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In a pure inverse seesaw framework, achieving a substantial lepton asymmetry that can be converted
into the observed baryon asymmetry of the Universe is extremely challenging. The difficulty arises
primarily due to two reasons, (i) partial cancellation of the lepton asymmetries associated with the
components of a pseudo-Dirac pair, and (ii) strong wash out caused by the inverse decays. In this work
we offer two possible resolutions to overcome the above mentioned challenges considering a (3,3) ISS
framework. Our first proposal is based on the assumption of a non-standard cosmological era in the pre-
BBN epoch, that triggers a faster expansion of the Universe, thereby reducing the washout by several
orders of magnitude. The second proposition is an alternative of first which considers a quasi-degenerate
mass spectrum for the singlet heavy neutrinos, resulting into a larger order of lepton asymmetry that
survives the impact of strong washout to account for the observed BAU. The viable parameters space, as
obtained can be tested at present and future Lepton Flavour Violation experiments e.g. MEG and MEG
II.

I. INTRODUCTION

Seesaw mechanisms often provide a natural realisation
of generating Standard Model (SM) neutrino masses and
can also explain the origin of baryon asymmetry of the
Universe (ηB = (6.04 − 6.02) × 10−10 [1]) via leptogen-
esis. In type I seesaw, a lepton asymmetry is created
as a result of the lepton number and CP-violating out-
of-equilibrium decay of the heavy right handed neutri-
nos (RHNs) [2, 3] which subsequently gets partially con-
verted to baryon asymmetry through the (B+L) violating
sphaleron processes. On the other hand, the inverse seesaw
mechanism (ISS) mechanism [4] having a salient feature
of offering the tiny neutrino mass at the cost of having a
TeV scale heavy sterile states, makes a way to get itself veri-
fied in the collider experiments. Additionally, from theoret-
ical perspective the ISS mechanism renders a large Yukawa
coupling for a smaller mass scale of the heavy sterile neutri-
nos [5] which is in contrast to minimal type-I seesaw. Due
to the TeV nature of these heavy sterile neutrinos present
in the (3,3) ISS 1, we are allowed to investigate the flavor
effects in leptogenesis [7].
In a TeV scale seesaw (violating the Davidson-Ibarra

bound [8]), one has to resort to resonant leptogene-
sis mechanism [7, 9] in generating sufficient amount of
asymmetry within the lepton sector that gets converted
to the observed amount of baryon asymmetry via non-
perturbative sphaleron processes before electroweak phase
transition. Note that, we are especially interested in the
scenario of producing lepton (baryon) asymmetry from
heavy sterile neutrino decay in the TeV scale seesaw. Other
mechanisms e.g. heavy neutrino oscillations, that offer
a viable scenario of leptogenesis in ISS can be found in
[10, 11]. Leptogenesis in pure ISS2 with democratic or
hierarchical structure of heavy sterile mass matrix encoun-
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1 (2,2) and (2,3) schemes of ISS are also possible, predicting vanishing
lightest SM neutrino mass [6].

2 We use the term “pure" to highlight here the fact that, no other seesaw
model has been considered in addition to the ISS.

ters two serious challenges: (i) partial cancellation of lep-
ton asymmetries among the pseudo Dirac states and (ii)
huge wash out, predominantly induced by inverse decays.
The partial cancellation of lepton asymmetries between
pseudo-Dirac (PD) pairs kills the efficacy of resonant en-
hancement of individual flavor asymmetries and along with
that, the impact of huge washout always make ηB a few or-
der smaller than its desired value [1]. In fact, the work
in [12] explicitly states that despite considering resonance
effects, a pure inverse-seesaw scenario with either degen-
erate or hierarchical heavy sterile neutrino mass spectrum,
fails to generate the required lepton (baryon) asymmetry.
Motivated by this, in the present article we propose two po-
tential pathways to rescue ISS parameter space leading to
a successful leptogenesis (baryogenesis) in the pure (3,3)
ISS set up.
An useful remedy to suppress the strong wash out of the

produced lepton asymmetry is tomake the Universe expand
faster than the one with conventional radiation domina-
tion. This is possible if we assume the early Universe to be
dominated by some son-standard fluid η having equation
of state parameter ω larger than of radiation [13]. Such
assumptions are legitimate since the dynamics of pre-BBN
Universe is vastly unknown which cannot be directly tested
through experiments. In general, the energy density of η

is parametrised as ρη ∝ a−(4+n) with n > 0. The case of
n = 2 is familiar as kinaton domination or kination which
is motivated by various cosmological events in the early
Universe [14]. For n > 2, the early Universe encounters
a faster than kination epoch. Earlier works on leptogen-
esis [15–18] in such specific kind of non-standard cosmo-
logical background have reported significant drop in the
strength of washout and subsequently enhancement of rel-
evant parameter space to a large extent, suitable for ad-
dressing baryogenesis. In the first part of our work, we in-
tend to examine the validity of these non-standard cosmo-
logical models in order to rescue the ISS parameter space
for leptogenesis. In another attempt, we consider a devia-
tion from the democratic structure of the heavy sterile sin-
glet neutrino mass matrix, which simply assumes a quasi
degeneracy among its elements. This choice reduces the
severity of partial cancellation of the lepton asymmetries
between the pseudo-Dirac pairs and can successfully lead
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to adequate amount of baryon asymmetry, surviving the im-
pact of strong washout. The two proposed solutions in or-
der to restore the ISS parameter space for leptogenesis are
independent and infact the second approach does not re-
quire the involvement of non-standard cosmology. Finally
we discuss the testability of the obtained parameter spaces
corresponding to each cases in upcoming high precision ex-
periments on lepton flavour violation (LFV) searching for
µ → eγ decay [19–22] and neutrino less double beta decay
[23–30].

II. INVERSE SEESAW

The extended type-1 seesaw mechanism, whose new
physics can be essentially manifest at the TeV scale is fa-
miliar as the ISS mechanism proposed in Ref. [31, 32].
The key feature of this seesaw realization comes through
the soft explicit violation of lepton number which assists in
bringing down the new physics scale to TeV without unnat-
ural tuning of associated neutrino Yukawa couplings. The
ISS mechanism offers a sub-eV ordered neutrino mass at
the cost of trading a set of SM gauge singlet (denoting as
S) fermions along with the traditional three copies of TeV
scale RHN (NR). The following Lagrangian describes such
mass generation mechanism of SM neutrinos under the ISS
mechanism.

−L ⊃ λ
ℓi
ν Lℓ H̃ NRi +MRi j NC

Ri
S j +

1
2

µi j SC
i S j +h.c. (1)

with, H̃ = iσ2H∗. The ℓ, i being respectively the flavor and
generation indices of leptons, RHNs and newly added SM
gauge singlet fermions. The complete mass matrix con-
structed from the basis (νL,NC

R ,SC) with the help of Eq. 1
can be written in the following texture:

Mν =

 0 mD 0
mT

D 0 MR
0 MT

R µ

 , (2)

where, mD, MR and µ are 3×3mass matrices. We have con-
sidered hereMR and µ to be diagonal having the structures
MR = diag{M1,M2,M3} and µ = diag{µ1,µ2,µ3}, indicating
minimal lepton number violation. A democratic structure
of ISS implies M1 = M2 = M3 and µ1 = µ2 = µ3. The light
neutrino mass can be found by performing a block diago-
nalization of Mν matrix, which leads to the following,

mν = mD(MT
R )

−1
µM−1

R mT
D. (3)

The 6× 6 heavy neutrino mass matrix in the basis (NR,S)
can be put into the following form,

M6×6
N =

(
0 MR

MT
R µ

)
, (4)

For a single generation of NR and S, theMN would be a 2×2
matrix. In that case, one can write the resulting pseudo-
Dirac mass states having the following form [12],

MN =
1
2

(
µ ±

√
µ2 +4M2

R

)
, (5)

with µ as the same lepton number violating scale which
essentially acts as the source of tiny non-degeneracy among
the final pseudo-Dirac pairs in the ISS model.
The extraction of the ISS Yukawa coupling through the

CI parametrization is obtained as [12],

λν =
1
v

UPMNS m1/2
n Rµ

−1/2 MT
R , (6)

where mn is the 3 × 3 mass matrices having definitions
mn ≡ diag(m1,m2,m3). Without loss of generality, we as-
sume µ also to be diagonal. Here UPMNS is the standard
PMNS matrix and v = 174 GeV represents the SM Higgs
vacuum expectation value (VEV). In general, R is a com-
plex orthogonal matrix i.e. RRT = I. However, one can
choose a real R in order to proceed with minimal number
of CP violating sources. Here we have worked with the
conventional form of R as given by,

R=

 cycz −sxsycz − cxsz sxsz − cxsycz
cysz cxcz − sxsysz −sxcz − cxsysz
sy sxcy cxcy

 , (7)

where c, s represent cosine and sine of the rotational an-
gles x,y and z , which can be both real or complex. Consid-
ering the normal hierarchical scenario, we write the mass
eigenvalues of SM active neutrinos as m2 =

√
m2

l +∆m2
sol

and m3 =
√

m2
2 +∆m2

atm where we have used the best fit val-
ues for ∆m2

21 and ∆m2
32 [33] with ml , stands for the lightest

active neutrino mass. We have also set the neutrino mix-
ing angles at their corresponding central values [33]. In
the UPMNS we have set the neutrino mixing angles at their
central values as well 3.

A. Deviation from unitarity of the UPMNS

In general, non-unitarity (NU) appears whenever addi-
tional heavy sterile states mix with the light SM neutrinos
similar to the current scenario. Note that, the diagonaliza-
tion of mν by UPMNS does not diagonalize the MR and µ.
One can express the diagonalising matrix of M9×9

ν as,

V =

(
V3×3 V3×6
V6×3 V6×6

)
(8)

with, Mdiag
ν =V T MνV . The V matrix in the above equation

takes the following conventional form [34–36],

V =

(
(13×3 +ζ ∗ζ T )−1/2 ζ ∗(16×6 +ζ T ζ ∗)−1/2

−ζ T (13×3 +ζ ∗ζ T )−1/2 (16×6 +ζ T ζ ∗)−1/2

)(
UPMNS 0

0 V ′

)
(9)

where V ′
6×6 is the unitary matrix that diagonalise the heavy neu-

trino submatrix in Mν and ζ = (03×3,mDM−1
R ) is a 3×6 matrix.

3 For the case A we fix Dirac phase (appearing in UPMNS) as δCP = 3π/2,
whereas we choose a varying δCP from π/6 − 3π/2 for the case B.
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With the assumption of a minimal flavor violation implying MR
and µ to be diagonal, V ′ can be evaluated as,

V ′ =
1√
2

(
13×3 −i13×3
13×3 i13×3

)
+O(µM−1

R ) (10)

Next we derive the analytical form of each components of V in
Eq.(8). The sub-block V3×3 is found to be,

V3×3 =
(

13×3 +ζ
∗
ζ

T
)−1/2

UPMNS ≃ (13×3 −η)UPMNS (11)

in the |ζ | ≪ 1 limit. The V3×3 is the matrix that includes the cor-
rection of NU over the original PMNS matrix that exactly diago-
nalises mν . The quantity η ≡ 13×3−(13×3+ζ ∗ζ T )−1/2 in Eq.(11)
measures the deviation from Unitarity. Experimental bound on
the elements of η can be found from [37] as given below.

|ηi j| ≤

 1.3 ·10−3 1.2 ·10−5 1.4 ·10−3

1.2 ·10−5 2.2 ·10−4 6.0 ·10−4

1.4 ·10−3 6.0 ·10−4 2.8 ·10−3

 . (12)

Thus the emergence of NU in the present set up holds the poten-
tial to directly serve as a viable tool of testing the relevant model
parameter space. Also, the non-unitarity matrix elements may
leave non-trivial roles in the branching of LFV decays.

III. LEPTOGENESIS

In the ISS model the decay of the pseudo-Dirac neutral states
trigger the generation of lepton asymmetry. These pseudo-Dirac
neutral states (denoted by Nk) undergo CP violating decay into

the SM lepton (Lℓ) and the Higgs doublet (H) as,

ε
ℓ
Nk

=−∑
Γ(Nk → Lℓ+H+,νl +H0)−Γ(Nk → Lℓ+H−,νc

ℓ +H0∗)

Γ(Nk → Lℓ+H+,νℓ+H0)+Γ(Nk → Lℓ+H−,νc
ℓ +H0∗)
(13)

As evident from the above expression, the CP-asymmetry is a mea-
sure of the difference in decay widths of Nk to a process and its
conjugate process. At tree level, these two are the same resulting
into vanishing CP-asymmetry. Taking into account the one loop
vertex and self energy diagrams, it is found that non-zero CP-
asymmetry arises due to the interference between the tree level
and the one loop diagrams. For the decaying pseudo-Dirac mass
falling in the TeV regime, lepton asymmetry gets maximum con-
tribution from the self-energy diagram [38]. In such scenario, the
individual lepton asymmetries are resonantly enhanced and can
reach even O(1).
In order to compute the ε and ηB from the decay of pseudo-

Dirac eigenstates, one must pursue change-of-basis exercise for
the Yukawa couplings such that heavy neutrino mass matrix
(M6×6

N in Eq.(2)) is diagonal real and positive. We write the modi-
fied Yukawa couplings asYνi j , appearing in the the complete struc-
ture for 9×9 neutrino mass matrix after the sub-block diagonali-
sation of Mν in Eq.(2),

M′
ν =

 0 m′
D 0

m′T
D ME1 0
0 0 ME2

 , (14)

where m′
D = Yν v√

2
. The ME1 and ME2 are two 3×3 diagonal matri-

ces with the elements representing the eigenvalues of the physical
eigenstates and their pseudo Dirac partners respectively. As men-
tioned earlier, flavor-dependent effects of leptogenesis are rele-
vant at low enough temperatures (set by the RHN mass) such
that at least one charged leptons is in thermal equilibrium. When
this condition is met, flavor-dependent effects are not avoidable
as the efficiency factors differ significantly for the distinguishable
flavors. We use the following standard expression for the lepton
asymmetry parameter [39] 4,

ε
ℓ
i =

1

8π

(
Y †

ν Yν

)
ii

∑
j ̸=i
Im
[(

Y †
ν Yν

)
i j

(
Y †

ν

)
iℓ
(Yν )ℓ j

] f (xi j)+

√xi j
(
1− xi j

)
(
1− xi j

)2
+ 1

64π2

(
Y †

ν Yν

)2

j j

+ 1

8π

(
Y †

ν Yν

)
ii

∑
j ̸=i

(1− xi j)Im
[(

Y †
ν Yν

)
i j

(
Y †

ν

)
iℓ
(Yν )ℓ j

]
(
1− xi j

)2
+ 1

64π2

(
Y †

ν Yν

)2

j j

,

(15)

with the following definition for the loop function f (xi j) =

√xi j

[
1− (1+ xi j)ln

(
1−xi j

xi j

)]
where, xi j =

(MNj
MNi

)2
.

The set of Boltzmann equations that governs the dynamics of
decay of the heavy pseudo-Dirac states and yield of lepton asym-

4 In our work we do not consider the finite temperature effect in the com-
putation of CP asymmetry parameter. In appendix A, we have shown
that temperature correction leaves very minimal impact on the final
baryon asymmetry, even in case of resonant leptogenesis.

metries are the following [38]:

dηNi

dz
=

z
H (z = 1)

[(
1 − ηNi

η
eq
Ni

)
∑

k=e,µ,τ
Γ

D (ik)− 2
3 ∑

k=e,µ,τ
η

k
ℓ ε

k
i

× Γ̂
D (ik)

]
, (16)

dηℓ

dz
=

z
H (z = 1)

[
2

∑
i=1

ε
ℓ
i

(
ηNi

η
eq
Ni

− 1

)
∑

β =e,µ,τ
Γ

D (ik)

− 2
3

ηℓ,
2

∑
i=1

Bℓ
i Γ̃

D (iℓ)

]
, (17)

where we have defined z =
MN1

T . The quantities ηNi and ηl are
the number densities of ith pseudo-Dirac state, and created lepton
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asymmetry normalised to the photon number density, such that
one can write ηa(z) = na(z)/nγ (z) with nγ (z) = 2m3

N1
/π2 × 1/z3.

The R.H.S of Eqs. (16) and (17) in principle should involve var-
ious 2 → 2 processes in addition to 1 → 2 processes, which are
calculated in Ref. [38]. We have chosen to neglect the contri-
butions from all 2 → 2 scattering processes since their impact on
erasing the generated lepton asymmetry is negligible compared to
the inverse decays [3, 38, 40, 41]. The Hubble parameter of the
Universe is represented by H in Eq.(16). The total decay width
ΓNi of the RHNs is given by

ΓNi =
3

∑
l=1

Γ
ℓ
Ni
=

MNi

8π

3

∑
l=1

Y †
νiℓYνiℓ . (18)

The rate for a generic process X →Y and its conjugate counterpart
X → Y is defined as γX

Y . For the 1 → 2 process, Ni → LΦ or Ni →
LCΦ†, γX

Y is given by [38]

γ
Ni
LℓΦ

=
MN1 M2

Ni
Γℓ

Ni

π2 z
K1(z

√
ai) , (19)

in terms of the re-scaled variables of Eq. (20) where Kn(z) is an
nth order modified Bessel function.

z =
MN1

T
, ai =

(
MNi

MN1

)2
, (20)

with s being the Mandelstam variable [42]. The following defini-
tions are implemented in the aforementioned coupled BEQs. For
a detailed description one may look into [38].

Γ
D(iℓ) =

1
nγ

γ
Ni
LℓΦ

Γ̂
D(iℓ) =

1
nγ

(
1+

4
21

η∆L

η∆Lℓ

)
γ

Ni
LℓΦ

Γ̃
D(iℓ) =

1
nγ

(
1+

4
21

η∆L

η∆Lℓ

)
γ

Ni
LℓΦ

(21)

In a standard radiation dominated Universe, the analytically
approximated solution of baryon to photon ratio is given by [9,
43, 44],

ηB ≃−3×10−2
∑
ℓ,i

εiℓ

Keffℓ min
[
zc,1.25Log(25Keffℓ )

] , (22)

where zc =
Mi
Tc
and Tc ∼ 149 GeV, [44] is the critical temperature,

below which the sphalerons freeze out [45, 46]. Here, Keffℓ =
κℓ ∑i KiBiℓ, with Ki = ΓNi/ζ (3)H (z = 1), denoting the washout
factor. Here, Biℓ’s are the branching ratios of the Ni decay to lep-
tons of ℓth flavor : Biℓ =

|Yνiℓ |2
(YνY †

ν )ii
. Including the Real Intermediate

State (RIS) subtracted collision terms one can write the factor κℓ

as,

κℓ =2 ∑
i, j j ̸=i

Re
[
(Yν )iℓ(Yν )

∗
jℓ

(
YνY †

ν

)
i j

]
+ Im

[(
(Yν )iℓ (Yν )

∗
jℓ

)2
]

Re[(Y †
ν Yν )ℓℓ{(YνY †

ν )ii +
(

YνY †
ν

)
j j
}]

×
(

1−2i
Mi −M j

Γi +Γ j

)−1
. (23)

Leptogenesis in the ISS model suffers from it’s incapacity to ex-
plain the observed BAU primarily due to two reasons. One is the
impact of huge washout and the second one is inadequate amount
of flavor lepton asymmetry, generated from a pseudo-Dirac pair

(see e.g. [12]). Authors, in [12] show that even after encounter-
ing resonance it is impossible to obtain adequate amount of lep-
ton asymmetry required for achieving the observed BAU. As men-
tioned in the introduction, here we particularly deal with these
two challenges in order to evade the competition between lepton
asymmetry and washout, by two different approaches.
The first approach we adopt here, in order to make the ISS

framework viable for leptogenesis involves the modification of
the Hubble expansion rate during lepton asymmetry creation and
subsequent washout process. The washout factor is mainly de-
termined by comparing the decay rate with the Hubble expan-
sion rate of the Universe at a certain temperature T as defined by
the parameter Ki earlier. The Hubble expansion rate in a radia-
tion dominated universe fails to compete against the larger decay
width of the heavier pseudo-Dirac states of the ISS framework
and hence a modification of the standard description of cosmol-
ogy resulting into a faster expansion of the Universe could be use-
ful in this regard. In the second approach, the partial cancellation
of lepton asymmetries between pseudo Dirac pairs can be undone
by considering non-degenerate diagonal entries ofMR matrix. For
analytic understanding one has to look into the Yukawa texture of
the ISS model which determines the overall order of lepton asym-
metry contributed by the decay of the final pseudo-Dirac states.

IV. CONSTRAINTS FROM µ → eγ

In this work, we have focused only on the study of the particular
branching ratio (BR) for µ → eγ decay process, which presently
provides the strongest bound in comparison to other variants of
LFV decay. In the ISS scenario, one can naturally obtain a large
branching of these LFV decays in comparison to what one obtains
in the type-I seesaw mechanism5. This large BR (here in particu-
lar, BR(µ → eγ)) is in practice resulted from the large light-heavy
mixing (denoted by Vµi, and Vei) mentioned in the Eq.(24). The
conventional form of BR(µ → eγ)) is given by [6, 34],

BR(µ → eγ) =
α3

ws2
w

256π2

m5
µ

M4
W

1
Γµ

∣∣∣ 9

∑
i

V ∗
µiVeiG(yi)

∣∣∣2, (24)

where, αw = g2
w/4π and s2

w = 1− (MW /MZ)
2 along with the loop

function G(y) having the following form,

G(y) =−2y3 +5y2 − y
4(1− y)3 − 3y3

2(1− y)4 lny, with yi =
m2

i
M2

W
. (25)

Here,MW andMZ imply the masses of theW and Z bosons that
participate in the loop diagrams of the flavor violating decay of
our interest. One denotes Γµ as the decay width of the relevant
decay. In the above equation mi stands for both the active and all
the sterile neutrino mass states andV being the NUmixing matrix
as defined earlier. We would like to refer the reader to Sec. II A
for the construction of such mixing matrix.

5 As we have seen, the rates of the LFV processes in the canonical type-
I seesaw model with massive right handed neutrinos are so strongly
suppressed that these processes are not observable in practice, and one
has e.g. BR(µ → eγ) ≲ 10−47 [19, 47] in a high scale type-I seesaw
scenario.
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V. RESULTS AND ANALYSIS

In this section, we present our claims regarding the possibili-
ties that we have explored in finding the viable parameter space
for leptogenesis in ISS. As mentioned in the introduction, we have
proposed two different kinds of resolutions to the issue of not hav-
ing successful leptogenesis in a generic ISS framework. In partic-
ular, the two case studies are based on (i) reducing the washout
effects by a considerable amount, and (ii) increasing the total lep-
ton asymmetry contributed by all the pseudo-Dirac pairs of the
ISS framework, to the possible maximum order (O(1)). These
two approaches involve two sub cases resulted from two different
choices of the rotational matrix used to extract the Yukawa cou-
pling in the CI formalism. One is considering a complex R and
the other is with a real R matrix, both of which satisfy RRT = I.
A complex R assists in raising the order of the Yukawa coupling
(Yνiℓ) as it involves hyperbolic function of the rotational angles in
the CI parametrisation. Such rise in the order of Yνiℓ is not ex-
pected in case of the real R. On the other hand a larger Yukawa
generally leads to large values of light-heavy mixing, which in
turn influences the order of magnitude of branching ratios of the
LFV channels. As mentioned in Sec. IV an indirect probe of the
leptogenesis parameter space is possible in the LFV experiments.

A. Case I: Reducing the strength of wash-out

The Hubble parameter H , being connected to the total en-
ergy density of the Universe through standard Friedmann equa-

tion sets the expansion rate of the Universe as function of temper-
ature. In conventional standard cosmology, it is assumed that the
Universe remains radiation dominated from the end of reheating
epoch till BBN. Non-standard scenarios appear due to the pres-
ence of a non-trivial fluid that dominates the energy density of the
Universe having equation of state parameter ω ̸= 1

3 at an interme-
diate stage. For example, an early matter dominated epoch arises
in the early Universe if the additional fluid has ω = 0 and exceeds
the radiation energy density of the Universe at some point of time.
Alternatively the pre-BBN era could be occupied by a species with
ω > 1

3 besides the conventional radiation component. The later
scenario is of our interest in the present analysis which is usually
dubbed as fast expanding Universe.
For convenience we mark the new species with η and write

the corresponding energy density as ρη ∼ a−4(1+n), where a(t)
is the scale factor of the Universe. In the limit of entropy con-
servation per comoving volume i.e., sa3 = const., one can define
ρrad(t) ∝ a(t)−4. Now, in case of a faster expansion of the Uni-
verse the energy density of η field is anticipated to be red-shifted
more rapidly than the radiation as realized by n > 0. Utilizing
the energy conservation principle, a general form of ρη can be
constructed as:

ρη (T ) = ρη (Tr)

(
g∗s(T )
g∗s(Tr)

)(4+n)/3( T
Tr

)(4+n)
. (26)

The temperature Tr is an unknown parameter (> TBBN) and can
be safely assumed as the point of equality of two respective energy
densities: ρη (Tr) = ρrad(Tr). To keep the success of BBN intact,
the energy component ρη must be subdominant compared to ρR

before BBN takes place. This poses a bound on Tr as Tr ≳ (15.4)1/n

[13].

Next, we specify the total energy density at any temperature (T >
Tr) as [13]

ρ(T ) = ρrad(T )+ρη (T ) (27)

= ρrad(T )

[
1+

g∗(Tr)

g∗(T )

(
g∗s(T )
g∗s(Tr)

)(4+n)/3( T
Tr

)n
]

(28)

From the above equation, it is evident that the energy density of
the Universe at any arbitrary temperature (T > Tr), is dominated
by η component. Now, the Friedmann equation, connecting the
Hubble parameter with the energy density of the Universe is given
byH 2 = ρ

3M2
Pl
withMPl = 2.4×1018 GeV being the reduced Planck

mass. At temperature higher than Tr with the condition g∗(T )= ḡ∗
which can be considered to be some constant, the Hubble rate can
approximately be recasted into the following form

H (T )≈ π ḡ1/2
∗

3
√

10
T 2

MPl

(
T
Tr

)n/2
, (with T ≫ Tr), (29)

= HR(T )
(

T
Tr

)n/2
,

whereHR(T )≃ 0.33 ḡ1/2
∗ T 2

MPl
, the standard Hubble rate for a radi-

ation dominated Universe. In case of SM, ḡ∗ can be identified with
the total SM energy degrees of freedom g∗(SM)≃ 106.75 at tem-
peratures above 100 GeV. In the present analysis we anticipate
that if non-trivial domination of η species persists till late time
at early Universe, it might be possible to delay the inverse decays
and subsequently reduce the amount of washout. It is worth to

mention here, that for a non-standard cosmology, the analytical
expression of ηB in Eq.(22) does not hold and one needs to solve
the full set of BEQs as given in Eq.(16) and Eq.(16) in order to
find a correct prediction of the final amount of lepton asymme-
try. Importantly, the Hubble parameterH (T ), present in Eq.(16)
and Eq.(16) takes the form of Eq.(29) while we solve the BEQs
considering non-standard cosmology.

First, in Table I, we tabulate two benchmark points (for real R)
that successfully yield the observed baryon asymmetry of the Uni-
verse, satisfying the neutrino oscillation data at the same time.
For BP-CA I, we have assumed the presence of kination domi-
nation (n = 2) prior to BBN era while in BP-CA II, presence of
a fluid (n = 3) in early Universe is considered which redshifts
faster than kinaton. In first two columns of Figs. 1 and 2, we
have shown the evolution of ηB−L as a function of temperature
for both the benchmark points considering standard and non-
standard cosmology respectively. In standard case (n ≃ 0), the
produced lepton-asymmetry gets substantially suppressed due to
strong wash out effects, predominantly from inverse decay. The
impact of huge wash-out in reducing the produced lepton asym-
metry is evident from bottom last two columns of Figs. 1and 2
where the ratio of thermally averaged decay (inverse decay) rate
and Hubble parameter is plotted as a function of temperature. In-
terestingly, the strength of wash-out gets heavily diluted (see bot-
tom right panel of Figs. 1 and 2) when we consider the presence of
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BP - CA µ (GeV) ml (eV) x y z n Tr (MeV) ΓD,1/H (z = 1) ηB Br(µ → eγ) mββ (eV) NU
I 2.65×10−3 5.94×10−4 0.63 3.02 3.05 2 5 9.66 6.02×10−10 1.06×10−20 0.0019 ✓

II 4×10−6 3×10−4 0.33 1.44 1.19 3 5 0.16 6.10×10−10 8.50×10−15 0.0017 ✓

TABLE I. Benchmark choices for the relevant parameters of leptogenesis and the corresponding washout amount (with ΓD,1 =∑
3
l=1 ΓD(l1)

in Eq.(21)) which altogether yield the final baryon to photon ratio (ηB), considering a real R. The ηB values for both the benchmark
points are evaluated at z = 100 by solving the set of coupled Boltzmann equations. Note that in this case the Dirac CP phase is the
only parameter that leads to the CP violation. We also mention the estimates of Br(µ → eγ) and mββ for the two respective benchmark
points. Here we have set M1 = M2 = M3 = 1TeV. The last column reveals whether a particular BP is allowed (✓) or disallowed (✗) by
the NU constraints.
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FIG. 1. In the first two columns, the evolution of lepton asymmetry yield, ηi is shown as a function of temperature for BP I considering
standard RD Universe and nonstandard cosmological scenario respectively. The last two columns show the evolutions of the ratio
(ΓD,1/H ) with temperature for standard and nonstandard cosmology respectively.
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FIG. 2. In the first two columns, the evolution of lepton asymmetry yield, ηi is shown as a function of temperature for BP II considering
standard RD Universe and nonstandard cosmological scenario respectively. The last two columns show the evolutions of the ratio
(ΓD,1/H ) with temperature for standard and nonstandard cosmology respectively.

FIG. 3. In the left estimate of ηB is shown as a function of the lightest neutrino mass (ml) (first left) and µ (second left) considering R
real. Right column shows the prediction for Br(µ → eγ) w.r.t. the same parameters as in the left. Here we have set (n,Tr) = (2,5MeV).
The grey horizontal line in left and right columns indicate the experimentally observed value of ηB and the present limit on Br(µ → eγ)
by MEG [48] respectively. The red dots are viable points that give rise to correct amount of baryon asymmetry, without violation of
Br(µ → eγ) and non-Unitarity bounds.

non-standard cosmology in form of kinaton or faster than kinaton dominated Universe. Such suppression in the amount of washout
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BP - CA µ (GeV) ml (eV) x y z n Tr (MeV) ΓD,1

H (z = 1) ηB Br(µ → eγ) mββ (eV) NU
III 7×10−7 3×10−3 -0.93 + 0.26 i -1.24 0.22 i -0.15 + 0.33 i 2 5 1.23×105 2.46×10−13 1.47×10−3 0.004 ✓

IV 7.98×10−7 1.81×10−3 −1.73+0.96 i -1.84-0.31 i −1.45+0.75 i 3 5 57.84 6.1×10−10 5.98×10−13 0.002 ✓

TABLE II. Benchmark choices for the relevant parameters of leptogenesis and the corresponding washout amount which altogether yield
the final ηB, considering a complex R. Unlike the real R case of table I, here CP violation is driven by the phases present in R in addition
to the Dirac CP phase. Here also, we have set M1 = M2 = M3 = 1TeV.

FIG. 4. Same as in Fig. 3. Here we have set (n,Tr) = (3,5MeV). The grey horizontal lines in the left and right columns indicate the
observed value of ηB [1] and the present sensitivity on Br(µ → eγ) set by MEG [22, 47, 49] respectively. The red dots are viable points
that give rise to correct amount of baryon asymmetry, without violation Br(µ → eγ) and non-unitarity bounds.

owing to the presence of non-standard cosmology assists in ob-
taining the right order of baryon asymmetry abundance. Consid-
ering a complexR, we also provide two suitable benchmark points
(BP-CA III and BP-CA IV, see table II) that obey the neutrino oscil-
lation data. Similar to the case with a real R, here also we have
considered the presence of η fluid at early Universe with differ-
ent set of (n,Tr) values. Despite BP-CA III being consistent with
the bounds from NU and Br(µ → eγ) constraints, it falls short in
providing the desired amount of ηB due to insufficient suppres-
sion of washout strength. In fact, we have observed that the n = 2
case for a complex R does not work in rescuing the ISS parameter
space for leptogenesis regardless of the value of Tr and thus we
refrain from discussing this particular case further.
Next, we proceed to perform a random scan over the relevant

parameters that are involved in controlling the value of ηB. For
the purpose, we fix the following ranges,

5×10−7 GeV ≤ µ ≤ 10−2 GeV,

10−5 eV ≤ ml ≤ 10−2eV,

−4π ≤ |x|, |y|, |z| ≤ 4π . (30)

and set M1 = M2 = M3 = 1TeV.
We first consider R as real and attempt to find out the param-

eter space that can generate adequate amount of baryon asym-
metry in the Universe. In the first two columns of Fig.3 and
Fig.4, we have shown the obtained values for ηB as function
of ml and µ respectively. In the last two columns of Fig.3 and
Fig.4 the predictions for Br(µ → eγ) are presented as with re-
spect to ml and µ respectively along with current sensitivity of
MEG [22, 47, 49]. As earlier stated, a faster expansion of the
Universe, characterised by suitable choices of (n,Tr) assists in sup-
pressing the strength of washout process. This feature facilitates
in rescuing part of the ISS parameter space where the PLANCK
2018 bound on the baryon asymmetry can be satisfied which is
otherwise not possible in a conventional radiation dominated Uni-
verse. In Fig. 3, the non-standard cosmological parameters are
set as (n,Tr) = (2,5MeV). Indeed there exists a few viable points
(marked by red dots in last two column of Fig.3), that yield the ex-
pected amount of baryon asymmetry with µ ∼O(10−3)−O(10−2)

keV. Note that for a real nature of R, δCP being the only source
of CP violation, the non-Unitarity constrains does not restrict the
parameter space. Also, the prediction for Br(µ → eγ) comes out
to be much smaller than the present sensitivity of MEG experi-
ment. We repeat the same analysis in Fig. 4 for a non-standard
Universe (n = 3,Tr = 5MeV) dominated by a fluid that redshifts
faster than kinaton. We notice that such choice of (n,Tr) results
into a somewhat enhanced parameter space preferring relatively
lower µ ∼ O(1)−O(10) keV. Due to the preference over smaller
µ, here the estimate of Br(µ → eγ) turns out to be relatively closer
to the MEG experimental sensitivity compared to the earlier case.
We have clarified earlier that for a real R, the Dirac CP phase

(δCP) is the only CP violating parameter that leads to ample
amount of remnant baryon asymmetry in the Universe. WhenR is
complex, one has additional CP violating sources. We analyse the
case for n= 3 for a complex R in Fig. 5. We notice that such choice
of (n,Tr) results into a few allowed points (marked by red dots in
last two columns of Fig. 5), favored for explaining the observed
value of ηB, surviving the strong non-Unitarity and Br(µ → eγ)
bounds. We also observe that the satisfaction of PLANCK 2018
bound prefers O(1)keV ≲ µ ≲ O(10)keV. Due to the preference
over smaller µ, the estimate of Br(µ → eγ) for baryon asymmetry
satisfied points turns out to be closer to the MEG experimental
sensitivity.

B. Case B: Increasing lepton asymmetry

As mentioned in Sec.III, the ISS parameter space for the sur-
vival of final lepton asymmetry can be retrieved by lifting the
degeneracy among the elements in the MR matrix. In this sec-
tion we present such investigation subject to both real and com-
plex choices of R. For the computation of lepton asymmetry we
have considered two set of choices, M1 = 1TeV, M2 = 1.01TeV,
M3 = 3TeV and M1 = 1TeV, M2 = 2TeV, M3 = 3TeV respectively.
Like the previous cases, we have varied here the LNV scale of ISS
model as µ = 10−6 − 10−2 GeV and the lightest neutrino mass
(ml) from 10−5 − 10−2 eV. We have shown the corresponding re-
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FIG. 5. Viable parameter space for complex R when n = 3. In first two columns, we show the estimate of ηB as function of µ and ml
respectively. Last two columns display the estimate of Br(µ → eγ) w.r.t. µ and ml respectively. The cyan colored points show the yield
for baryon asymmetry and the branching ratio after imposition of NU constraints. The red dots in the right columns show the relevant
ranges of µ and ml which satisfy the baryon asymmetry criteria.

FIG. 6. The left two columns show baryon to photon ratio for real R as a function of the LNV scale (ml) and the lightest neutrino
mass (µ) when the heavy RHN states are non-degenerate, keeping M1 = 1TeV, M2 = 1.01 TeV, M3 = 3 TeV. Here we have varied δCP
from π

6 to
3π

2 . The right columns correspond to the respective branching ratio w.r.t. µ and ml . For the real R the ISS parameter space
offering leptogenesis is not restricted by non-Unitarity of lepton mixing. The gray band in the left plots reports the PLANCK bound on
ηB, whereas the one in the RHN plots indicate the present sensitivity on the Br(µ → eγ) reported by MEG. The magenta points in the
right columns represent those which satisfy PLANCK bound on ηB.

sults in Figs. 6, 7, 8, and 9 respectively associated with the real
and complex R cases and the two choices made for (M1,M2,M3)
as earlier specified. Inclusion of non-degeneracy in MR, corre-
sponding to different generations of heavy sterile states helps to
avoid the partial cancellation between the lepton asymmetries as-
sociated with the pseudo-Dirac states forming a pair. This in turn
leads to a sufficient yield of total lepton asymmetry contributed
by all the pseudo-Dirac states. The reason behind the aforemen-
tioned choice of two sets of (M1,2,3) is to see the influence of the
appropriate amount of degeneracy in saving the ISS parameter
space. For a better clarity on this issue, in table III and IV we
mention the benchmark points and the corresponding outcomes,
relevant to the case B. The respective Yukawa coupling matrices
obtained for each individual benchmark points mentioned in ta-
ble III have been presented in table IV. The corresponding mass
inputs for the pseudo-Dirac states are M1 = 1TeV, M2 = 1.01TeV,
M3 = 3TeV. Considering a real R, in the left columns of Fig. 6 we
show baryon to photon ratio as a function of µ and ml for the first
set of RHN mass states mentioned above. In the right columns we
present the branching ratio for µ → eγ w.r.t. µ and ml .
Fig.7 represents the baryon to photon ratio (left) and branch-

ing ratio for µ → eγ (right) same for the complex R with the first
choice of RHNmass states. For this case we notice that the some of
the green points which satisfy NU constraints along with the de-
sired baryon asymmetry, also yield the Br(µ → eγ) which is close
to the present and future sensitivity. However, the final points al-

low only larger value of µ and the lightest neutrino mass. On the
other hand we show these results for the second choice of RHN
masses in Fig. 8 and Fig. 9 respectively for the real and complex
R. From these four figures it is clearly evident that an adequate
degeneracy among the RHN mass states are crucial to retrieve
the ISS parameter space for successful leptogenesis. From Fig. 8
and Fig. 9 we learn that, a larger hierarchy among the RHN mass
states can change the leptogenesis prediction of ISS model sig-
nificantly. Similar conclusion can also be drawn from Fig. 6 and
Fig. 9. For a hierarchical spectrum of RHNs the number of points
crossing the PLANCK bound on baryon to photon ratio is very
less, as it is evident in the respective figures. The reason being,
for strictly hierarchical RHN mass states it is difficult to generate
adequate amount of lepton asymmetry which can finally compete
against the huge washout (with K ∼ O(107)). While investigat-
ing this case we imposed relevant constraints associated with the
non-Unitarity of the lepton mixing. This is evinced especially in
Fig. 7 and Fig. 9, by the orange points, which are excluded by
the bounds on non-Unitary mixing. The NU mixing matrix ele-
ments are controlled by several electro-weak interaction observ-
ables mentioned in [37]. The exclusion of ISS parameter space, in
terms of µ has taken place even through the NU constraint, in ad-
dition to the baryon asymmetry criteria. It is because of the com-
plex R structure which has hyperbolic dependency on the mixing
angles, thus making the light-heavy mixing very large. Which,
however is not the case for real R. For the real case, thus NU
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FIG. 7. Same as in Fig. 6 with exception complex R. For complex R, a part of the ISS parameter space is ruled out by simultaneous
imposition of baryon asymmetry and NU criteria. The viable parameter space satisfying these two constraints is shown by green points.
The magenta colored points in the right columns indicate those which satisfy both ηB and NU constraints simultaneously.

does not restrict the ISS parameter space, whether complex R
does as evident in Fig. 7 and Fig. 9. Therefore the green points
are the final representative parameter space of ISS offering suc-

cessful leptogenesis which can be indirectly probed through LFV
search.

BP-CB µ (GeV) ml (eV) x y z ∑
6
i=1 εe

i ∑
6
i=1 ε

µ

i ∑
6
i=1 ετ

i ηB Br(µ → eγ) mββ (eV) NU
I 0.0098 0.006 3.92+4.34i 1.9+2i 2.85+0.1i −0.001 0.004 −0.003 5.9×10−10 8.59×10−13 0.006 ✓

II 0.009 0.006 3.49+4.2i 3.5+2i 2.7+0.1i −6.4×10−7 1.4×10−5 −1.3×10−5 2.12×10−10 3.97×10−13 0.006 ✓

III 6.4×10−5 0.0059 3.55 2.44 3.82 2.6×10−5 −2.19×10−5 −4.7×10−6 5.27×10−10 1.3×10−17 0.006 ✓

IV 2.2×10−6 0.0078 3.2 2.89 2.66 −8.2×10−6 3.5×10−6 4.6×10−6 5.7×10−10 1.17×10−14 0.007 ✓

TABLE III. Benchmark points (I) and (II) representing the parameter space subject to Fig. 7 and Benchmark points (III) and (IV) Fig. 6.

It is important to note here that, in all the sub cases of case B
the branching ratio obtained here is of very much improved order
which is pretty close to the present sensitivity set by MEG [22]
on Br(µ → eγ). For complex R and first choice of RHN mass val-
ues one can notice the green points, allowed by NU lepton mixing
restricts the LNV scale from 10−3 − 10−2 GeV. We also notice a
lower bound on the lightest neutrino mass for NH to be around
10−4 eV. However for real R, a large branching for (µ → eγ) de-
mands a smaller µ scale which is close to the traditional µ scale
of ISS. Also we do not get such lower bound on the lightest neu-
trino mass for the consideration of real R. From the results of this
section it is quite understandable that, the ISS parameter space
yielding an order smaller Br(µ → eγ) than the present bound can
be probed by MEG II [50] with an improved sensitivity. Neutrino-
less-double-beta decay (NDBD) is potentially connected to baryon
asymmetry. Since the baryon asymmetry criteria has imposed re-
striction on the range of lightest neutrino mass, it is instructive
to study the effective neutrino mass parameter space which in-
fluences the half-life of NDBD amplitude [51]. The effective neu-
trino mass governing the NDBD [52] can be computed using the
following prescription.

mββ = ∑
i

∣∣∣U2
eimi

∣∣∣ , (31)

where, i= 1, 2, 3,U being the leptonmixing matrix. In this frame-
work, the effective mass would not receive any contribution from

the Majorana phases as they are assumed to conserve the CP sym-
metry. In Fig. 10 we have shown the variation of effective neutrino
mass with the lightest neutrino mass. The figure demonstrates
that the suggested sensitivity established by nEXO [53] has the
capability to explore a certain region of the parameter space for
leptogenesis that is associated with the lightest neutrino mass.

The angle of light-heavy mixing serves as a crucial factor that
impacts both the generation of the baryon asymmetry of the uni-
verse (BAU) and the control of production rates for Right-Handed
Neutrinos (RHNs) at colliders. Unlike the Standard Model (SM)
particles, these RHNs are not electrically charged and therefore
exhibit highly suppressed direct interactions with SM fields. Their
production can only occur through mixing with SM neutrinos
[54, 55]. We have determined the magnitude of the light-heavy
mixing element, denoted as |VµN1,2 |2, to be approximately 10−7 to
10−4 within the parameter space that corresponds to the observed
BAU. This range of |VµN1,2 |2 values can potentially be explored in
forthcoming muon collider experiments, as discussed in a recent
publication [56] and its references. Several distinct signatures of
heavy RHNs, dependent on the extent of light-heavy mixing, can
be found in references [55–58] in the context of future lepton
colliders, and in references [59–61] with regards to LHC experi-
ments. At this stage we can be a little optimistic about the validity
of our results for ISS parameter space for leptogenesis w.r.t. two
complementary searches namely the rare leptonic decay µ → eγ

and searches at Muon Collider.

9



FIG. 8. Same as in Fig. 6 with hierarchical RHN masses, e.g. M1 = 1TeV, M2 = 2TeV, M3 = 3TeV. The magenta colored points in the
right columns indicate those which satisfy both ηB and NU constraints simultaneously.

FIG. 9. Same as the caption of Fig. 7 with hierarchical RHN masses, e.g. M1 = 1TeV, M2 = 2TeV, M3 = 3TeV. Here, we do not get any
points which simultaneously satisfy the constraints from baryon asymmetry and NU. The green points which respect the NU bounds do
not yield the observed baryon to photon ratio.

BP-CB Y 6×3
ν

I 10−3


0.07 −0.12i −0.45−0.58i −0.089−0.86i

−0.12−0.074i −0.58+0.45i −0.86+0.089i
−1.96+2.96i 26.81 +0.97i 26.9 +22.72i
−2.9−1.96i −0.97+26.8i −22.7+26.9i
5.92 +3.92i 1.96 −53.5i 45.4 −53.8i
3.92 −5.92i −53.5−1.96i −53.8−45.4i



II 10−3


0.012 −0.026i −0.52+0.58i −0.87+0.16i
0.026 +0.012i −0.58−0.52i −0.16−0.87i

2.74 +5.53i −19.7+52.i −54.5+27.7i
5.53 −2.7i 52.9 +19.7i 27.7 +54.5i

−8.29+4.11i −79.4−29.7i −41.6−81.8i
4.1 +8.29i −29.7+79.4i −81.8+41.62i



III 10−3


−0.33−1.1i −0.1−1.68i −0.11−1.51i
−1.10+0.33i −1.68+0.1i −1.5+0.11i
0.15 −0.26i −0.02+1.6i −0.03−0.02i
−0.26−0.15i 1.6 +0.02i −0.025+0.03i
−0.72+1.48i 0.15 −2.1i 0.17 −4.82i
−1.48−0.72i 2.17 +0.15i 4.8 +0.17i



IV 10−3


0.68 +0.25i −0.02+0.027i −0.027−6.19i
0.25 −0.68i 0.027 +0.024i −6.19+0.027i
0.34 −9.61i 0.94 −9.56i 1.06 +5.42i
9.61 +0.34i 9.56 +0.94i −5.42+1.06i
8.24 +0.70i −0.069−38.38i −0.078−40.06i
0.70 −8.24i −38.38+0.069i −40.06+0.078i


TABLE IV. Yukawa coupling matrices associated with BPs men-
tioned in table III.

VI. CONCLUSION

We have proposed the possible scenarios which can account
for the observed baryon asymmetry of the Universe in a pure ISS
framework. This proposal is based on two independent methods,
one by minimizing the huge washout and the other by increasing
the order of lepton asymmetry. In both of these cases our con-
clusion on the success of ISS leptogenesis remains the same. We
want to emphasize that ISS parameter space alone can yield the
observed baryon to photon ratio through leptogenesis. In order
to execute the first approach we have considered non-standard
thermal history of the Universe, so that the Hubble expansion rate
during leptogenesis can well compete with the large decay rate for
leptogenesis. In this case we noticed that, the parameters (n, Tr)
representing the non-standard thermal history of the Universe are
able to rescue the ISS parameter space (in terms of µ) which offers
successful leptogenesis. Next, we consider the second approach
where we assume degeneracy among the RHN mass states asso-
ciated with each generation. This assumption helps us avoid po-
tential cancellations between the lepton asymmetries associated
with the PD states of each generation. In most of the cases studied
here we have obtained testable parameter space of leptogenesis
w.r.t. the LFV search e.g. µ → eγ. To the best of our knowledge,
these results are novel and have not been reported earlier. We
have found a favourable case for the case A, assigned with n = 3
both for real and complex rotational matrix R. We have also no-
ticed in case B that, an adequate amount of the aforementioned
degeneracy is crucial for the final baryon asymmetry to survive.
An important research endeavor would involve exploring the un-
conventional leptogenesis in ISS framework which can be found
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FIG. 10. Shows the effective neutrino mass predicted w.r.t. the constrained lightest neutrino mass. The figures provide explanations of
the implications associated with various color codes, enabling a clear differentiation between each case. The lightest neutrino mass gets
restriction from the criteria ηB = (6− 6.18)× 10−10. The grey band indicates the limit on mββ set by the KamLAND-ZEN experiment
[62], which falls in the range 61− 165 MeV. The black dashed horizontal line indicates the future sensitivity set by nEXO [53] on
mββ = 0.007 eV.

elsewhere.

Appendix A: Finite temperature effects on resonant
leptogenesis

We revisit here a generic case of resonant leptogenesis by in-
cluding finite temperature correction in a type I seesaw frame-
work with O(1)TeV RHN masses. We introduce three RHNs and
consider the mass matrix of the same as diagonal with entries
{M1,M2 = M1 +∆, M3}. We assume quasi degeneracy ( ∆

M1
≪ 1)

among the first two RHNs and make the third one substantially
heavier for simplicity. This allows to check for any possible finite
temperature effects on resonant leptogenesis scenario from both
N1 and N2 decays.
A detailed discussion on the influence of thermal effects on the

final baryon asymmetry for low and high scale leptogenesis can
be found in refs. [63–65]. The Flavored CP asymmetry ([66, 67])
in presence of thermal effects is given by [64, 65],

ε
α
i = ∑

i ̸= j
sgn(Mi −M j) Ii j,αα

2x(0)γ(z)

4 Γ22
Γ j j

(x(0)+ xT (z))2 +
Γ j j
Γ22

γ2(z)
, (A1)

where,

Ii j,αα =
Im
[
Y †

iαYα j
(
Y †Y

)
i j

]
+ Mi

M j
Im
[
Y †

iαYα j
(
Y †Y

)
ji

]
(
Y †Y

)
ii

(
Y †Y

)
j j

. (A2)

In Eq.(A1) the quantity x(0) ≡ ∆M(0)/Γ22, ∆M(0) being the N2−
N1 mass splitting at zero temperature. Thermal corrections to the
N2−N1 mass splitting, ∆MT , with the total mass splitting given by
∆M = ∆M(0)+∆MT , is present in the expression for εα

(i) and are
accounted for by the term xT (z) [65]:

xT (z)≡
∆MT (z)

Γ22
≃ π

4z2

√(
1− Γ11

Γ22

)2
+4

|Γ12|2
Γ2

22
. (A3)

The function γ(z) in Eq. (A1) determines the thermal effects to the
N1,2 self-energy cut [64] and can be expressed as γ(z)≡

〈
pµ Lµ

pν qν

〉
.

For further details, see ref. [63].
The following set of coupled differential equations (taken from

ref. [65]) have been numerically solved to find the evolution of

temperature dependent asymmetry.

dNNi

dz
= −(Di)(NNi −Neq

Ni
), (A4)

dN∆α

dz
= ∑

i

[
−ε

α
i Di(NNi −Neq

Ni
)−W D

i piα N∆α

]
, (A5)

In the above piα =
|Yαi|2v2

2m̃iMi
, with m̃i ≡ (Y †Y )iiv2/2Mi. piα is the

flavour dependent projection probabilities with piα , i = 1,2, α =
e,µ,τ. The quantityW D

i implies the contribution of inverse decay
to the final amount of wash out and Di = denotes the decay term.
Importantly, both Di and W D

i contain thermal masses of RHNs
and final state leptons and Higgs boson (taken from Ref. [68]).
Here, Ni and N∆α

are respectively the number density of ith RHN
and the value of the asymmetry, both scaled by nγ .
We present a benchmark scenario to show the impact of ther-

mal effects in the CP asymmetry parameter and final amount of
baryon asymmetry. We set,

M1 = 1TeV, ∆M = 10−7GeV
x = 4.18 +1.68i, y = 1.95 +1.68i, z = 4.0 +1.45i , (A6)

where x, y and z are the elements of R in Eq.(7).
Next, we compute the CP asymmetry (εe

1) associated with the
electron flavor from N1 decay and show the same as a function
of temperature in the left panel of Fig. A using Eq.(A1). In the
relativistic (z > 1) limit, the CP asymmetry is found to be a de-
creasing function of temperature while it almost merges with the
zero temperature value (Eq.(15)) at z > 1with very negligible dif-
ference not exceeding more than 1%. Similar behaviour of the CP
asymmetry with temperature has been also observed in ref. [63].
In the right panel of Fig. 11, we estimate the ηB, incorporating

the temperature correction (Eq.(A1)) and compare it with evolu-
tion of the same without including temperature effect. We utilise
the benchmark point as listed in Eq.(A6). We notice that the final
amount of baryon asymmetry remains more or less the same with
or without the inclusion of temperature corrections. Although
at high temperature regime (z ≪ 1), the ηB evolution for both
the cases seem to be largely different, the final baryon asymme-
try is mainly determined only by the later stages of the evolution
at relatively small temperatures when the decaying RHN is non-
relativistic and thus the corresponding CP asymmetry parame-
ters (with and without temperature corrections) almost matches.
Temperature effect might turn crucial for a framework where the
RHN mass scale is lower than the EWPT temperature as can be
found in [65]. In that case, without temperature correction to the
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FIG. 11. Shows the evolution of CP asymmetry (left) and ηB (right) with (blue) and without (orange) temperature correction with
respect to z = M/T .

RHN mass, it is not possible to generate lepton asymmetry that can be converted to the observed baryon asymmetry via standard
sphaleron process.
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