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Abstract

We discuss leptogenesis in a majoron model extended by a right-handed SU(2), triplet
fermion that prevents the appearance of cosmological domain walls due to a change of the
[SU(2)L])* x U(1);, 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)[I] 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] [I0] 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);, 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),, 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])? x U(1)1, anomaly factor associated with the Instanton transitions [20]. As shown
n [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 Z, 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.



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. 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. 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 &, three right
handed neutrinos N}, and a fermion triplet Tk,
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transforming under (SU(3)c x SU(2), x U(1)y) as

6~ (1,1,0)_s, Np*? ~(1,1,0),  Tr~(1,3,0), (2.2)
where the index L’ denotes lepton number. The U(1),, invariant scalar potential is given by
V= —pg|o|* = Ao|o " — i |H? = M| H|" + 2Amial 6| H|?, (2.3)
ot
where H = & is the Higgs doublet. Moreover, the relevant Yukawa and kinetic terms are
given by
— - 1 — .. 1 e
Lyue = =y LANg = 593N N = S00Tr | (Tr)Tho | + hic. (2.4)
Liin = iNgiNp + iTr [TRPTr] | (2.5)

where L are the lepton doublets and H = iooH*. In the Lagrangian above, we invoked an
additional Z; symmetry under which Tg 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 LHTg. 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),, symmetry is broken as ¢ obtains its VEV with an expansion
around its ground state given by

(f+o+iJ), (2.6)
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where J denotes the CP-odd majoron and ¢ 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[1T), 12, 13|, [14].

For simplicity, we neglect \,,;; so that the potentials for 6 and H decouple and we obtain
m? A

(o A0'
—26% + k,J?0 4 kyod + N\, J?0% + IJ4 + “Zo* + const (2.7)
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for the singlet potential with
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After SSB at the Seesaw scale, we define the heavy Majorana neutrinos as

N; = Nj, + (N = (V)° i=1,2,3, (2.9)

g\]/% f. Similarly, we write the triplet

with the corresponding Majorana masses given by My, =
as
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with My = 25 f so that T0 = T2+ (T%) is a Majorana fermion while the charged components
are combined into a Dirac spinor as

T =Tf + (Tp) = (T7)". (2.11)
Consequently, we can write the Yukawa terms (2.4]) as
T 1. = 1 —
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while the kinetic terms become
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where we omitted generation indices for brevity. After electroweak symmetry breaking (EWSB),
we have

H= % (U fho) | (2.14)
(2.15)



where v = 246 GeV is the SM VEV and h° is the Higgs boson. Moreover, the neutrinos obtain

a Dirac mass mp = %v and we can write the neutrino mass terms as

L s = —% (ﬁ M) <nST A”Z) (%}i) +h.c.. (2.16)
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The Majorana mass matrix M can be diagonalized with a unitary matrix U as
U MU = diag(my, ..., mg) (2.17)

where myq, ..., mg are the physical neutrino masses. In the Seesaw limit My > mp, block-
diagonalization of M yields three light neutrinos with masses of order —% and three
heavy neutrinos with masses of order My. Without loss of generality, we can assume that
My is diagonal and define the heavy neutrino masses as my 56 = My, ,, while m; 53 are the
light neutrino masses.

In the following, we will assume that My, < My, , so that N; is the lightest of the heavy
neutrino mass eigenstates. For brevity, we will generally omit the index 1 and stress that

unless otherwise specified, gy, My refer to the Yukawa coupling and the mass of N = V.

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. 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

(whyw) My _ MF,
8 ©o8m?

I'p = (3.1)
where m = (yly,,)ll v2My" is the effective neutrino mass [22]. In our computations, we also
include scattering processes involving third generation quarks, induced via the top yukawa
coupling vy, Q3Us <+ NL and LQs <> NUs, 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]

deL
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where the abundance Y; is defined as the number density n; normalized to the entropy density
s (A.13) so that Y; = ni/s and §; = Yi/ve where Y, is the equilibrium abundance. Moreover,
we defined zy = % while vp and v = YsusNL + VigsnT; T VitNg; 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. and in the case of strongly hierarchical heavy neutrinos
with My, , > My, it is given by [24]
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where

rz—1 T

f(x):\/ilx_Q—(1+x)10g<1+$)] . (3.4)

Using the Davidson-Ibarra bound [25] and assuming M~z /My, — 00, an upper limit on the
CP violation can be given as

|ePT| < ———%(m3 —my). (3.5)

If the light neutrinos follow a normal hierarchy with m; < ms < mg, (3.5)) can be written as

3 M
P < =X\ Am2,,,., (3.6)
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where Am?

=.m 1s the atmospheric neutrino mass splitting with [20]

Am?

atm

=mj —mj ~2.55x 10 eV?2. (3.7)

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

It is convenient to express the lepton asymmetry Y, = Y7, — Y77 in terms of an efficiency
factor n [27],

Ye(an) = e¥yn(zn) (3.8)

'Here, T is the temperature.



where YJ = Yy(zy — o0) is a normalization factor, yielding a Boltzmann equation for the
efficiency independent from e,

d 1
sHzy d " <7—D

L = by —Dyp— —
dZN Y]S(N )’}/D 2

Y + ONYQsUsNL + 27L@NU*3) . (3.9)

The final lepton asymmetry is given by Y;(zy — o0) = eY9n where we defined the final
efficiency as n = n(zy — 00). In (3.9), the first term is the source term that produces the
lepton asymmetry while the term proportional to 7 is called the washout (WO) term which
reduces the efficiency via inverse decays and quark scatterings.

Compared to VL, the interactions given in , and induce a vast number of new
interactions between the additional particles as shown in Figs. and 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. . It
is therefore convenient to combine these processes to a summed thermal scattering rate vg as

Vs EYNNTT + YNNJJ + YNNoo + INNes + Bro nNYonN (3.10)

where we introduced the short-hand notations

")/(12 e 34) =:71234, "}/(1 <> 23) =171,23, (311)

for the thermal rates v and Br, ny = % is the branching ratio of ¢ — NN. In
contrast to the VL scenario, we expect that a large scattering rate g effectively thermalizes
the neutrinos, thus allowing the generation of a lepton asymmetry only once the scattering
processes decouple. This effect is similar to type I1I leptogenesis [28] 29] [30], 3T, 32] B3] where
the lepton asymmetry is produced via the decays of a SU(2), 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 m > 1072 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 Z5 symmetry and further, we can treat the couplings gy, gr, A\, as free parameters
and explore the effects of changes in these couplings on the generation of the asymmetry.
For example, if v 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', 0 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, o, J and N
needs to be solved. However, in order to explore qualitative implications, it is convenient



to begin with the discussion of a simplified scenario where we assume that 7,0 and J are
in thermal equilibrium, i.e. é7,, = 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,0 and J and the Boltzmann equation for Yy in the simplified scenario where o7, ; = 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 Yy, Y7, Y, and Y is given
by

dYy _ dY]\‘f/L 2 2 2 2 2 2
SHZNd— = Lo 2 (0% — 07) vnrr — 2 (63 — 65) vwwnas — 2 (6% — 62) YvNoo
e 3.12)
-2 (5]2\/ - 5J5a) YNNoJ + 205ubVo, NN (3
=~ (on = 1) 7 — 2(0n — 1) 70 — 2(6% — 1)ys — 2p
dYr o o o (52 <2 o (s2 _ s2
SHZNdZN = =2 (07 — %) vrraw — 2 (07 — 63) vrras — 2 (67 — 02) Vrroo (3.13)
-2 (5% - 505J) YTToJ — 2 (5% - 1) ’YT,gauge + 25sub’.)/0,TT )
dY,
sHzy T —2 (07 = 6%) Yoonn — 2 (62 = 0F) Yoorr — 2 (82 — 65) Voo
- (605J - 5%) YodTT — (505J - 512\/) YoJNN — (5N5a - 5N5J) YNoNJ (3,14)
— (6705 — 070) VYroTs — (5a - 512\7) Yo,NN — (5a - 5%) Yo, 1T
- (50 - 5?]) Yo, 07 5
dY.
SHZNﬁ = —2(65 = 6%) vasvn — 2(65 = 62) Vrsoo — 2 (65 — 0F) Yuurr
(3.15)

- (5J<5a - 512\7) YJoNN — (5J5o - 5:2r) Yiorr — (070N — 050N) VINoN
— (0707 = 6667) Voror + 205ubVo, 7 »

where we wrote the Boltzmann equation for 7" as the sum of the three triplet components
nr = nro + np+ + np—, the summed scattering rate s is given by (3.10) and we defined

p=(1-108%) (vwnss — Brogsvenn) + (1 = 67) (ywnrr — Brorryonn)
+ (1= 02) Ywnoo + (1 = 800) Yvnos + (1 = 05) Yonn
=(1=0%) vwnas + (1= 67) ywnrr + (1= 02) Ywnoo + (1 = 8067) YnNes
+ [(1=85) — (1 = 03) Bross — (1 — 67) Brorr| Yonn

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

(3.16)

explicitly contain dr, J.E| Moreover,

6sub = 60 — 6?7Brg7JJ — 5]2VBrJ,NN — 5%BI‘U,TT (317)

2We stress however that 0r.5,7 and Oy are clearly not independent.
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appears due to the substraction of on-shell scattering as explained in App. and Y7 gauge
is the reaction density of the triplet from interactions involving gauge bosons.
In the simplified scenario where dr,; = 1, only the Boltzmann equation for the neutrinos
remains which simplifies to

dYy

SHZNV:—(51\1—1)7D—2(5N—1)7Q—2(5]2V—1) s . (3.18)
N

Note that we recover (3.2)for p,v4 — 0 in (3.12)) while we have (3.12)—(3.18) for p — 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
YD, Yo govern the neutrino evolution and are mainly determined by the effective neutrino mass
m while the thermal rates in the majoron-+triplet model depend on four additional parame-
ters: The VEV f and the couplings gy, g7, As. 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 gr and A\, have comparably small effects on the asymmetry compared
to changes in gy, we vary gy in the range gy € [0.1,1] in each case. We then distinguish be-
tween cases A, A where gr = Ao = l and B, B where gr = 1077, \, = 1 where A, B correspond
to the case where the full set of Boltzmann equations is considered while fl, B correspond to
the simplified scenario. In each case, we vary /m in the range m € [0.5 x 1074, 0.1]GVE| and fix
the VEV at f = 1019 GeV, neglecting any temperature dependenceﬁ

In contrast to VL, the lepton asymmetry in the majoron-+triplet model is produced only
after the U(1), symmetry is broken at f and thus the relevant range for the asymmetry is
zy > zr = 9v/v2. For simplicity, we solve the Boltzmann equations for the particle abun-
dances in that range as well and hence specify the initial condtions at zy = z;. 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 z;. Thus, for cases fl, B , the
neutrinos have either a thermal initial abundance,

Ay, B, initial abundance: Yy (z;) = Y(2), (3.19)
denoted by a subscript ¢, or a vanishing initial abundance,

A,, B, initial abundance: Yn(zr) =0, (3.20)

3In case of normal ordering, neutrino data suggest m; < m < mg ~ 0.05eV, although a larger m is in
principle possible if cancellations occur. [34]
4We discuss the effect of the VEV on the efficiency briefly in Sec. @



denoted by a subscript z. In cases A, B, we assume for simplicity that the initial abundances
of N,o,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,

Ay, B, initial abundance: Ynoar(zr) =Yy jr(21), (3.21)
denoted with a subscript ¢, or a vanishing initial abundance,
A, B, initial abundance: Ynosr(21) =0, (3.22)

denoted with a subscript z. Assuming that no other mechanisms generated an lepton asym-
metry for zy < z7, we solve the Boltzmann equation for the efficiency with the initial condtion
n(zr) = 0.

For comparison, we also solve the Boltzmann equations in the VL scenario. We choose the
same initial conditions as cases A, B with the distinction that the initial conditions are given
at 2y¥ = 2y = 0. The parameter assignments are summarized in Tab. Even though it
does not affect the numerical results, we explicitly included a small but non-zero majoron
mass my ~ 1072 GeV inspired by previous works on majoron DM [11].

The sizes of the couplings gy, gr, A\, are particularly relevant when considering the decays

o — NN, TT, JJ with decay rates given by

2 2
ks m2

_ 9N 2 e 2
I'osnn = V1 My, Toorr= 3 — Mz, Donyy= —4 —m5.

167 2m2
(3.23)

Clearly, 0 - NN and ¢ — T'T are kinematically allowed only when gy < 0.7 and g7 < 0.7,
respectively. This implies that o — T'T is forbidden in cases A, A and allowed in cases B, B.
However, we find Br,_,77 ~ 107 for g7 = 1077 so that we can safely neglect ¢ — T'T even
in cases B, B. Asmy < m, independent of the couplings, o — JJ is always allowed. In Fig.

3.2, we show Br,_;;nn as a function of gy. We clearly see that ¢ — JJ is the preferred
1

75.

We further note that we distinguish the thermal rates where T" appears in the initial or final
state for cases A, A and cases B, B while the other thermal rates do not depend on gy and

decay channel while Br, ,yy < Br,_,nss peaks at gy =

are therefore identical for all cases.



Case  gn gr Ao [/GeV m/eV Yn(zr) Your(zr) Ores(zn) =1

A, 01,1 1 1 10 [5x1075,107Y 0 yes
A, 01,1 1 1 10 [5x107%,107Y  Y(z) yes
B. [0.1,1] 1007 1 10" [5x107%,107} 0 yes
B, [0.1,1] 1077 1 10"  [5x107%,107" Y:(z) yes
A, (01,11 1 1 10 [5x107%,1071 0 0 no
Ao 01,1 1 1 100 [5x107°,107Y Y¥(er)  Yeho(er) no
B. [0.1,1] 1007 1 10® [5x1075,107} 0 0 no
B, [0.1,1] 1077 1 10"  [5x107°,107Y Y¥(zr) Yiho(er) no
VL, [5x 1075,1071 0

VL, [5x1075,107Y]  Yi(z)

Table 1: Parameters and initial condtions used to solve to Boltzmann equations (3.2)), (3.9),
[B12), B.13), (3-14) (B.15) and (3.18)). Cases A, B correspond to the simplified scenario where
07y = 1 while in cases A, B, the full set of Boltzmann equations for N, T, o, J is considered.

The index t(z) denotes that the corresponding Boltzmann equations are solved with thermal
(vanishing) initial particle abundances. Note that My does not have an effect on 7y .

10°

01 0.2 0.4 06 08 10
gn

Figure 3.2: Branching ratios of 0 -+ NN and ¢ — JJ as functions of gy. We stress that in
cases A, A the decay 0 — TT is kinematically forbidden while in cases B, B, the branching
ratio Br,_r is of order 107 and can therefore be neglected. As a result, the branching
ratios Br,_,;; and Br,_,yy are practically the same in all considered scenarios. Moreover,
we note that o-decays to a pair of majorons are clearly the dominant decay channel over the
full gy range. Above gy = 0.7, o decays to a pair of neutrinos are kinematically forbidden,
resulting in Br,_,;; = 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. [l 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. we show density plots of the efficiency 7 in the gy — m plane(left panels) and
n(m)(middle panels), n(gy)(right panels) for exemplary values of gy and m, respectively.
Note that we find that n is independent from the initial conditions in cases A,A,B 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, /1, B , l.e.

nA=nT,  mp=ny, ma=ni. (4.1)

e
107 f
=~ m=1x1 L
1073
) = "jg == ),
10 0.1 0.3 0.6 1.0
an
107ty
<
1073
o 77€/L
> [ —_——
T v — = v
107°
1074 1073 102 107! 0.1 0.3 0.6 1.0
m/eV 9N

Figure 4.1: Left: Density plots of ;4 (upper plot) and 7z (lower plot) in the gy — m plane.
The black lines indicates at which m the efficiency reaches its maximum.

Middle: nj; (upper plot) and g (lower plot) as functions of gx.

Right: n; (upper plot) and 7y (lower plot) as functions of 7.

See text for discussion.
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1073

1074 1073 1072 107! 0.

1073 -
107 107° 1072 107t 0.

N = Inl

—3 —3
0.1 0.3 06 10 10 104 1073 1072 107t 0.

= |WB == 77§/L
1 0.3 0.6 1.0
In m/eV 9N

Figure 4.2: Left: Density plots of 14 (top column), n% (middle column) and 7% (bottom
column) in the gy — m plane. The black lines indicates at which m the efficiency reaches its
maximum.

Middle: na (top column), n% (middle column) n% (bottom column) as functions of gy.
Right: na (top column), nk (middle column) n% (bottom column) as functions of m.

See text for discussion.

First, we dicuss cases A,A,B,Bt as they display some similar features. Concerning the
dependence on 1, the efficiencies 14, m4, 75, 7% initially increase with m until they reach a
maximum at some Mm,,q, and subsequently decrease. For m > My,q., we find that similarly
to what happens in VL, all efficiencies eventually align and obtain a common efficiency we
define as nW©. This holds except for two notable exceptions: In cases A, B with gy =~ 0.7,
the efficiency stays below n"'© while in case A with gy =~ 1, the efficiency slightly exceeds
nWo.

For m < Mynae, we find that the efficiencies for cases A, B exceed the efficiencies reached in

12
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3x 107!
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IN N

Figure 4.3: Upper plots: Density plots of 7i/n, (left) and 7z/nt, (right) in the gy — 0 plane.

Lower plots: Density plots of 7i/n, (left) and 7a/pt, (right) in the gy — m plane. See text for

discussion.

1.0 107!
— (@, g
0.8
1072
= 0.6 =
< < A
& 0.4 & o8
0.2
IA
1074
0.0 0.1 03 06 10

gn

Figure 4.4: Left: Density plot of |7z/nt| in the gy — m plane.
Right: Schematic density plot of TA, EA and (giA, m!4).
See text for discussion.

the cases fl, B. This is highlighted in Fig. (upper panels) where we show density plots
of "a/na(gn,m) (left) and 7z/ms(gn,m) (right). However, the efficiencies in the considered
scenarios of the majoron+triplet model for m < 7M., are generally smaller than 7t and

unless gy is small, they are also smaller than n{,; (see Figs. .
Considering the dependence on gy, we find that the efficiencies in the simplified scenario
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Nip (gn) depend strongly on gy and irrespective of m, they reach a striking minimum around
gn ~ 0.7. Overall, we note that for gy < 0.7 and gy > 0.7, 14 5(gn) decrease with gy.
Similarly, the efficiencies obtained from the full set of Boltzmann equations 1y z(gxn) decrease
with gy for gy < 0.7 and gy > 0.7. On the other hand, the minimum of nf&B around
gn ~ 0.7 is significantly less striking compared to the simplified scenario and even disappears
for m — 10~'eV. Thus, as can be seen in Fig. (upper panels), the relative deviations
Mifna(gn, m) and "8/nz(gn, M) are maximal around gy ~ 0.7. Finally, as can be seen in Fig.
[1.3] (lower panels) where we show density plots of 74/n;(gn, ) (left) and 74/ns(gy, m)(right),
the efficiencies 14,7n5 are close to identical for gy < 0.7 while 7, slightly exceeds 7n; for
gy > 0.7. Similarly, the relative deviation 74/ys(gn, ) is maximal for gy > 0.7 but in
contrast to the simplified scenario, ng slightly exceeds n4 already for gy < 0.7.

Next, let us discuss n%. In contrast to the previous cases, we find that 17 is negative in a
triangular region spanning from 0.1 < gy <0.24 and 5 x 107°%eV < m < 2.5 x 1072 eV while
outside of this region, 7% is positive and we have n% ~ n% as highlighted in Fig. [4.4(left)
where we show 75 /nt,(gn, m). Thus, we seperate |n%(m, gy)| into an IA (initial abundance)
regime where the initial abundances of N, o, J,T are relevant and into an A regime where
the inital abundances have no significant effect so that n; &~ n%. This is displayed in Fig.
[4.4|right) where we also introduced (g4, m4) in order to quantify when the transition from
IA to the A regime occurs [

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 7', 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 gx, gr and m 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 A,B: o707 =1

In this section, we discuss the cases fl, B 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 m 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 A and case B when
necessary and introduce the convention to refer to generic quantities of the simplified scenario
with a hat so that e.g. 1 =17, 3.

®We will properly define (g4, m74) in Sec.
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4.2.1 Discussion of g

First, let us discuss the overall behaviour of the summed scattering rate vs. In Fig. we
show 7 and the relevant scattering rates that contribute to g for exemplary values of gy.
It is apparent that for small zy, we have
s
——(2n) >1 4.2
g (12)
and thus the scattering interactions thermalize the neutrinos. In fact, the scattering processes
are so fast around zy = z; that neutrinos immediatly reach thermal equilibrium even if
Yn(zr) = 0. For convenience, we will therefore not distinguish between Y} (zy) and Y3 (2n)
for the remainder of this section. We note however that 7s/n¢?H(zy) is Boltzmann suppressed
and therefore the scatterings decouple when
s
g () <1, (4.3)
i.e. scattering processes keep neutrinos close to thermal equilibrium until zy = 2§ defined via
Vs _eqy
TL?VTH(gN’ZN_ZS) =1. (44)
In Fig. 4.5, we show z¢(gy) as a function of gy. We can easily see that for gy < 0.7,

qu,A — 25" and additionally, both reach a peak at gy < 0.7 before rapidly decreasmg After

qu

reaching a local minumum, both zeq’ and zg"" start to increase again with Zs growing

faster than Zs . This behaviour can be explained by considering the individual terms that
appear in vg.

Both for case A and case B, we can see in Fig. [4.6|that ~g is dominated by Vo, NN and Yyn s

when gy < 0.7, thus explaining why z¢ is 1dent1(:al for case A and case B in that range.
On the other hand, for gy > 0.7, we note that in case A, g is dominated by vz While
in case B, the dominant processes in g are yynyss and yynos. The change of behaviour
around gy ~ 0.7 can be traced back to ¢ — NN being forbidden for g > 0.7 and a changing
Boltzmann suppression due to the change in gy.
In particular, let us consider yny;; and 7, yy in the range gy < 0.7. As gy increases, the
overall magnitudes of yyy 7 and 7, vy increase and as a consequence, NN <« JJ scatter-
ings and o <+ NN (inverse) decays are thermalized longer, translating to an increasing zg'.
Moreover, the Boltzmann suppression of %.~~ /ny does change notably with gy. In general,
we have

YoNN T
n neq )
N N

(4.5)

where n¢? and ny} are given by (A.8)) and depend on z, = mf’/?ﬂ and zy, respectively. With

My \/§
; _ ’ 4.6
© My N gN N (4.6)

6Here, T is the temperature.
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Figure 4.5: z¢!(gn) as defined in (4.3)) with the blue solid line corresponding to case /1 und the
orange dashed line corresponding to case B. For gy < 0.7 and gy > 0.7, both zeq’ and zg" B
increase with gy due to the Boltzmann suppression of the relevant thermal rates appearing
in g being damped as gy increases. Moreover, for gy < 0.7, 25'(gn) is identical for cases A
and B as the processes dominating vs are independent from gr. At gy ~ 0.7, both zeq’A and

6q7
Zs

overall magnitudes of 75 and g (see Fig. For gy > 0.7, we have zs’ > 2g

rapidly drop with can be attrlbuted to ’yg ~~ becoming forbidden, thus decreasing the
eq, B
as the

summed scattering rate yg in case B decouples faster than in case A.

we can easily see that the minimal value z, can take is given by ™" = gijfz}m'” =1,ie nis

Boltzmann suppressed over the full range of interest, irrespective of gy. On the other hand,
we have 2" = 2;(gy) < 1, meaning that n%{ is not initially Boltzmann suppressed and we
need to distinguish between zy < 1 and zy > 1, ie. s

V2 1, ZN
Yo,NN o) e vy <1,
er X (2-1)en (4.7)
N A"}—;e IN , zy > 1.

In both regimes however, we find that the overall Boltzmann suppression of %».~v~ /ns¢ decreases
with increasing gy. Additionally, it is evident from Fig. that I'; v increases with gy until
it peaks at gy = 1/v3. Putting all these observations together, it is clear that zg' increases
with gy while gy < 0.7.

On the other hand, when gy > 0.7, the previously dominant process v, yn is forbidden and
z¢! is determined by the processes i yrr (case A) and YNNoJ, YNNJJ, YooNN (Case B) which
have an overall smaller magnitude, thereby explaining the rapid drop in z¢'.

4.2.2 Neutrino Abundance

Next, we will compare the behaviour of vg with respect to vp in more detail. In Fig. [L.7] we
show 7s.0.¢/n?H which are the relevant quantities for the neutrino evolution .

It is apparent that 7s /n%# initially significantly exceeds 70 /né¢H until 7s /ns¢H drops quickly due
to Boltzmann suppression setting in. As 7p/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 gy = 0.1 (left), gy = 0.7(middle) and gy = 1. Note that we show vayrr = 'yNNTT while
’ymNN,'yNNUJ,’yNNJJ and Yo.nn are identical for cases A and B. For gy = 0.1, nyNTT is
tiny, resulting in 7§ ~ v5. As gy increases, the contribution of 7N N1 tO 75 grows so that
eventually 7@4 > 75 . This is especially striking for gy = 1 where 75 R YooNN +YNNoJ FINNIT
whereas vé is dominated by vf\i, ~ypr While the contributions from Y,,nn, VNN a0d YNNI
are subdominant. Moreover, as gy increases, the Boltzmann suppression of the thermal rates
is shifted to larger zy and consequently, the corresponding interactions are coupled to the
plasma longer. We further stress that we used z; as the lower limit for the 2z range presented
and consequently, the respective plot range changes with gy .

Figure 4.7: Thermal rates relevant for the evolution of Yy for gy = [0.1,0.5,0.7,1]
and m = [5 x 1075,1072,102,10"}|eV for case A(left) and case B(right). Note that 7s/n<m
exceeds 10 /ns¢m until it drops due to being Boltzmann suppressed and subsequently, 70 /ns¢H
becomes dominant while v¢ is always subdominant to either g or vp.

exceeds 75 /ns¢H. On the other hand, quark scatterings never dominate the neutrino evolution.
Thus, neutrinos initially scatter with 7, o and J before they decay until these scattering
processes become inefficient and neutrinos can freely decay via yp. 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.

4’)/5 > YD . (48)
Thus, we can make the approximation
N V- scatter ~
dYy stNdYgZN = — (51\/ - 1) 4vs, Zn S 2s,
SHZNd_ ~ deeca,y A~ (49)
AN sHzy e :—<5N—1>7D, ZN 2 25,
where zg(m, gn) is defined via
dys(zn = zs,m) = Yp(2n = 2s,9N) - (4.10)

Note that while vg is independent from m, we have yp ~ m and conclusively, we expect that
zg increases with m. On the other hand, vp is independent of gn and the dependence of zg
on gy is dictated by vs. If 7s/n%eH is already Boltzmann suppressed and consequently drops
quickly around zg, we expect that zg depends similarly on gy than zg’. In Fig. [1.8(upper
panels), we show a density plot of z§(gn,m)(left) and zg(1m)(middle) and zs(gy)(right) for
exemplary values of gy amd m, respectively, which clearly display these dependencies. How-
ever, recalling the previous discussion, note that scattering processes keep neutrinos close to
thermal equlibrium only for zy < zg. If zg > 2§, this implies that for 2z < 2y < zg ,
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
zg exceeds the thermal abundance at zg. On the other hand, zg < z¢' results in a thermal
neutrino abundance at zg. This behaviour is also highlighted in Fig. where we show
Y, (2n) and Yy, (2n) for gy = 0.1(left) and gy = 1(right). It is apparent that YK,A(ZN) fol-
lows Yy(zn) closely until scattering processes fall out of thermal equilibrium around zg' while
Y]f,VL (zn) deviates from thermal equilibrium significantly stronger and already for smaller zy.
Note that for gy = 0.1, we have Y, ~ Y around zg so that Yy, approaches Yy  in the
decay regime, indicating that the neutrino evolution in both cases is determined by vp. In
the right panel with gy = 1, the neutrino abundance in case A at the transition from the
scatter to the decay regime is significantly smaller than Y, =~ and thus Yy, does not approach
Yy, , in the zy range relevant for leptogenesis.

4.2.3 Efficiency

Let us now discuss the evolution of the efficiency. To that end, we show nzz(zN) and 177 (2x)
for gy = [0.1,0.7,1] and 7 = [5 x 107°,1073,107 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 z;;L so that

Yy, (2n = ze‘,gL) =Y (2N = Z;;L) ) (4.11)
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Figurq 4.8: Upper plots: Left: Density ploic of zé in the gy —m plane. Middle: z’é(solid)
and 2§ (dashed) as functions of /. Right: 24 (solid) and zZ (dashed) as functions of gy. Note

that for gy < 0.7, we have zﬁ

compared to 2§ (see Fig. [4.5).
Lower plots: Left: Density plot of z/’;‘ in the gy — m plane. Middle: z;j‘(solid) and

A . B .
2(solid) and 2, (dashed) as functions of gy.

~ 28. We stress the striking similarity in the behaviour of zg

2z} (dashed) as functions of 7. Right: z
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Figure 4.9: Evolution of Y]QA (zn) and Y]f,’jL (zn), compared to Yy?. The red region denotes the
scatter regime where the neutrino evolution in the majoron+triplet model is dominated by
scattering processes while the blue region denotes the decay regime where (inverse) neutrino
decays are dominant. The vertical line denotes z¢' where the scattering processes decouple.
Note that the lower limits of the zy range are given by z; and hence depend on gy.
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Figure 4.10: Evolution of the efficiencies 1, and niiz for gy = [0.1,0.7,1] and m = [5 x

1075,1073,10!]eV. The blue region in panels 7-9 indicates where inverse neutrino decays

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

denotes zg. Note that the lower limits of the zy range are given by z; and hence depend on

gn. As the efficiency in VL does not depend on gy, n@i are the same in each column.

The efficiencies 7% (2n) and 77, (2n) are initially negative and change sign at 2% and 235,

(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 A,

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

neutrinos, resulting in Max (|nf(2x < 27)|) > Max (|n2(zN < z5)|

As m

increases,

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

Max <|’I72(ZN < z]j\:,)|> increases with m (see e.g. panels 1, 4 and 5) while scattering processes

with o, J and T are more effective as gy increases, i.e. Max (|T]§(ZN < z]j\ﬂ,)|> decreases with

gn (see e.g. panels 4-6). Comparing 7, and 7, the suppression of 7, while zy < zg is

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

are mostly ineffective at diminishing 7¢,; until the suppression is lifted at zg.
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For zy > ze‘gL, a positive efficiency is produced and the final efficiency can be written as [35]

VL
Zeq

eq

T = Nvi

As . > |nyl, mi (2x) eventually changes sign at some 2, so that the final efficiency 7%, is
positive. In case Ain the majoron+triplet model on the other hand, neutrinos are thermalized
mainly via the scattering processes in g 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 zy 2 z; while for
N > zf, 2z, the efficiency nji(zN) is positive. Thus, the negative efficiency created around
zy is significantly less sizable compared to the negative efficiency created in VL and UE(ZN)
approaches UZ(ZN> already for small zy (see Fig. . [| Hence, the initial conditions are
never relevant and for the remainder of this section, we will focus on 7% (zx). The same
considerations apply for case B.

As can be seen in Fig. [4.11] the inverse decays 70/n%H that are relevant for washout of
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Figure 4.11: Thermal rate 70 /n¢?H relevant for (3.9). We can easily see that inverse decays
are thermalized only for m > 1073 eV.

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

m is small. In this case, washout processes are not effective and we can write the Boltzmann
equation for the efficiency (3.9) as

i1 /.

“From the panels 8 and 9 in Fig. we can deduce that for these parameters sets, 17, changes sign
for smaller zy compared to case n%- We stress however that this is merely due to the different z; used in the

Boltzmann equations: Recall that in VL, we used 2} % = 0 while in the majoron+triplet model, leptogenesis

can only take place for zé\; > zr. In other words, 7{,; changes sign for smaller zy compared to nii 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

. _ 1 yp d¥y <
d77 ~ Y](\)] 4vg dzn ? AN <S5 (4 14)
dZN ~ 1 dYN > )
_Y]?;dZN7 ZN I, RS,

and the final efficiency can be written as

) 1 (- 2 dy;
ien = 00) = 75 (YN(ZS) —/ dﬁ%d) . (4.15)
N Zr

It is apparent that the efficiency consists of two parts: For zy < zg, the efficiency is suppressed
by 4vs as neutrinos dominantly scatter while decays are ineffective. On the other hand, for
ZN > zg, the suppression is lifted as neutrinos dominantly decay via yp and thus the main
portion of the efficiency is dictated by the neutrino abundance around zg. However, the
efficiency created around zg is still indirectly suppressed as the scattering processes diminish
the neutrino abundance that is left to decay at zg. We can therefore deduce that the final
efficiency evolves similarly to !/z5: For increasing zg, 7(zy) is suppressed over a larger range
and as the neutrino abundance decreases with zy, it reduces the neutrino abundance at zg.
Recalling our previous discussion, this implies that 7(m) increases with 1/:5(m) ~ m while
N(gn) displays a similar behaviour as /zs(gn) ~ 1/28(gn), resulting in a dip in the efficiency
around gy ~ 0.7. This behaviour is striking when comparing Fig. [£.1] with Fig. [4.§] (top
panels). In particular, we stress how ZSB < zé for gn > 0.7 translates to g > n4.

This picture changes drastically when washout effects become relevant for larger m. In VL,
Ny r(zn) is diminished by inverse decays and quark scatterings soon after they reach thermal
equilibrium, resulting in ny; ~ Ym for m 2> 1073eV. Due to the additional scattering
processes however, inverse decays being thermalized does not necessarily imply that washout
processes reduce the efficiency 7).

Instead, recall that 7 is suppressed as long as zy < zg. As the washout terms are proportional
to the efficiency, this implies that washout is mostly ineffective even in thermal equilibrium
if zy < zg and only relevant once a sizable efficiency is created for zy > zg. More precisely,
if inverse decays are in thermal equilibrium, i.e. "0/n%m > 1 in the range zp, < zy < zp,,
the region where inverse decays can have a sizable effect on the efficiency is reduced to
Max[zp,, zs| < zy < zp, and may even completely vanish if zg > zp,. 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 7, unlike 5y, is affected by WO effects only for zy 2 zg
even if inverse decays are in thermal equilibrium. Consequently, for a given gy, we can find
the smallest m =: mg for which the interval [Max|[zp,, zs], zp,| is not empty as

YD

——(n =1. 4.16
nqu<mS7ZS) ( )

This implies that WO processes are relevant only for m > myg, resulting in n; ~ 1/m ("WO
regime”), while for m < mg, WO processes can be neglected and therefore 1 ~ m ("W
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regime”). Thus, mg 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 zy > zg and thus for m 2 mg, it is thermalized too briefly to have a notable
effect, i.e. we expect that WO becomes effective for m slightly larger than mg. Moreover, we
neglected the effect of quark scatterings in this definition of msﬁ

Nevertheless, these considerations imply that 7(/) reaches a maximum around m 2 mg.
From the definition of mg it is also clear that mg depends similarly on gy as zg. Using our

AB where n4.5(gn, m) actually become

results for 1 5(gn, M), we further determine m =: my;..

maximal. In Fig. , we show 7g and M., and we find indeed 17,0, 2 mg ~ zg. As
S _
g =
gy > 0.7. Thus, the suppression due to the scattering processes significantly diminishes the

expected from the previous discussion, we also find m m% for gy < 0.7 amd mg > m% for
efficiency which in turn severly restricts the m range in which WO processes have an effect on
the efficiency compared to VL. This is especially striking for gy ~ 0.7 where the suppression
Is so strong that n; 5 < n"O 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 zy,
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 o, J,T" are in thermal equlibrium.

4.3 Case A: drpy # 1, 9r=Xs =1

In this section, we discuss the efficiency for case A in more detail. Compared to the simplified
scenarios 121, é, the Boltzmann equations are significantly more complex and depend delicately
on the effectiveness with which N,o,J and T are thermalized. For example, 7 > dy im-
plies that ~yny7r enhances the neutrino abundance while d < d5 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 gy € [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.

23



WO: n ~m

1074

01 02 03 04 06 08 10
9N
Figure 4.12: Comparison of g and My, for case A (solid) and case B (dashed). In the red
region, the final efficiency is determined by scattering processes and neutrino decays and thus
proportional to m. On the other hand, the final efficiency in the blue regions is determined
by washout processes, resulting in 74 5 ~ 1/m. The hatched region corresponds to the WO
regime in case A and to the WO regime in case B.
We can easily see how the strong suppression via scattering processes around gy ~ 0.7
translates to peaks in g and 1me. With the suppresion in case B being slightly weaker for
gy > 0.7, we also find that this results in mfi 2 fn% and fnfﬁbax pe mfm. We also note that
although g slightly underestimates mqs, it does display the same qualitative features and
thus is in reasonably well agreement with Mona-

perspective. For example, T interacts dominantly via gauge scatterings vs, 4,4 and even if
Yr,(z1) = 0, these gauge scatterings instantly thermalize 7. They are however Boltzmann
suppressed with

w

A 2 z
Jrraa (g—N) exp v (4.17)

€q
N ZN

and consequently, T" freezes out at zp = =¥ /gy ~ 10 (see Fig. . Clearly, T freezes out at
larger 2y as gy increases.

At zy ~ z, interactions between N, o, J and T are so strong that N,o and J are instantly
thermalized as well. Thus, as in the simplified case, we find that the initial abundances of
N,o,J and T are irrelevant, ie. Y 5 (2v > zr) ~ Y(tN@TJ)A(zN > z7). Moreover, J
interacts dominantly via 7e.s7/ntm and "WnN17 /ntH which are Boltzmann suppressed as

3
Yo,JJ n(c;q MeZN \ 2 fﬁzN 4.18
€eq ~ eq ~ M eXp ) ( . )
ny ny N
3
YNNJJ n}i\‘,ﬂ (%) , v <1,
s~ e ™ ;v ’, (4.19)
J J MR exp™N, zy>1,

i.e. the respective Boltzmann suppressions are damped as gy grows and J freezes out at
larger zy. As already discussed in Sec. [£.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 o is determined by the decays 7o.77 /ng?, 70NN /ngt 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), o (3.14)(panels 7-9) and J (3.15))(panels 7-9) for gy = 0.1 (left), gy = 0.7
(middle) and gy = 1 (right). The thermal rates without 7" in the initial or final state are

indentical for cases A and B. Note that the lower limits of the zy range are given by z; and
hence depend on gy. See text for details.

4.3.2 Abundances

Similarly to the discussion in Sec. 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.

dyﬁcatte'r
dY; A = (6%, — 1)ys — 2pa, 2zn <223,
sHzy Na sHzy dyclzi%y 2 s = 2pa N P (4.20)
N dj\;?v = _(6]\/,4 - 1)71)7 ZN > z;la

where at z;‘ the transistion from scatter to decay regime occurs and we neglected quark
scatterings. Note the similarities to . In the scatter regime, the first term proportional
to vg in generally reduces the neutrino abundance as dy,,7s > 1. On the other
hand, the sign of the ps-term is not immediatly clear due to the substractions of on-shell
scatterings (see (3.16])). We do however find that irrespective of gy and m, pa(zy) is always

negative. Concerning the neutrino evolution, this implies that —2p4(zy) gives a positive
dYy ,
dzyn

enhance the neutrino abundance if pa(zy) is sufficiently sizable. We stress however that for
the most part, we have [(6%, — 1)7s] (2x) > |pa(zn)| so that d(iz]va (zx) < 0, i.e. the neutrino

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

contribution to (zn), i.e. the deviations from thermal equilibrium of o,J and T can

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 zg and z;‘, respectively.

In order to examine the neutrino evolution in the scatter and decay regimes in more detail,

102 Panel 1, gy =0.1 o Panel 2, gy = 0.7
— Ay, — Ay,
10 ===7 Ay, === Ay,
1072
107
1076 . - ; S
1071 10° 10! 10° 10t 10° 10!
AN ZN ZN

Figure 4.14: Evolution of Ay, = dy, — 1 (solid lines) and Ay, = dn, — 1 (dashed lines) for
m = [5x107°,107"]eV and gy = 0.1 (panel 1), gy = 0.7 (panel 2), gy =1 (panel 3). The
vertical solid lines indicate z;‘ while the vertical dashed lines denote z4. Note that the lower

limits of the zy range are given by z; and hence depend on gy.

A
p

processes with T', o and J and thus Ay, (zy < z7') and A N, (v < zﬁ) are independent from

For zy < 22 and 2y < 24, respectively, the neutrino evolution is determined by scattering

m. In case A for zy < z;)“, zé, neutrinos deviate significantly more from thermal equilibrium
compared to the simplified scenario A, i.e. Ay, (zy < 24, 2‘54) > Ay, (2n < 24, zg‘) In panel
1, Ay, (2n) approaches Ay (zn) for 2y > z;j‘ as the neutrino evolution in this regime is
entirely driven by inverse neutrino decays. In panels 2 and 3, Ay, (zy) intially approaches
A NA(ZN) for zny > z,;“ 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

Y, .
NaA

d
and discuss the evolutions of Ay,  (2n) rather than — % (zy) as shown in Fig. |4.14] for
gy = [0.1,0.7,1] and m = [5 x 107°,107]eV. Moreover, in Fig. [£.8(lower panels), we show

a density plot of z/!(r, gn) (left) and z/'(m) (middle), z2'(gn)(right) for exemplary values of

gy and m, respectively.

First, let us discuss the effect of m on the neutrino evolution in the scatter regime. As
the thermal rates that dominate in the scatter regime do not depend on m, it is clear that
An,(zn) is independent from m as long as zy < z;‘, see Fig. . Additionally, as vp ~ m,
we conclude that sz decreases with m, similarly to zé. Comparing zé and z;‘, we find however
that z;‘ decreases faster with m than zé (see left panels in Fig. which can be traced back
to effects of ps on the transition from the scatter to the decay regime. More precisely, the

dyscatter dydecay
transition occurs when ‘ “—| = | —2—| which yields the condition
ZN ZN
YD PA A
_:1+ —_|_€7 ZN = 2, , 422
dvs 27s(0n, — 1) P (4.22)

where we defined dn, =: 1+ € with e < 1. For most of the parameter space, |m| > €
A
holds and we can write the condition for the transition as

PA A
Yo R AYs + < S5, AN=2, 4.23
Ga = 1) p (429)
This implies that sz can easily be smaller than zé and in particular, it results in z;f so small

that the Boltzmann suppression of vg is not yet very effective, resulting in a significantly
stronger depenence on m compared to z’S‘i.

The effects of gy on the neutrino evolution in the scatter regime are more evolved. For
gy < 0.7, we find that Ay, (2n) > ANA(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, o and J
with T are too weak to thermalize them effectively (recall that 7" is efficiently thermalized via
gauge interactions) while fast o decays create non-thermal N and J abundances as demon-
strated in Fig. . Moreover, note that with increasing gy, An, (2x) deviates from thermal
equilibrium up to larger zy, as one would expect due to the shift of the Boltzmann suppres-
sion to larger zy. For gy > 0.7 on the other hand, interactions with 7" are more efficient at
thermalizing N, o and J. Additionally, 777 /n; 5 is fast up to larger zy compared to gy < 0.7
while ¢ <+ NN is kinematically forbidden. As a consequence, the neutrino abundance is not
significantly enhanced in the scatter regime and we have Ay, (zn) 2 ANA(ZN) for zy < z;:‘
(panel 3 in Fig. [4.14)).

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

irrespective of the value of m, Ay, (2y) eventually approaches Ay, (2y) for zy > zf,zé,
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i.e. the neutrino evolution is determined only by vp while scattering processes with the new
particles are irrelevant, similarly to the simplified scenario (panel 1 in Fig. . As dis-
cussed above, this is to be expected given that the evolution of the neutrinos in the decay
regimes in cases A and A is governed by the same Boltzmann equation. This simple picture
changes however for gy > 0.7. We find that initially, Ay, (2n) still tracks Ay (2y), although
A, (2n) slightly exceeds Ay, (2y) even for 7 — 107" eV. Eventually, Ay, (2x) begins to
increase while Ay (zx) keeps decreasing as for gy < 0.7 (panels 2 and 3 in Fig. [4.14)). This
is especially striking for m — 1071 eV. The reason for this behaviour is that although decay
processes dominate the neutrino evolution for gy > 0.7, the neutrino abundance is slightly
enhanced due to the freeze out of T: In the decay regime, neutrinos are thermalized mainly
via yp and as 77raa/n? drops, T’ couples weaker to the plasma than the neutrinos, resulting in

dr,(zn) > dn,(zn) and consequently, the respective term in the Boltzmann equation for the
dYn
dzNA

drops slower than in a scenario where only decays are relevant, thereby enhancing Ay, (zn).

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

Just before T completely freezes out and decouples, dr, (zx) begins to increase significantly
as Y7!(zy) becomes Boltzmann suppressed while Y7, (zy) becomes constant, resulting in a
short but striking enhancement of Ay, (zx). Thus, despite decay processes being dominant
for zy > z;;‘, 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 o, J
and T introduce a source of non-equilibration which is redistributed amongst N, o, J and T
Although the distinction between a scatter and a decay regime is not entirely accurate for
gy > 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. , we show n4(zy) for exemplary values of m and gy. Similarly to the simplified
scenario, we find that in the case of vanishing initially abundances of N,o,T and J, the
intially negative efficiency 7% quickly changes sign as neutrinos are mainly produced via
scattering processes involving o, 7 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, and J vanish as
well. Nevertheless, 73 approaches 7', very and and for simplicity, we will focus the following
discussion on 7.

Let us at first focus on a regime where m 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)

_Loap (Ng 4 204 A
d77A . 1 5 1 1 —~ YYD 4vs (dzN + sHzn ) AN < Zp 4.94
dzy  sHz (O - )VDW ~ 1 Yy A (4.24)
N N N TYT @y AN > Zp s
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Figure 4.15: Evolution of the abundances of N,o,T and J for gy = [0.1,0.7,1] and
m = [5x 107°,107%]eV. In the right plot, we have gy = gr and therefore Y3 = Y7
Note that the lower limits of the zy range are given by z; and hence depend on gy.
Scattering processes and inverse decays initially keep N, T, o and J close to thermal equilib-
rium. While o never deviates significantly from thermal equilibrium, 7" freezes out and even-
tually obtains a constant abundance once gauge interactions decouple at zp = /gy ~ 10,
independtly from m. The evolutions of both neutrinos and majorons on the other hand are
significantly affected by gy and m and if gy and m are small, their abundances deviate sig-
nificantly from thermal equilibrium. In particular, J freezes out once interactions with o and
N decouple and for e.g. gy = 0.1 and 7m = 5 x 1075eV (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

1a(00) = ma(7) + ¥ (52). (4.25)
We can easily see that as in the simplified scenario, the efficiency in the scatter regime is
suppressed by 70 /1ys. 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 Z:é, 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 i = 5x 107° eV in Fig. [4.17(panels 1-3) where z4 ~ 24 and na(z;) > n4(z)'). Moreover,

P
as the transition from the scatter to the decay regime in case A generally occurs for smaller zy

than the transition in the simplified scenario, it is reasonable to assume that Yy A(zf) exceeds
YNA(z‘é) 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. M(right),
the efficiency in case A for small m is suppressed similarly to the simplified scenario but the
suppression is overall much less pronounced.

As in the simplified scenario, increasing m damps the suppression of the efficiency and while
WO effects can be neglected, we have 14 ~ m until a maximum is reached at m,,,, and WO
processes subsequently dominate, resulting in 74 ~ !/m, 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 n4(zy) is significantly

weaker compared to 74(zy) but still sufficiently strong in order to render WO processes

ineffective up to zy ~ z;‘

A

max

, similarly to the discussion in Sec. . As is demonstrated in Fig.

~ zf < mf}m ~ zg and in particular, the striking peak around
A

max-*

4.16|, this results in m

gN ~ 0.7 in mfwx

Finally, let us shortly comment on the efficiency for gy — 1 and m — 10~!eV. From Fig.

is missing in m

4.2 recall that the final efficiency in this case slightly exceeds the ”"common” efficiency in
the strong WO regime n"V'©. In light of our previous discussion, this unexpected behaviour
can be explained as a combination of two effects. For gy ~ 1, the suppression of n4(zy)
in the scatter regime is maximal and thus WO processes effectively diminish the efficiency
only for m > 1072eV(see Fig. [4.16). As can be seen in Fig. [£.17] (panel 9) though, even
for m = 107! eV, washout is effective only for 2y = 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 n4(m) in the
WO regime, leptogenesis is not entirely driven by VL interactions. Note that the significant
enhancement Ay, around zy ~ 20 we observed in Fig. does not have a significant
effect as due to the strong Boltzmann suppression of Yy (zy) around zy ~ 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 fimge and Mg, for case A, A (solid) and case B, 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 m. On the other hand, the final efficiencyy in the
blue regions is determined by washout processes, resulting in 74 5 ~ 1/m. 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 gy ~ 0.7 in ﬁ@max is absent in cases A, B. Addtionally, neutrinos
are thermalized weaker in cases A, B compared to the simplified scenario, translating to
Momaz < T:nmaz. Even more precisely, in case B, the absence of interactions with 7" renders the
scattering processes less efficient in thermalizing the neutrinos compared to case A, resulting
B mA

max max-*

mm

4.4 Case B: (5T7U7J 7é 1,9r = 1077 , A =1

In this section, we discuss the efficiency in case B where in contrast to case A, we have
gr = 1077 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 B,, we focus in particular
on the regime where the initial conditions are relevant for the final efficiency.

4.4.1 Thermal Rates

In Fig. , we show thermal rates relevant for the Boltzmann equations — 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 7" with N,o and J in case B are practically irrelevant while
gauge interactions thermalize T" over the full range of z that is of interest for leptogenesis.
In particular, 7" does not freeze out during the leptogenesis era. On the other hand, the
interactions between N, and J that do not involve T are not affected and identical to A.
As a result, the evolutions of V,o and J are decoupled from the evolution of T
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Figure 4.17: Efficiencies nff, 771Ei and nf,zL as functions of zy. The blue region indicates where
inverse decays are in thermal equilibrium, the solid vertical line denotes z, and the dashed

vertical line denotes zg. Note that the lower limits of the zy range are given by z; and hence

depend on gy. As the efficiency in VL does not depend on gy, 17%4 are the same in each

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

in a weaker suppression of 7%, compared to 172. In panels 7-9, it is apparent that WO processes
diminish 74 for smaller zy compared to 774. As the initial abundances of 7', and J vanish

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

the neutrino production is via lepton number violating inverse decays and quark scatterings
Hence, Max (|n7(zy < 2y)|) > Max (|77ii(zN < z]j\t,)|>

Nevertheless, n3 eventually approaches 1Y, irrespective of m and gy.

compared to case A (see Fig.

4.10)).
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4.4.2 Discussion of case B,

After discussing the efficiency for cases A, B and A, applying the findings to case B; is
straightforward. First, note that gauge interactions keep T' close to thermal equilibrium,
independently of gy and m. On the other hand, due to the absence of notable interactions
with 7', we find that in the scatter regime, N,o and J deviate from thermal equilibrium
slightly more compared to case A. This can be seen in Fig. where we show Ay, (zx) and
Ap, (zy) for different values of gy and m. Clearly, this translates to a larger final efficiency
compared to case A. Additionally, as is highlighted in Fig[4.§ the transition from the scatter

to the decay regime occurs for a slightly smaller zy compared to case A, i.e. z,, S 2,,, as the

absence of interactions with T slightly reduces the overall magnitude of scattering processes
involving neutrinos. This is particularly striking for gy > 0.7 where in case A, Yyn7r 18
the dominating process which is absent in case B, similarly to our discussion regarding A, B.
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 m compared to case A and therefore
MBl < A

max mazx*

102 Panel 1, gy = 0.1 Panel 2, gy = 0.7 Panel 3, gy =1 BN
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Figure 4.18: Evolution of Ay, = dy, — 1 (solid lines) and Ay, = dy, — 1 (dashed lines)
for different values of m = [5 x 107°,107!]eV and gy = 0.1 (panel 1), gy = 0.7 (panel 2),
gy = 1(panel 3). The vertical solid lines indicate z;‘ while the vertical dashed lines belong to
zf. Note that the lower limits of the zy range are given by z; and hence depend on gy. For
2N S zf , the neutrino abundance in case B deviates more from thermal equilibrium than in
case B as interactions with T" are absent. For gy > 0.7, the neutrino evolution in case B is

entirely driven by inverse neutrino decays, hence Ay, (2ny > 2,) < Ay, (2n > 2,).

4.4.3 Discussion of case B,
4.4.3.1 Abundances

Due to the strong gauge interactions, T is thermalized instantly at z; irrespective of gy and
m and as in case By, its evolution is independent from N,o and .J. On the other hand, the
thermalization of N, o and J depends strongly on gy and m. This is highlighted in Fig. 4.19
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Figure 4.19: Density plots of zéff ") in the gy —m plane. In the green region, thermalization
proceeds rapidly so that ziq < 1 while in the grey region, the respective particle is not
thermalized until zy = 10. They white line indicate z;, = 1. Note that we do not show the
full gy — m plane. Seet text for details.

where we show density plots of zéév’a"]) (m, gn) where zéév’a"]) are defined via
Y (2e) = Y (2e) (4.26)
with
<Yzyn), an <2,
Y (an)? h (o), 2w < 22y (4.27)
> Y; q(ZN) , AN > Zéq
Further, we define (gi#,m’4) which we already introduced in Sec. so that
2y gyt =1, (4.28)
with
z(m < m™ gy < g > 1, (4.29)
zo0 (1 > m A gy > gi) < 1. (4.30)

In Fig. we show ('4, gi!) as a white line while in the green regions, we have 2/ < 1.
We stress that there is no fundamental reason to explicitly choose zé\g (m!4, gf) = 1 as the
implicit definition of M4, g4 As Boltzmann suppression of neutrinos sets in at zy =~ 1,
it is reasonable to assume that once zé\g < 1, the effect of the initial abundance on the
neutrino evolution and the efficiency is small which motivates our choice of . Moreover,
comparing |4.4f and , we can easily see that this definition of (gi, mf4) reasonably well
seperates the IA and the A regime. As we will see later, the explicit value used in is

irrelevant as long as it is close to 1. Additionally, we used a cut-off at zy = 10 to simplify
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Figure 4.20: Left: z[) as a function of gy for m = [5 x 107%,5 x 10~*]eV, compared to z,

and z;. Right: z[} as a function of m for gy = [0.1,0.2], compared to z}" and z;.
We note that 2} (z7) is constant in the left(right) panel as it does not depend on gy ().
The dash-dotted line denotes gi#* (left) and !4 (right), respectively. Seet text for details.

the visualization of zg, and z/,

From Fig. 4.19, we easily see that ¢ and J do not reach thermal equilibrium until zy = 10
over a significant parameter space where (gy,m) < (g&*,m'*). On the other hand, similarly
to the neutrinos, we find that o and J are quickly thermalized once (gy,m) > (gi, mf4),
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,o and J vanish, the Boltzmann equation for the neutrino

evolution at zy &~ z; is the same as in VL,

zZ
dYNB,VL

s 2 4.31

sHzy

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

interactions of neutrinos with o and J are significantly stronger than vp g, neutrinos soon

begin to populate the plasma with ¢ and J and the Boltzmann equation for case B, becomes
dYs

sHzy dZNB ~(vp +270) + K, (4.32)
N

where we defined
—9 2 —9 —n —
k=—20n — 05 )ywNss — 200N — o )YNNoo — 200N — 0505 )YNNos + 205w Vo NN, (4.33)
with

0; = 07

1B

(4.34)

9Due to Boltzmann suppression, we expect that around zy = 10, the effects of ¢ and J on the neutrino
evolution are no longer significant which motivates the choice of zy = 10. The exact value is however of no
relevance for the following discussion.
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and holds as long as 0y < 1. Here, x plays an essential role in the neutrino evolution
as depending on the sign, it can either enhance the neutrino abundance via scatterings and
o 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 x more clear, let us discuss
the effects of 7 and gy on z[ individually. To that end, we show z[(gn) and 2 (/) in Fig.
for gy = [0.1,0.2,0.24] and m = [5 x 107%,5 x 107%,2.5 x 10~%]eV, respectively, while in
Fig. , we show Y%, v (2n) and compare them to the respective thermal abundances.
First, let us discuss the effect of m on zé\g and for definiteness, we set gy = 0.1. For m =
5x107° eV (panel 1 in Fig. , the plasma is populated with neutrinos very slowly as vp and
7o are initially small. As a result, the scatterings in x become Boltzmann suppressed before
thermal o, J abundances can be created. As the scatterings to ¢ and J reduce the neutrino
abundance, we have Y5 (2ny) < Yy, (2x) and consequently, neutrinos are thermalized later
than in VL, ie. 2] > 20"

As 7 increases to e.g. m =5 x 107*eV (panel 4 plot in Fig. , inverse decays and quark
scatterings populate the plasma with neutrinos faster and a larger abundance of o, J can be
produced before the corresponding scattering processes become Boltzmann suppressed. As in
VL, this implies that 2z} and 2" decrease with 7 (right plot in Fig. 4.20) while 2} > 2/
still holds.

Eventually, as m ~ 2.5x 1073 eV (panel 7 in Fig. , a sufficiently large neutrino abundance
is created for small zy, allowing efficient interactions between N, o,.J before they become
Boltzmann suppressed. Thus, N, o, J are thermalized significantly faster than before and
zég(m) drops rapidly and approaches z; (right plot in Fig. . On the other hand, the
neutrino thermalization in VL depends only on vp o ~ m and consequently zquL(m) smoothly
decreases, eventually resulting in z[] < 22"

Next, let us discuss the effect of gn on zé\g. As discussed previously, the Boltzmann suppression
of the scattering rates involving N, o, J is shifted to larger zy and the magnitude of the
overall thermal rates increases as we move to larger gy. Considering for example gy = 0.2
and m = 5 x 107°eV(panel 2 in Fig. , we find that this initially slows the neutrino
thermalization down compared to gy = 0.1. This can be traced back to a larger number of
neutrinos scattering to ¢ and J while the interaction rates are not yet fast enough to thermalize
them, consequently reducing the neutrino abundance. Thus, zé\g (gn) initially increases with
gn, while zl)F is constant with 2 (gn) > 2.". Eventually though, at gy ~ 0.24(panel 3
in Fig. , the scattering processes between N, o, J are fast enough to thermalize them
efficiently and 2 (gn) drops rapidly and approaches z;, resulting in 2} (gn) < 23" (left plot
in Fig. [4.20)).

To summarize, we find that while (i, gn) < (m!4, gi#), the scattering processes in & suppress
the neutrino abundance as neutrinos scatter to o and J, resulting in a slower thermalization
compared to VL. On the other hand, for (m,gy) > (M4, gi), we find that the scattering

processes enhance the thermalization of N, o, J. We further note that since zé\;(rh, gn) drops
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rapidly around (m'4, gi!), they are very insensitive to the exact value of z[] used in the

definition (4.28)).

4.4.3.2 Efficiency

In the IA regime, m is small so that we can safely neglect WO effects and the Boltzmann
equation for n7 becomes
dng 1

~— 0y —1 . 4.

sHzy

N

o> We have On — 1 < 0 and a negative efficiency

Clearly, before neutrinos are thermalized at z
is created. We therefore define

np =n(zl) <0. (4.36)
For zy < 2%, we can simplify (4.35) to

eq’

dijyy vty 1
~ = WVD
N

sHzyn (4.37)

dz N
and as can be seen in Fig. [4.22] this implies that nj(zy < 2) closely follows n{; (zy < 2[})
and is mostly independent from gy. For zy > zé\é on the other hand, a positive efficiency is
created with

> 1 — 1
= dey — (0 — 1 0. 4.38
1= [ don gy = Do > (4.38)

€q

Assuming that the scattering processes involving N, o, J are already Boltzmann suppressed
and (inverse) decays N <+ LH are the only relevant processes for zy > 2z

cgp We can simplify
this to

Vi (). (4.39)

4+ —
Np ~ eq

1
Yy
Thus, the final efficiency is given by

where 15 (1, gv) and ng(m, gn) clearly depend significantly on 2 (7, gn) and in particular,
nL(m, gn) < |ng(m, gy )| results in a negative final efficiency. From Fig. recall that nf is
indeed negative if m and gy are small and for convenience, we define that n%(m, gy) changes
sign at (m*, g%), i.e.

n (M, g5) = Ing(m™, gy)| (4.41)
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Figure 4.21: Evolution of Yy, j(2x), compared to the respective equilibrium abundances, for
gy =1[0.1,0.2,0.24] and i = [5x 1075, 5x 107*,2.5x 10~3]eV. The vertical solid line indicates
zé\g while the vertical dashed line indicates ZX]L . We do not show Y as it is always close to
thermal equilibrium. For the parameter choices in panels 1, 2 and 4, no sizable Y, 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 o
decouple, resulting in a relic abundance smaller than the thermal one. Comparing e.g. panels
1 and 2, it is apparent how slightly increasing gy slows the neutrino thermalization down due
to an enhanced scattering rate of neutrinos to majorons until gy reaches a value that results
in sufficiently strong interactions between N,o and J that briefly thermalized them before
these interactions decouple (panel 3). Increasing 7 enhances the neutrino production and
therefore indirectly the production of ¢ and J, thermalizing them faster (see e.g. panels 2, 4
and 8).
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Figure 4.22: Left: Evolution of |n%| (zn) for gn = [0.1,0.15, 0.2](dashed, dash-dotted, dotted)

and m = 5 x 107%eV, compared to [n{ | (solid). For zy < zJ,z}", the evolution of the

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

VL
and z;,",

VL, 0, (2n) eventually changes sign while n;(zy) stays negative. As zé\; increases with gy,
we have 175 (20) lgx=01 < 1525 lgy=0.15 < N5 (2ey) lgn=0.2-
Right: Evolution of |n3] (2x) (solid) for gy = 0.1 and m = [5x 1075, 5 x 107*]eV compared to

777.| (dashed). For zy < 2[J, 207,

i.e. a larger m enhances the negative part of n3; and 7{,; produced in zy < zé\é and zy < 2

efficiencies |13 (zy) and |77, | (zy) increase until they peak at 2 respectively. In

the evolution of the efficiency is determined by vp ~ m,

VL
eq

respectively. As neutrinos are thermalized faster, zé\g and z;f]L decrease with m.

so that

(m, gv) < (™, gx) (4.42)
(m, gn) > (M5, g5) . (4.43)

In Fig. , we show |ng|,nm5 and 7% as functions of gy (left) and m (right) with m =
5x107°eV and gy = 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 77 changes sign
at g]j\c, ~ gi#t and for simplicity, we will assume equality in the following discussion so that the

blue region also corresponds to ng < 0. From (4.37) it is clear that the dependence of 15 on

N
€q

inverse decays produce a sizable negative efficiency increases, resulting in [z (gn)| ~ zg(gN).
This is further highlighted in Fig. [4.22|left). On the other hand, the neutrino abundance is
Boltzmann suppressed with

gy stems only from zé\;(gN). More precisely, as z., increases with gy, the zy-range in which

Y, (20) ~ e, (4.44)
and consequently, an increasing zé\g (gn) diminishes 75 (gn). Thus, in the blue region, |15 (gn)|
increases while 7}, (gn) decreased and as |ng(gn)| > 73 (gn), this clearly results in n% decreas-

ing (or |n%| increasing since n3 < 0 ) with gy. Once neutrinos are quickly thermalized for
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gn 2 0.24 (red region in Fig. [4.23)), the initial conditions are irrelevant and the contribution
of n can be neglected, resulting in n%(gx) ~ n5(gnx) > 0.

Next, let us consider the blue region in the right plot in Fig. [4.23] First, we note that
m* < ml4 ie. n% changes sign in the blue region before the initial conditions are irrelevant.
From , it is clear that a larger m enhances the neutrino production via inverse decays
already at zy < z[} (see also Fig. (4.22(right)) and consequently, |n;| increases with /. On
the other hand, 7}; depends strongly on z[J (72) due to the Boltzmann suppression of neutrinos.
More precisely, recalling that zé\é(fn) decreases, this implies that the Boltzmann suppression
at zé\g decreases as well and consequently, 1} (M) 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 |ng|
* < w4 Clearly,
this results in a severly diminished final efficiency around m* ~ 1.3 x 1073eV. Only once

at m!4 but due to nj; approaching and eventually overtaking || at m

neutrino thermalization becomes fast and zé\; drops at !4 ~ 2.5 x 1073 eV, we find that |nz]
drops as well, resulting in n(m) ~ n(m) (red region) and the initial conditions are rendered
irrelevant. Cleary, the m-range around m* where |n%| almost vanishes depends crucially on
the difference between m* and m!4. As gy increases, m* approaches m/4 and the m-range
where the efficiency is diminished shrinks until at gy ~ 0.15, we have m* ~ m!4.

To summarize, we find that 1} significantly depends on how fast neutrinos are thermalized.
While the evolution of the efficiency for small 2z is not significantly changed compared to VL,
the suppression of the neutrino abundance for (m, gy) < (m!4, g&) results in a later ther-
malization compared to VL and thus reduces the number of neutrinos that can contribute
to 1. Moreover, for (m, gn) ~ (m™*, g]j\t,), the negative and the positive contribution almost

cancel each other, resulting in an almost vanishing final efficiency 75.

4.5 General Remarks

Before discussing other implications of the model, let us adress some additional points.

So far, we have kept A\, constant and discussed the effect of gr = 107 compared to gr = 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 n(gr, m) (left) and n(A,,m) (right) for
gn = 1 in the scenario where all particles are in thermal equilibrium at z; in Fig. [£.24] As
expected, the sizes of gr and )\, have significatly smaller effects on 1 compared to gy. What
is more, below gr ~ 1073, n(gr) 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 g = 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 g than considered in case B. Similarly,
n(\) is barely affected by the changes in A and becomes almost constant for A, < 0.1.

Next, recall that we neglected the doublet-singlet mixing term ~ A, in (2.3)). We expect
that depending on the size of the \,,;;, including this term could drive the efficiencies in
cases A, B closer to fl, B as the additional interaction with H could result in a more efficient
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Figure 4.23: Left: |np|, Inzl, ng and 2[) as functions of gy with 7 = 5 x 107" 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]j\t,.

Right: |n3l, |npl, n and 2 as functions of m with gy = 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 m*. Note that as
m 2 1072eV, |ng| 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 o 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.

. n(gr, ™), gn = Ap =1 N(Ag, ™) gy = 9p = 0
10 0.005 U005 10
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1072 10—1
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Figure 4.24: Efficiency n(gr,m) (left) and n(A,,m) (right) for gy = 0.1. Note that we used
the same color scaling as in Fig. We can easily see that the efficiencies do not change
significatly with gr and A, respectively.
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5 Dark Matter

The most precise measurements of the DM energy density today come the CMB anisotropies
with an observed value of [I]

Qparhg = 0.120 4 0.0001 , (5.1)
where hg is the scaling factor for the Hubble parameter today, Hy,
ho = 0.674 £+ 0.0005 (5.2)
with
Hy = hol00kms ™ Mpc ™', (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 7" 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
[1T], 12}, T3], 14], 15]. In this work, we do not specify a mechanism that generates the necessary
majoron mass my 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 m; 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,o and T. As discussed in Sec. [] these interactions are very effective at populating the
plasma with majorons in cases A and By, for some parameter sets even reaching an abundance
larger than the thermal one. Those interactions decouple at 2% ~ O(10) and the majoron
abundance reaches a constant value Y;(2%) 2 Y7%(2%). In case B, with (1, gn) < (m!4, &)
on the other hand, the majoron abundance tends to be smaller than the corresponding thermal
abundance when the interactions with N, o and T’ decouple, resulting in Y;(z2%) < Y79(2%).
In both cases, a majoron relic density

YJ(ZN — oo)mjso
Pec

0, = (5.4)
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arises. In the equation above, sq is the entropy density today, defined via the photon density
today n. o as

so ~ 7.04n. (5.5)
while p. is the critical density,

pe = (1.87834 4 0.00004) x 10"**h*gcm . (5.6)

From the condition Q;(mZ) ~Q pum, we determine the maximal acceptable majoron mass
m%M that does not result in a majoron relic density that exceeds the DM relic density. Thus, if
my =m5M the majoron constitues all DM while for m; < m?™ | the majoron accounts only
for a fraction of the DM relic density, requiring contributions from additional DM particles.
In Fig. we show density plots of m%™ in the gy — /m plane for case By(left) and case
Bz(middle)m We can immediatly see that in the case of thermal initial abundances, the
large majoron abundance constrains the majoron mass to be of order m; ~ 102eV. In case
B, with m ~ 5 x 107°eV, gy ~ 0.1, i.e. in the parameter range where the majoron is not
thermalized, values up to mj; ~ 10%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 m%5™ 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, o, J tend to be subdominant. Thus, once gauge interactions
decouple at zp ~ 10, the triplet freezes out and Y reaches a constant value. This implies
that the relic density is determined mostly by g7 and rather independent from gy and A,. For
simplicity, we therefore neglect all scattering processes except these involving gauge bosons
and accordingly solve a simple Boltzmann equation for the triplet evolution,

SHZNE = -2 (572“ - 1) ’YT,gauge ) (57)

0Note that the constraints from case A and B; result in almost identical constraints which is why we
present only case B;.
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for 1077 < gr < 1075, The corresponding relic density given by

Y, M
QT _ T(ZN — OO) TS0 (58)
Pc

is shown in Fig. (left). We can immediatly see that the triplet relic density exceeds the
observed DM relic density already for g7 > 2.9 x 107 or equivalently My > 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

Mz 2 910GeV,  MSM5 x~ 840 GeV, (5.9)
corresponding to
gl 2 1.19x 1077, ¢g¥MF ~1.29 x 1077, (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. E We stress nontheless that
the discussion of the effects on the efficiency for different values of gy 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 Z, 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.

ml])M/eV, Case B, m?‘”/ev, Case B,
1071 . - d 102
) QT]LZ gC"US gAtl(H
10° g g
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1072 g7
> (o]
) =
~ Q 100
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- 2
107 g \ \ \ : 10 4
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Figure 5.1: Left, middle: Upper limits on the majoron mass that does not overproduce DM
for case A, B, (left) and B, (middle) in the gy —  plane. Note that these constraints are
only valid if majoron decays to light neutrinos are sufficiently slow.

Right: Triplet relic density Qrh? as a function of gy, compared to the DM relic density
Qpah?. 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.

"Recall from Sec. that the exact value of g 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’ — YF’ (61)

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).]” x U (1), anomaly factor
Ay from A, = 3 in the SM to A, = —1 in the majoron+triplet model. As a consequence,
sphaleron transitions no longer conserve Yz — Y, as in the SM but instead Yz + 3Y, 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 7' ~ TeV where all gauge
and Yukawa interactions are fast. This induces relations between the chemical potentials of
the SM particles,

Pw— = flgo + flg— = My — fuy, = fey, — Huy, » (6.2)
Heo = Hup — Hup, = Hdy, — Hup = Her, — Heg -

With g7 of order 1077, gauge interactions of the triplet are still fast as well, resulting in the
additional relation

Mw+ = U=+ (64)

while the chemical potentials of N,T°, ¢, J vanish. Moreover, fast Sphaleron transitions in
the majoron+triplet model imply

Hdp = Oftey, + 1ltey = 6ptyy + 8ptyyy = 0 (6.5)
while in the SM, the corresponding relation reads
21udL + Huy, + oy, = 0. (66)
In the relativistic limit, the asymmetry in a charge ¢ can be expressed as
_ng—ng T?
Vo= =% ;%’giﬂi +2 ;qjgjuj (6.7)
i J

where the sum over i(j) is for fermions (bosons), ¢, ; is the charge and g;; are the numbers
of degrees of freedom of the corresponding particle. Before EWSB, the plasma is charge and

45



hypercharge neutral which imposes additional conditions between the chemical potentials by
means of (6.7)), finally resulting in [21]

76

Yo = —Y, 6.8
B 679 (B+3L) » ( )

while the respective relation in the SM reads

28
Ys=—Y 5 /. 6.9
5=~ Y(5-1) (6.9)

Assuming that no other sources of baryon number violation are present, we find that the
baryon asymmetry is given by

3x BYyB ~0.35443|Y/7|,
Yol = { g Y2 6.10

ByyL ~ 0.335788| Y/,

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

r— Nar 274 x 10710
yer = e~y 2 XA e s 7is x 1071 (6.11)
7.04
where
Qph? = 0.0224 + 0.0001 (6.12)

is the baryon density obtained from CMB data [I].

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

__ 679 Vg®
76 x3Y9n

(6.13)

The results for case B are shown in Fig. where we show density plots of € in the
gy — m plane (left), e(m) (middle) and e(gn) (right) for gy = [0.1,0.7,1] and m = [5 X
1075,1073,107 eV, respectively. For comparison, we also show e”!(1m) and eP7(gx). We can
immediatly see that even in the best case scenario of gy = 0.1 and m ~ 10~3eV, the CP
violation necessary to explain experimental data is about one order of magnitude larger than
ePI. The reason for this large difference is quite simple: The efficiency np is maximal for
small gy while the DI bound P! decreases with My = 9v/v2f. This is in contrast to VL

where the efficiency is independent from My and thus in principle, fulfilling the DI bound
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gl x 107

m=1x10"'eV

Figure 6.1: Left: Density plots of the CP violation |e%| (top) and |e%| (bottom) required
to explain the experimentally observed baryon asymmetry in case B in the majoron+triplet
model.

Middle: |e%] (top) and |e%| (bottom) as functions of m (solid lines) for gy = [0.1,0.7,1]. The
dashed lines corresponds to £P7.

Right: |e%| (top) and |e%| (bottom) as functions of gy (solid lines) for m = [5 x
107°,1073,10!]eV. The dashed line corresponds to 1.

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 n depends on the VEV f. In Fig. M we show ng(f) with f ranging from
108 GeV to 102 GeV for gy = 0.1 and 7 = 1072 eV. We also translate the DI bound into a
lower limit on the efficiency necessary to reproduce experimental data as

679  YS
3 x 76 Y0ePI(My)

P (My) = (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 n?! ~ 1/f and we can therefore
conclude that a larger VEV can close the gap between ¢ and P! 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
My and My, , is not too strong [30]. In fact, as the masses of Ny 3 arise via the same VEV
as the mass of Ny and taking into account perturbativity of gy, ,, it is even highly plausible
that the hierarchy between My and My, , is rather weak which could easily enhance € past
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Figure 6.2: Efficiency n% for gy = 0.1 and m = 107%eV as a function of the VEV f,
compared to n! as defined in (6.14]). In the green region, 7k is sizable enough to reproduce
the experimentally observed baryon asymmetry with a CP violation e that fulfills the DI
bound.

the DI bound. Finally, we neglected flavour effects in the Boltzmann equations. In the type
IIT 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 Zs 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).]? x U(1);, 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 m — 107!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 m, the scattering processes with the new par-
ticles dominate the neutrino evolution. In the small m regime, we find that sizable efficiencies
can be generated if the Yukawa coupling of the heavy neutrino is small, gy ~ 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, gr < 1073, thus restricting the relevance of the triplet to the effects on the conversion
of the lepton asymmetry to the baryon asymmetry.

Due to the Z5 symmetry, the triplet 7" does not decay and obtains a relic density, qualify-
ing it as a DM candidate. For a VEV of f = 10°eV, the Yukawa coupling of the triplet
is limited from above with gr < 2.29 x 107 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, gr ~ 1077, 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 ¢ that exceeds the DI bound P! 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 = 10! GeV, 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 m 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

T ™ ) .
Yabij = Y(ab < ij) = = / dsv/s6(s) K, <%>

Smin

MNMg’( e AVITX . MX
= 6471'4 xmmd%x o O'(.Tx) K1 M—N\/ilfsz
where
MN S
ZN:T’ I‘X:M—)Q(’ <A2)
Smin = max (M, + M,)?, (M; + M;)?] (A.3)
M, + My\? [ M; + M;\?
Moreover, (s) is the reduced crossection defined as
M? M} ! J—
5(5) = 201, 22 T )o(s), o(s) = /_1 dcos s [T, (A5)
where o is the total cross section summed over initial and final spins and
Ma,b,¢) = (a—b—c)>. (A.6)
For decays, we can write the thermal rate as
K
Yaij = V(@ <> ij) = ng! 1<Z)Fa ; (A7)

* Ka(2)
where T', is the decay rate, K, (2) is the modified Bessel function of the second kind and
d3 aMaT Ma @ ) T >> Ma )
an — ga/ pgf — g 2 Kl = u 3/2 Y (A8)
(27) 27 T o (MDY P o=Mr T < M,

is the number density of particle a in thermal equilibrium at a temperature 1" with g, degrees
of freedom and f is approximated as a Maxwell-Boltzmann distribution, f ~ e~ 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 n, of a particle a in an expanding universe can be written
as [38]

Ho +3Hn, = — Y [ab < ij] (A.9)

bi,j
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where H is the Hubble parameter,

8 1
H=,—5g;—, A.10
\/ Wmf)lg T4 ( )

gs = 106.75 is the effective number of degrees of freedom, m,,; is the Planck mass and

[ab < ij] = (0a0p — 6:05) y(ab <> ij) (A.11)
with
Ng
g = et (A.12)

It is convenient to normalize the number density n, to the entropy density s, given by

4m3

s(z,m) = —59s. (A.13)
yielding the abundance of a as
Y, =", (A.14)
s
Using
5
3H = ——, (A.15)
s

casting the Boltzmann equation in terms of Y, allows us to reabsorb the 3H term, i.e.

dY,
H 2= _ b YI A.16
s szZN ; [ab <> ij] ( )

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 < YY with s-channel exchange of a particle Z. Considering the scattering process alone,
the Boltzmann equation reads

dy’
std—X = —2(6% —03) (XX < YY), (A.17)
Z

Moreover, if decays of Z to X X, YY are kinematically allowed, this would account for a term
—2(6% —07)v(Z + XX). (A.18)

However, the on-shell contribution is also accounted for in (A.17) and we therefore need to
replace 7(X X <> YY) with the off-shell contribution, i.e.

PINXX YY) =~9(XX & YY) = Brzoyyy(Z < XX)

(A.19)
=Y(XX < YY) = Brzoxxy(Z < YY),
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where

Brzevy = r (ere;;:;/z;)ing) (4.20)
is the branching ratio and
Brzoyyy(Z < XX) =Brzoxxv(Z < YY). (A.21)
Consquently, the resulting Boltzmann equation is given by
stdd% ==2(6% = 03) v (XX & YY) —2(0% —62)v(Z + XX). (A.22)

A.2 Feynman Diagrams

In this section, we present the feynman diagrams relevant for the discussed leptogenesis
scenarios.

In Fig. , 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. , we show feynman diagrams for the remaining scattering processes in the
majoron—+triplet model that change the abundances of T, o and J. Note that these interactions
are only relevant in cases A, B and do not affect leptogenesis in the simplified scenarios A, B.

L
/ L L
Ny \ AN

N s
N

s
s
s

L— ‘g N

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 7', and J in
the majoron+triplet model. Here, A = {B, Wj 23} 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

dr 0?2 TN

3yt? My —1 [z — 2+ 2a, 1—2a,ﬂ1 xy — 1+ a,
OLQsNTs = TLUsNQs — 47 x—1+a, + x—1 8 ay, ’

32 muMy [zy —1)°
O-Q3U3NL:ﬁ - N( al ) (A.23)

v2 x

(A.24)

where a, = ﬁ—g

The reduced cross section for scatterings of the triplet 1" involvolving gauge bosons, T7T" <+
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AA,LL,QQ, HH, is the same as in type III leptogenesis and given by [39, 29, 30, B1]

. 694 (45 27 1y
0T, gauge = % (76 - 753 - <9 (52 - 2)2 + 18 (52 — 1)2) log {%}) s (A25)

xr
Next, we present the cross sections and matrix elements that appear in the majoron+triplet

where 8 = /1 — L

model. For convenience, we introduce the following abbreviations:

T=x—1, t=x+1, i=(z*-1), (A.26)
M27% 22
AZ\/%, B =4m? — M2z, (A.27)
N
C =4m2 — Myzx, D = 4M7 — Mz, (A.28)
E=m?— M3z, F=m?—- Mz, (A.29)
Myz* — 2MEm2i + mi
G =M:— Mz, H= \/ N M?Na; , (A.30)
N
4_2 2M2A+M4—2
0= \/ oy Q=(-m}+Miz+m2)*,  (A31)
N
R= M}z —4), S = (Myz+m?), (A.32)
T=(z—cjz—4)), U= (F*+T:m2) . (A.33)
The reduced cross sections for NN — TT can then be written as
V=Dt VE (- - 7B )
6(NN < TT) = L (A.34)

8T M3

For brevity, we only present the squablack matrix elements (summed over initial and final
spins) for the remaining interactions,

2
TNN o JI)P = D apir (A.35)
2 NN
[M(NTT < JJ)P? = 3|M(NN < JDP| (A.36)
IM(NN < aJ)|> = — > X M3y (A.37)
E2MZx <C§\/§ %_;Wg +/Q — 2mg>
N
|M(TT > oJ)* =3|M(NN « o J)?| (A.38)
4 2,.\~7/2 2 2 1IN 2 JN
_ gy (Myx) X (AxMNMJN’ +/MzrMsy o)
|M(oN < JN)|? = ! R 2 (A.39)
<A(M]2VA —m?3) + (cgHO — 2m2) Mf,w) (T2M3Z +T%)
|M (0T < JT)|? = 3|M (0N <> JN)|?| g —ar My My - (A.40)
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gxR

IM(NN <« 00)|* = .
2 (CER+ (M —2m2)?)

x Mgy (A1)

[M(TT « 00)]? = 3[M(NN < ao)P| (A.42)
_ 4
Mlor e IDE= ) R (A.43)
mgU ((M?Vx —2m2)” — Bccg)
where
2 4Bc3gn My (BQNMNT n 2Fkg<4mJMN7[“J—MNxT—4mJ)>
M3y = 7 + 2 |
Y (—4mMET + MyaT + 4mj)

Mipy = =GR (E*gy — Ky Mix) (F? + mj — 2m35)

: mmmx\/ P20 (g (V@ - 203e) + Koy (2n — V)

+ Myx {Engzv <m§ —2m3S + Myx(x +16) — 2M% (8\/@ +m2(z — 8)) + mi)
—4Bgnko My {”ﬁ —2m3S o M = 2m2\/Q + 6MimZe — 2 (M) | |-
NT

+my | + ki My <m§ —2m5S + Mya® +m? <2M12Vaz — 4\/@> + 5m§>} ’

=

A.44)
M35y =2C0¢; (—29% (My(z — 16)z — 4MRmZ(z — 8)) U
gk, My (MAa? — 3MZm2a + 2m%) (M2(8 — 3z) + 2m2) + k2R (MZa — 2m3)2)
+ (M22 — 2m2)” (64r§g§Vvam§ + (M2 (k, — 8gx My) — 2m2 (ky — 4gNMN))2>
— (ch(w = 4) (Mo — aMym2)* (~8Fguko My + 463U ~ K2R) ) |
(A.45)
M =8mf (T2 (2B*cj + 11Bc; M{x + 11Mya®) — 2Mya® (9Bc) + 17TMyx))
+ 8Mymyx (2Myx (B*cjy + 6Bc; M + 6Mya®) — I'2 (Bcj + Myx) (Bcj + 2Myx))
+ MymZz® ((¢ — 1) Miz — 4cgm7) (8Myx (Bcj + 2MRx) — 2 (Bcj + MRx))
+ 32m3 (2Myx (Bcj + 6Myx) — 3T% (Bcj + 2MRx))
+ Mya? ((cfg — 1) Myx — 4c§m3)2 +16m.’ (9F§ — 16M§,x) + 64m)?
(A.46)
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LS

MIT = (= ((3c5 + 1) T MR) + m2z ((Tx 4 5)cj — x + 1) My + my, (1 —52)c) +x — 1) My + (¢ + 1) md) m§
+ My (3(3¢; + 1) B2 My — m2z (3(Tx + 5)cj + x + 3) My +m (m2 (32(5x — 1)cj + 52* + 3) — 2cyHOxd) My
+2cyHm,Ox — m{ (32c) + 7w + 3)) mj + My (—=7°% ((92* + 63 4 9) ¢ + (Tz + 6) + 3)
MY + (Z ((Tz +5)(x(3z + 2) + 3)cj + x(17zd + 11) + 3) m2 — 4a®(x + 3)I'y — 8cy HOx*T) My
—mZ (((5z — 1)(z(3z + 2) + 3)cj + x(x(252 4 17) + 3) + 3) mg — 4T3 — 4y HOx (4a® + 2 + 1)) My,
—4egHm,Ox(2z + 1) + mS ((z(3z 4 2) 4 3)cj + (3z + 1)(5z + 3)))
m5 + My (z° (32°¢5 + x(5x + 2) + 1) My, + (42° ((z + 3) Ty + 2¢9 HOZT)
—m2T (T (Tz + 5)c; + (3 + 1) (x(5z + 2) + 1)) My +m (m), (Z°(5z — 1) + = + 2* (192 + 11) + 1) —
2z (2213 + cyHO (T2* +1))) M} + 2coHm Oz (3z + 1) — m (2 + 3z + 1)%)) ,
M;]]]yz =m?2 (M]%,A — mz.) ((0129 + 1) 72 My, — 2m? (92’0129 —r+ 1) M3 + (0129 + 1) mi) m§
+ My (4 (5 + 1) TPxe My — T (m2 (32° + ¢ (5z(3x2 + 1) — 3)) — ¢y (¢ + 3) HOT x) My,
+m2 (m2 (2(x(21lz +2) + 9)cj — 5z + 2*(7 — 112) + 9) — 2cy HOTx (&c) — 22 + 2)) My
—mg (m2 ((x(13z + 18) 4+ 9)cj + x(10 — 3z) + 9) — ¢y (¢j — 1) HOTx) My, — 2cyHmSOx + mf (3&cj + Tz + 3)) m)
— My (87%2 (Zc) + z(x +2) — 1) MY + (228 (co (¢ + 3) HOZ® + 82T'%,) — m27% (& (x(x(27x + 23) + 17) — 3)c}
+7°(2(Tz + 12) — 3))) My +m2 (332" 4 522% + 302% + 4z + 9)c; — 4o + 22(6 — x(Tx +4)) + 9) m2 — da*(z + 5)['%
—4cgHOx (8¢ — v +2)) My — mi ((&(x(172 4 6) + 9)c5 + x(x(92 + 7) + 23) + 9) m2 — 42°T5,
—2c9gHOz (&) 4 32° + 1)) My — 4cyHm3Oz(2z + 1) + mS, ((z(3z + 2) + 3)cj + 3z + 1)(5z + 3)))
m5 + My (4 (°c; + 7°) BaaMy — 7 ((°(x(1322 + 7) — 1) + (2 (x(z(5z — 32) +2) — &) + 1)) m?
+x (162213 — cyHOT (5T° + a(x(Te — 17) — 3) — 3))) My + (2 (Z*(z(15z — 2) + 3)c5 + T2 (x(3z + 2) + 3)) m
+2z (—2z(z(z +2) + 5)I'% — cyHOZ (7° + 2 (22° + x + 1)) ) m?

O'

+4cy HOT2 TS ) My + my, (@ (42315 + coHO (57° + z + 2* (11 + 19) +1))
—mZ (T*(x(Tz + 6) + 3)cj + 11" + 282" 4+ 102° + 122 + 3) ) M3 + miz (m2 (T°c; + (3z + 1)*) — 2¢yHOz(3z + 1))) .



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.
[A1] In the majoron+triplet model, the on-shell exchange of o needs to be substracted in the

thermal rates for yynrT, YnNnss and yrryy, resulting in

of f _ B
YNNTT = ’YTTNN = INNTT e, TTVo,NN 5
’Y%J(UJ = ’YJJNN = YNNJT — Brosivenn
of f of f

Yrrgr = Vijrr = Yr1J7 — Bro 1iYerT -

With this in mind, the relevant processes for the neutrino evolution are given by

[N <+ LH] = (65 — 1) D, [INL <> Q3Us] = 2 (6n — 1) YNLQsUs »
[NUs <+ LQs] =2 (0n — 1) Vw25 - [NQs ¢ LUs] =2 (6w )VNQ3LU3 ;
[NNHU]=2(5]2V—5U)%,NN7 [NN < TT) —2( )7%]([TT>
[NNHO-O-]:Q((SJZV_(SS—)/YNNUO'a [NNHJJ—Q( )7%]([JJ?

]

[NN < 0J] =2 (0% — 0601) YNos -

(A.47)
(A.48)
(A.49)

where the scattering processes in the first two lines also appear in VL and we assumed that H,

L, Q3 and U; are in thermal equilibrium, Yy 1.0, v, = YE?LQS s+ Next, the relevant scattering

processes for the evolution of T" are given by

[TT ¢ o] =2 (62 — 6,) Yorr [TT » NN] =2 (62 — 62) 72 »
[TT <> oo] =2 (5% — 53) VYTToo TT < JJ| =2 (5:2F - 52) ’VC(Z)‘];IfJJ7
[TT < oJ] =2 (67 — 6,04) V0. , [TT <+ AA] = 2 (67 — 04A%) Yr7aa

while for J, we have

[JJ < a0] =2 (85 = 62) Vriow [
[JJ ¢ NNJ =2 (87 = %) V3w - |
[O’J(—)NN] ((5J50—6]2V)70]NN, [O’J(—)TT
[JN <> oN] = [JT < oT

JJ < TT) =2(65 = 06) Yo,s7 -

JJ & TT) =2 (5] = 1) 15 rr
] = (5J<5a - 5T) Yo TT 5

(056N — 050N) ViNoN | = (6507 — 0507) ViTor

Finally, the relevant scattering processes for the evolution of o are

[0+ JJ]| = (5 _5)/YU7JJ, [0 <> NN| = (5 - )%r,NJ\h

[0 < TT) = (6, — 67) Vorrr [0 3 JJ] =2 (62 = 63) Vooss s
[aa<—>NN]—2((52—5 )%UNNa [00<—>TT]—2((52 )%UTT,
(0] <+ NN] = (6,07 — 0%) Yosnn » (0] < TT) = (6,05 — 0%) Yourr »
[oN < JN]| = (0,08 — 010N) YoNIN (0T + JT| = (0501 — 0507) Yor i1 -

(A.55)
(A.56)
(A.57)

Summing the respective processes according to ({A.16|) and using Br, xy+Bryrr+Br, s = 1,

we obtain (3.12), (3.13), (3.14), (3.15) and (3.18)).
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