ma

T

)
=

{
gaT 3

π2 , T ≫ Ma ,

ga
(
MaT
2π

)3/2
e−Ma/T , T ≪ Ma ,

(A.8)

is the number density of particle a in thermal equilibrium at a temperature T with ga degrees

of freedom and f is approximated as a Maxwell-Boltzmann distribution, f ≈ e−
Ea
T . Note that

unless CP-violating effects are present, the thermal rates for direct and inverse processes are

the same.

The evolution of the number density na of a particle a in an expanding universe can be written

as [38]

ṅa + 3Hna = −
∑
b,i,j

[ab ↔ ij] (A.9)
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where H is the Hubble parameter,

H =

√
8

πm2
pl

gs
1

T 4
, (A.10)

gs = 106.75 is the effective number of degrees of freedom, mpl is the Planck mass and

[ab ↔ ij] = (δaδb − δiδj) γ(ab ↔ ij) , (A.11)

with

δa =
na

neq
a
. (A.12)

It is convenient to normalize the number density na to the entropy density s, given by

s(z,m) =
4m3

z3π2
gs , (A.13)

yielding the abundance of a as

Ya =
na

s
. (A.14)

Using

3H = − ṡ

s
, (A.15)

casting the Boltzmann equation in terms of Ya allows us to reabsorb the 3H term, i.e.

sHzN
dYa

dzN
= −

∑
b,i,j

[ab ↔ ij] . (A.16)

One subtlety that needs to be addressed is the substraction of on-shell processes. For example,

let us consider the Boltzmann equation for a particle X that interacts via a scattering process

XX ↔ Y Y with s-channel exchange of a particle Z. Considering the scattering process alone,

the Boltzmann equation reads

sHz
dYX

dz
= −2

(
δ2X − δ2Y

)
γ(XX ↔ Y Y ) . (A.17)

Moreover, if decays of Z to XX, Y Y are kinematically allowed, this would account for a term

−2
(
δ2X − δZ

)
γ(Z ↔ XX) . (A.18)

However, the on-shell contribution is also accounted for in (A.17) and we therefore need to

replace γ(XX ↔ Y Y ) with the off-shell contribution, i.e.

γoff (XX ↔ Y Y ) = γ(XX ↔ Y Y )− BrZ↔Y Y γ(Z ↔ XX)

= γ(XX ↔ Y Y )− BrZ↔XXγ(Z ↔ Y Y ) ,
(A.19)
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where

BrZ↔Y Y =
Γ (Z → Y Y )

Γ (Z → everything)
(A.20)

is the branching ratio and

BrZ↔Y Y γ(Z ↔ XX) = BrZ↔XXγ(Z ↔ Y Y ) . (A.21)

Consquently, the resulting Boltzmann equation is given by

sHz
dYX

dz
= −2

(
δ2X − δ2Y

)
γoff (XX ↔ Y Y )− 2

(
δ2X − δZ

)
γ(Z ↔ XX) . (A.22)

A.2 Feynman Diagrams

In this section, we present the feynman diagrams relevant for the discussed leptogenesis

scenarios.

In Fig. (A.1), we show the feynman diagrams for interactions that appear already in the VL

scenario and are hence also relevant for leptogenesis in the majoron+triplet model. Note that

we neglect scatterings involving gauge bosons.

In Fig. (A.2), we present feynman diagrams for interactions with neutrinos in the intial or

final state that appear in the majoron+triplet model. Those interactions are particularly

relevant for leptogenesis as they change the neutrino abundance.

In Fig. (A.3), we show feynman diagrams for the remaining scattering processes in the

majoron+triplet model that change the abundances of T, σ and J . Note that these interactions

are only relevant in cases A,B and do not affect leptogenesis in the simplified scenarios Â, B̂.
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Figure A.1: Feynman diagrams contributing both to VL and to leptogenesis in the ma-

joron+triplet model.
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Figure A.2: Feynman diagrams for interactions that change the neutrino abundance in the

majoron+triplet model.
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Figure A.3: Feynman diagrams for interactions that change the abundances of T, σ and J in

the majoron+triplet model. Here, A = {B,W1,2,3} corresponds to the gauge bosons.

A.3 Cross Sections and Matrix Elements

The reduced cross sections for neutrino interactions involvolving third generation quarks can

e.g. be found in [35] and are given by

σQ3U3NL =
3y2t
4π

m̃1MN

v2

(
xN − 1

xN

)2

(A.23)

σLQ3NU3
= σLU3NQ3

=
3yt2

4π

MNm̃1

v2
x− 1

x

(
x− 2 + 2ar
x− 1 + ar

+
1− 2ar
x− 1

log

(
xN − 1 + ar

ar

))
,

(A.24)

where ar ≡ mH

MN
.

The reduced cross section for scatterings of the triplet T involvolving gauge bosons, TT ↔
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AA,LL,QQ,HH, is the same as in type III leptogenesis and given by [39, 29, 30, 31]

σ̂T,gauge =
6g42
72π

(
45

2
β − 27

2
β3 −

(
9
(
β2 − 2

)2
+ 18

(
β2 − 1

)2)
log

[
1 + β

1− β

])
, (A.25)

where β =
√
1− 4

xT
.

Next, we present the cross sections and matrix elements that appear in the majoron+triplet

model. For convenience, we introduce the following abbreviations:

x = x− 1 , x̂ = x+ 1 , x̃ =
(
x2 − 1

)
, (A.26)

A =

√
(M2

Nx+m2
σ)

2

M2
Nx

, B = 4m2
J −M2

Nx , (A.27)

C = 4m2
σ −M2

Nx , D = 4M2
T −M2

Nx , (A.28)

E = m2
J −M2

Nx , F = m2
σ −M2

Nx , (A.29)

G = M2
T −M2

Nx , H =

√
M4

Nx
2 − 2M2

Nm
2
σx̂+m4

σ

M2
Nx

, (A.30)

O =

√
m4

J − 2m2
JM

2
N x̂+M4

Nx
2

M2
Nx

, Q =
(
−m2

J +M2
Nx+m2

σ

)2
, (A.31)

R = M2
N(x− 4) , S =

(
M2

Nx+m2
σ

)
, (A.32)

T =
(
x− c2ϑ(x− 4)

)
, U =

(
F 2 + Γ2

σm
2
σ

)
. (A.33)

The reduced cross sections for NN → TT can then be written as

σ̂(NN ↔ TT ) =
3
√
−Dg2Tg

2
N

√
R
(

M4
Nx2

E2 − DR
F 2+Γ2

σm
2
σ

)
8πM2

Nx
. (A.34)

For brevity, we only present the squablack matrix elements (summed over initial and final

spins) for the remaining interactions,

|M(NN ↔ JJ)|2 = g2NR

2
×MJJ

NN , (A.35)

|M(NTT ↔ JJ)|2 = 3|M(NN ↔ JJ)|2
∣∣
gN→gT ,MN→MT

(A.36)

|M(NN ↔ σJ)|2 = g2N

E2M2
Nx
(
cϑ
√
R
√

F 2+m4
J−2m2

JS

M2
Nx

+
√
Q− 2m2

σ

)2 ×MσJ
NN (A.37)

|M(TT ↔ σJ)|2 = 3|M(NN ↔ σJ)|2
∣∣
gN→gT ,MN→MT

, (A.38)

|M(σN ↔ JN)|2 =
g4Nx (M

2
Nx)

−7/2 × (AxM2
NM

JN
σN,1 +

√
M2

NxM
JN
σN,2)(

A(M2
N x̂−m2

J) + (cϑHO − 2m2
σ)
√
M2

Nx
)2

(x2M2
N + Γ2

N)
(A.39)

|M(σT ↔ JT )|2 = 3|M(σN ↔ JN)|2|gN→gT ,MN→MT
. (A.40)
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|M(NN ↔ σσ)|2 = g2NR

2U
(
Cc2ϑR + (M2

Nx− 2m2
σ)

2
)2 ×Mσσ

NN (A.41)

|M(TT ↔ σσ)|2 = 3|M(NN ↔ σσ)|2
∣∣
gN→gT ,MN→MT

, (A.42)

|M(σσ ↔ JJ)|2 = k4
σ

m4
σU
(
(M2

Nx− 2m2
σ)

2 −BCc2ϑ

)2 ×MJJ
σσ , (A.43)

where

MJJ
NN ≡ k2

σ

U
+

4Bc2ϑgNMN

(
BgNMNT +

2Fkσ(4m2
JM

2
NT−M4

NxT−4m4
J)

U

)
(−4m2

JM
2
NT +M4

NxT + 4m4
J)

2 ,

MσJ
NN ≡ −c2ϑR

(
E2g2N − k2

σM
2
Nx
) (

F 2 +m4
J − 2m2

JS
)

− 2cϑkσM
3
N

√
Rx

√
F 2 +m4

J − 2m2
JS

M2
Nx

(
2EgN

(√
Q− 2M2

Nx
)
+ kσMNx

(
2m2

σ −
√

Q
))

+M2
Nx
{
E2g2N

(
m4

J − 2m2
JS +M4

Nx(x+ 16)− 2M2
N

(
8
√
Q+m2

σ(x− 8)
)
+m4

σ

)
−4EgNkσMN

{
m4

J − 2m2
JS +M4

Nx
2 − 2m2

σ

√
Q+ 6M2

Nm
2
σx− 2

(
M2

Nx
)3/2√ Q

M2
Nx

+m4
σ

}
+ k2

σM
2
Nx
(
m4

J − 2m2
JS +M4

Nx
2 +m2

σ

(
2M2

Nx− 4
√

Q
)
+ 5m4

σ

)}
,

(A.44)

Mσσ
NN ≡ 2Cc2ϑ

(
−2g2N

(
M4

N(x− 16)x− 4M2
Nm

2
σ(x− 8)

)
U

+4gNkσMN

(
M4

Nx
2 − 3M2

Nm
2
σx+ 2m4

σ

) (
M2

N(8− 3x) + 2m2
σ

)
+ k2

σR
(
M2

Nx− 2m2
σ

)2)
+
(
M2

Nx− 2m2
σ

)2 (
64Γ2

σg
2
NM

2
Nm

2
σ +

(
M2

Nx(kσ − 8gNMN)− 2m2
σ(kσ − 4gNMN)

)2)
−
(
c4ϑ(x− 4)

(
M3

Nx− 4MNm
2
σ

)2 (−8FgNkσMN + 4g2NU − k2
σR
))

,

(A.45)

MJJ
σσ ≡ 8m6

σ

(
Γ2
σ

(
2B2c4ϑ + 11Bc2ϑM

2
Nx+ 11M4

Nx
2
)
− 2M4

Nx
2
(
9Bc2ϑ + 17M2

Nx
))

+ 8M2
Nm

4
σx
(
2M2

Nx
(
B2c4ϑ + 6Bc2ϑM

2
Nx+ 6M4

Nx
2
)
− Γ2

σ

(
Bc2ϑ +M2

Nx
) (

Bc2ϑ + 2M2
Nx
))

+M4
Nm

2
σx

2
((
c2ϑ − 1

)
M2

Nx− 4c2ϑm
2
J

) (
8M2

Nx
(
Bc2ϑ + 2M2

Nx
)
− Γ2

σ

(
Bc2ϑ +M2

Nx
))

+ 32m8
σ

(
2M2

Nx
(
Bc2ϑ + 6M2

Nx
)
− 3Γ2

σ

(
Bc2ϑ + 2M2

Nx
))

+M8
Nx

4
((
c2ϑ − 1

)
M2

Nx− 4c2ϑm
2
J

)2
+ 16m10

σ

(
9Γ2

σ − 16M2
Nx
)
+ 64m12

σ ,

(A.46)
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MJN
σN,1 ≡

(
−
((
3c2ϑ + 1

)
x3M6

N

)
+m2

σx
(
(7x+ 5)c2ϑ − x+ 1

)
M4

N +m4
σ

(
(1− 5x)c2ϑ + x− 1

)
M2

N +
(
c2ϑ + 1

)
m6

σ

)
m6

J

+M2
N

(
3
(
3c2ϑ + 1

)
x3x̂M6

N −m2
σx̃
(
3(7x+ 5)c2ϑ + x+ 3

)
M4

N +m2
σ

(
m2

σ

(
3x̂(5x− 1)c2ϑ + 5x2 + 3

)
− 2cϑHOxx̂

)
M2

N

+2cϑHm4
σOx−m6

σ

(
3x̂c2ϑ + 7x+ 3

))
m4

J +M4
N

(
−x2x

((
9x2 + 6x+ 9

)
c2ϑ + x(7x+ 6) + 3

)
M6
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x
(
(7x+ 5)(x(3x+ 2) + 3)c2ϑ + x(17xx̂+ 11) + 3

)
m2

σ − 4x2(x+ 3)Γ2
N − 8cϑHOx2x̃

)
M4

N

−m2
σ

((
(5x− 1)(x(3x+ 2) + 3)c2ϑ + x(x(25x+ 17) + 3) + 3

)
m2

σ − 4x2Γ2
N − 4cϑHOx

(
4x2 + x+ 1

))
M2

N

−4cϑHm4
σOx(2x+ 1) +m6

σ

(
(x(3x+ 2) + 3)c2ϑ + (3x+ 1)(5x+ 3)

))
m2

J +M6
N x̂
(
x3
(
3x2c2ϑ + x(5x+ 2) + 1

)
M6

N +
(
4x2

(
(x+ 3)Γ2

N + 2cϑHOx̃
)

−m2
σx
(
x2(7x+ 5)c2ϑ + (3x+ 1)(x(5x+ 2) + 1)

))
M4

N +m2
σ
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m2

σ
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x2(5x− 1)c2ϑ + x+ x2(19x+ 11) + 1

)
−

2x
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2xΓ2

N + cϑHO
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7x2 + 1
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M2
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σ
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σ
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)
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σ

(
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A.4 Boltzmann Equations

In order to obtain the correct Boltzmann equations for the evolution of the particle abun-

dances, we need to substract on-shell contributions from 2 ↔ 2 processes as discussed in App.

A.1. In the majoron+triplet model, the on-shell exchange of σ needs to be substracted in the

thermal rates for γNNTT , γNNJJ and γTTJJ , resulting in

γoff
NNTT = γoff

TTNN = γNNTT − Brσ,TTγσ,NN , (A.47)

γoff
NNJJ = γoff

JJNN = γNNJJ − Brσ,JJγσ,NN , (A.48)

γoff
TTJJ = γoff

JJTT = γTTJJ − Brσ,JJγσ,TT . (A.49)

With this in mind, the relevant processes for the neutrino evolution are given by

[N ↔ LH] = (δN − 1) γD , [NL ↔ Q3U3] = 2 (δN − 1) γNLQ3U3 , (A.50)[
NU3 ↔ LQ3

]
= 2 (δN − 1) γNU3L23

,
[
NQ3 ↔ LU3

]
= 2 (δN − 1) γNQ3LU3

, (A.51)

[NN ↔ σ] = 2
(
δ2N − δσ

)
γσ,NN , [NN ↔ TT ] = 2

(
δ2N − δ2T

)
γoff
NNTT , (A.52)

[NN ↔ σσ] = 2
(
δ2N − δ2σ

)
γNNσσ , [NN ↔ JJ ] = 2

(
δ2N − δ2J

)
γoff
NNJJ , (A.53)

[NN ↔ σJ ] = 2
(
δ2N − δσδJ

)
γNNσJ , (A.54)

where the scattering processes in the first two lines also appear in VL and we assumed that H,

L, Q3 and U3 are in thermal equilibrium, YH,L,Q3,U3 = Y eq
H,L,Q3,U3

. Next, the relevant scattering

processes for the evolution of T are given by

[TT ↔ σ] = 2
(
δ2T − δσ

)
γσ,TT , [TT ↔ NN ] = 2

(
δ2T − δ2T

)
γoff
TTNN , (A.55)

[TT ↔ σσ] = 2
(
δ2T − δ2σ

)
γTTσσ , [TT ↔ JJ ] = 2

(
δ2T − δ2J

)
γoff
TTJJ , (A.56)

[TT ↔ σJ ] = 2
(
δ2T − δσδJ

)
γTTσJ , [TT ↔ AA] = 2

(
δ2T − δAA

2
)
γTTAA (A.57)

while for J , we have

[JJ ↔ σσ] = 2
(
δ2J − δ2σ

)
γJJσσ , [JJ ↔ TT ] = 2

(
δ2J − δσ

)
γσ,JJ , (A.58)

[JJ ↔ NN ] = 2
(
δ2J − δ2N

)
γoff
JJNN , [JJ ↔ TT ] = 2

(
δ2J − δ2T

)
γoff
JJTT , (A.59)

[σJ ↔ NN ] =
(
δJδσ − δ2N

)
γσJNN , [σJ ↔ TT ] =

(
δJδσ − δ2T

)
γσJTT , (A.60)

[JN ↔ σN ] = (δJδN − δσδN) γJNσN , [JT ↔ σT ] = (δJδT − δσδT ) γJTσT (A.61)

Finally, the relevant scattering processes for the evolution of σ are

[σ ↔ JJ ] =
(
δσ − δ2J

)
γσ,JJ , [σ ↔ NN ] =

(
δσ − δ2N

)
γσ,NN , (A.62)

[σ ↔ TT ] =
(
δσ − δ2T

)
γσ,TT , [σσ ↔ JJ ] = 2

(
δ2σ − δ2J

)
γσσJJ , (A.63)

[σσ ↔ NN ] = 2
(
δ2σ − δ2N

)
γσσNN , [σσ ↔ TT ] = 2

(
δ2σ − δ2T

)
γσσTT , (A.64)

[σJ ↔ NN ] =
(
δσδJ − δ2N

)
γσJNN , [σJ ↔ TT ] =

(
δσδJ − δ2T

)
γσJTT , (A.65)

[σN ↔ JN ] = (δσδN − δJδN) γσNJN , [σT ↔ JT ] = (δσδT − δJδT ) γσTJT . (A.66)

Summing the respective processes according to (A.16) and using Brσ,NN+Brσ,TT +Brσ,JJ = 1,

we obtain (3.12), (3.13), (3.14), (3.15) and (3.18).
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W. F.: Spontaneous Breaking of Lepton Number and the Cosmological Domain Wall

Problem. In: Phys. Rev. Lett. 122 (2019), Nr. 15, S. 151301. http://dx.doi.org/10.

1103/PhysRevLett.122.151301. – DOI 10.1103/PhysRevLett.122.151301

[21] Brune, Tim: Leptogenesis in majoron models without domain walls. In: Phys. Rev.

D 107 (2023), Nr. 9, S. 096023. http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.107.096023.

– DOI 10.1103/PhysRevD.107.096023

60

http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.99.096005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.99.096005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevX.1.021026
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevX.1.021026
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP03(2010)080
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP03(2010)080
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0550-3213(93)90368-Y
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0550-3213(93)90368-Y
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0370-2693(93)90140-D
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0370-2693(93)90140-D
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.78.013008
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.78.013008
http://dx.doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-011-1560-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-011-1560-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2014/07/052
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2014/07/052
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.23.852
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.122.151301
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.122.151301
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.107.096023
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