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Abstract: The temperature-dependent mass of the heavy neutrino can lead to the sec-

ond leptogenesis occurring below the electroweak scale, potentially explaining the large

discrepancy between baryon and lepton asymmetries. We investigate this scenario further,

exploring the intricate interplay of the weak interaction processes within this framework.

It includes notable shifts in the dominant decay channels of heavy neutrinos around the

electroweak symmetry breaking, along with the resonance behavior of the scattering pro-

cesses near the W/Z mass. The CP asymmetry can also vary over cosmic history due to

the temperature-dependent mass, allowing the B − L asymmetry generation to be ampli-

fied in the late epoch. These findings elucidate how such alterations in the dynamics of

second leptogenesis contribute to addressing the observed discrepancies in baryon-lepton

asymmetry.
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1 Introduction

Our universe exhibits a nonzero matter-antimatter asymmetry, and the mechanism behind

this asymmetry remains a crucial open question in particle physics. One of the reasonable

new physics scenarios to explain it is leptogenesis [1], where a nonzero lepton asymmetry is

generated by the out-of-equilibrium decay of heavy Majorana neutrinos with lepton number

violation. The created lepton asymmetry is then partially converted into that in the baryon

number via the sphaleron transition in equilibrium at finite temperatures [2–4], which leads

to the baryon asymmetry comparable to the lepton asymmetry. This scenario provides an

explanation for the observed baryon asymmetry, supplemented by the generation of the

tiny Majorana masses of the active neutrinos by the type-I seesaw mechanism [5–9].

The amount of baryon asymmetry of the universe (BAU) is quantified by the baryon-

to-photon ratio, ηB ≡ nB−nB̄
nγ

≃ O(10−10), where nB, nB̄, and nγ are the number densities

of baryons, anti-baryons, and photons, respectively. The value of it is determined by the

measurements of the light elements’ abundances in the universe [10] and the observation

of the cosmic microwave background (CMB) [11]. On the other hand, the latest 4He abun-

dance observation at the EMPRESS experiment [12] suggests that the lepton asymmetry

of the universe (LAU) is significantly larger than the BAU. They reported the value of
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the degeneracy parameter of the electron neutrino as ξνe = 0.05+0.03
−0.02. It relates to the

lepton-to-photon ratio ηL as

ηL ≡ nL − nL̄
nγ

≃
∑
ℓ

gℓπ
2

12ζ(3)

(
Tℓ
Tγ

)3

ξℓ, (1.1)

where gℓ and Tℓ represent the degree of freedom and temperature of lepton ℓ, i.e., charged

leptons and neutrinos. By using appropriate assumptions, the EMPRESS results leads to

ηL = O(10−2) with an uncertainty of 2.5 σ level [13–17].

Although the suggested large LAU is still an anomaly of the 2.5σ level, the differ-

ence between the BAU and LAU is considerably large, ηL ≃ 108ηB. Since the sphaleron

transition in equilibrium equates the orders of these two asymmetries [4], such a large dis-

crepancy calls for modifications to the traditional scenario of leptogenesis. See Refs. [13–23]

for further discussions on the measurements of lepton asymmetry and efforts toward its

explanation.

To explain the discrepancy, a new scenario was proposed involving twofold leptogenesis,

enabled by the time-varying masses of heavy neutrinos due to their coupling with scalar

wave dark matter ϕ [17]. In the early universe, the masses of heavy neutrinos were initially

constant and much larger than their bare Majorana masses due to the coupling with ϕ. At a

certain temperature T∗, ϕ started to oscillate, whose amplitude decreased with temperature

cooling due to cosmic expansion. Then, the size of the heavy neutrino masses also began

to decrease. The change of the mass ended when the temperature-dependent mass was

comparable to the bare mass. As a result, there are two ‘bendings’ in the curve of the

heavy neutrino mass throughout the history of the universe. In Refs. [24, 25], leptogenesis

with such a temperature-dependent mass has also been discussed.

The temperature-dependent Majorana mass enables two distinct eras where heavy neu-

trinos are much non-relativistic in the early universe. In such eras, the production of heavy

neutrinos was extremely suppressed. The decay occurred dominantly, and the nonzero

lepton number was created if the decay was non-equilibrium and included CP violation.

Therefore, in suitable parameter regions, we would expect that leptogenesis occurred twice

in the early universe. In addition, it is possible to consider a setup where the first lep-

togenesis occurred before the electroweak symmetry breaking (EWSB), and the second

one occurred after the EWSB. This decouples the size of the BAU and LAU because the

sphaleron transition decoupled after EWSB, and the lepton asymmetry generated at the

second leptogenesis was not converted into baryon asymmetry. It provides a plausible sce-

nario to explain the large discrepancy between the BAU and LAU. The schematic diagram

for this scenario is illustrated in Fig. 1.

In this paper, we perform a detailed analysis of this new leptogenesis scenario, with

accurate consideration of the electroweak interaction modes of heavy neutrinos Ni after

the EWSB. We discuss how it changes the nature of the second leptogenesis.

This paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we present the Lagrangian of the model

and discuss the behavior of the temperature-dependent mass of the heavy neutrinos. In

Section 3, we explore changes in the decay and scattering processes of Ni due to its mass

variation and mixing with the SM neutrinos. In Section 4, we show the density matrix
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Figure 1. The schematic diagram for the decoupling of baryon and lepton asymmetry in the

twofold leptogenesis scenario. If sphaleron decoupling occurs between the first and second phases

of leptogenesis, the baryon asymmetry is fixed earlier than the lepton asymmetry, while the lepton

number can still be altered through the second leptogenesis.

equations and CP asymmetry adopting the change of the decay and scattering channels.

In Section 5, we perform the numerical evaluation of the baryon and lepton asymmetry.

Finally, we summarize our findings and discuss the outlook in Section 6. Detailed formulas

for the scattering cross-sections are provided in Appendix A. In Appendix B, a general

discussion about the CP asymmetry in the decay of the heavy neutrinos is presented.

2 Model for the second leptogenesis

We add three gauge singlet right-handed neutrinos N i
R (i = 1, 2, 3) and a scalar ϕ into the

SM. We assume that ϕ is wave dark matter with the mass 10−22 eV < mϕ < 30 eV [26],

where the lower bound is given by the Lyman-α forest data, and the upper bound comes

from the consistency of using the classical field to describe ϕ. The energy density of

the coherent oscillation of ϕ behaves like matter during cosmic expansion and constitutes

the current dark matter density. The terms in the Lagrangian relevant to the following

discussion are given by [27–29]

L = −1

2
(M0i + giϕ)N ic

RN
i
R − yℓiLℓΦ

cN i
R + h.c. (2.1)

where M0i and gi are the bare Majorana masses and coupling constants of the heavy

neutrinos, respectively. The Higgs doublet and the lepton doublet are denoted by Φ and

Lℓ, respectively, and Φc is defined by Φc = iσ2Φ
∗.

After the EWSB, the Higgs field acquires the vacuum expectation value (VEV) v ≃
246 GeV which generates the Dirac mass (mD)ℓi = yℓiv/

√
2 for neutrinos. Then, the left-

handed neutrinos νℓL in Lℓ are expressed by the mass eigenstate Majorana fields νa and Ni

(a, i = 1, 2, 3) as

νℓL = UℓaPLνa +RℓiPLNi, (2.2)

where PL is the left-handed chirality projection operator, U is the Pontecorvo–Maki–

Nakagawa–Sakata (PMNS) matrix [30, 31], and R is the active-sterile mixing matrix. At

the leading order, R is given by

R = mDM
−1
N , (2.3)
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where MN is the diagonal mass matrix of the heavy neutrinos.

Assuming spatial homogeneity, the configuration of the classical field ϕ(t) is determined

by the following equation of motion,

ϕ̈+ 3Hϕ̇+m2
ϕϕ = 0, (2.4)

where the dot means the time derivative and H is the Hubble parameter. In the early

universe, H is much larger than mϕ, and ϕ(t) was a constant due to the large friction

term. In this paper, we simply assume that the initial configuration ϕ0 is nonzero and

do not discuss its origin. Since H decreases as the universe expands, ϕ begins to oscillate

at a specific temperature T = T∗, which satisfies H(T∗) = mϕ. At lower temperatures, ϕ

oscillates as ϕ ∝ cos(mϕt), and its energy density ρϕ = 1
2 ϕ̇

2 + 1
2m

2
ϕϕ

2 scales as a matter

component with respect to the cosmic expansion. The amplitude of the oscillation |ϕ|
scales as |ϕ| ∝ √

ρ ∝ T 3/2.

A nonzero configuration of ϕ can change the mass of Ni via the couplings in Eq. (2.1).

At T > T∗, Ni has a constant mass M∗i determined by the initial configuration of ϕ,

M∗i =M0i + giϕ0. In the following, we consider the case that M∗i is much larger than the

bare mass M0i. At T < T∗, the oscillation of ϕ induces the time-(temperature-)dependent

mass of the heavy neutrinos, Mi(t) = M0i + giϕ(t). Since the oscillation term can change

the sign, we evaluate it by using the time-average of its square Mi −M0i ≃
〈
g2i ϕ

2
〉1/2

,

where ϕ = |ϕ| cos(mϕt), and ⟨· · · ⟩ means the time-average. Since the time-varying of |ϕ| is
slower than that of the oscillating part,1 we approximate the mass by

Mi ≃M0i + gi|ϕ|
〈
cos2(mϕt)

〉1/2
=M0i + gi

√
ρDM

mϕ

(
T

T0

)3/2

, (2.5)

where ρDM is the dark matter energy density, and T0 is the temperature of the current

universe. Eq. (2.5) is our final form of the temperature-dependent mass for T < T∗.
2

Consequently, the behavior of Mi can be roughly given by [17]

Mi(T ) ≃


M∗i T > T∗,

M0i +M∗i

(
T
T∗

)3/2
T∗ > T > TNi ,

M0i TNi > T,

(2.6)

where TNi is defined byMi(TNi) = 2M0i, below which the contribution from the wave dark

matter coupling is negligibly small compared to the bare mass.

Here, we give a comment about the validity of using the time average in evaluating

the temperature-dependent mass. To justify the approximation, the time scale of relevant

processes has to be much longer than that of the oscillation, tosc ∼ 1/mϕ. In this paper,

1Since d|ϕ|/dt = |ϕ|H, the time scale of changing |ϕ| is tamp ∼ 1/H, while that of oscillating part is

tosc ∼ 1/mϕ. Thus, tosc < tamp because H < mϕ after beginning the oscillation.
2We can consider other ways of the time average, for example, ⟨|Mi(t)|⟩ or

〈
Mi(t)

2
〉1/2

. Their behavior

is almost the same as our formula, both at sufficiently high and sufficiently low temperatures. Although

they have different behavior when Mi −M0i ≃ M0i (T ≃ TNi shown in Eq. (2.6)), it has little effect on the

evaluation of leptogenesis in our scenario.
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we investigate the leptogenesis, and the decay rate of Ni thus has to be smaller than mϕ.

We have checked that this condition is satisfied at the parameter point that we investigate

in Sec. 5.

Before closing this section, we briefly discuss various constraints on the model param-

eters. First, the mass of Ni and the size of the Yukawa coupling yℓi are constrained by the

big bang nucleosynthesis (BBN) and Neff [32, 33]. To avoid disrupting their predictions

due to the decay after the neutrino decoupling, M0i has to be larger than roughly 1 GeV

when the size of the Yukawa coupling satisfies the canonical seesaw relation [34, 35]. To

avoid this constraint, we consider M0i ≃ 10 GeV in the following and assume the decay

product of Ni is thermalized before the BBN.

To make ϕ stable, the decay ϕ → NiNi has to be prohibited, or its lifetime has to

be much larger than the cosmic age. In the following, we assume Mi ≥ M0i ≃ 10 GeV

and mϕ ≃ 10−3 eV. Thus, the decay does not occur at zero temperature. Even at finite

temperatures, the thermal mass of ϕ induced by the thermalized background Ni does not

exceed the criterion of the decay because we consider very small gi, and Ni is thermalized

only around T ≃M0i ≃ 10 GeV. Thus, the decay was also prohibited in the early universe.

To keep the coherent oscillation of ϕ in the entire cosmic history, the thermalization

of ϕ via the scattering ϕNi → ϕNi has to be avoided [28]. In addition, for ϕ to behave as

wave dark matter, the one-loop induced quartic coupling of ϕ should be smaller than its

mass term at the matter-radiation equality [28]. These constrain the model parameters.

For instance, at T∗ = 1 TeV, the values of M∗i ≳ 1.6 × 107 GeV are excluded due to

the dominant quartic coupling. Furthermore, M∗i ≳ 4.5 × 107 GeV (M0/10 GeV)1/4 are

excluded due to the thermalization of ϕ. See Ref. [17] for more details.

There are other constraints from the experiments such as Majoron detection [36],

neutrino free-streaming [37], and neutrino oscillations in the Sun [38]. However, they are

not strong constraints in the parameter regions discussed below. Thus, we present no

further discussion here.

3 Decay and scattering channels of heavy neutrinos in a temperature-

dependent-mass scenario

In this section, we discuss the decay and scattering processes of the heavy neutrinos.

Depending on the temperature and mass, different processes may dominate the production

of Ni in the early universe.

3.1 Decay channels

Here, we show the formulas for the decay rates of Ni. Since we discuss them at the tree

level, the decay to particles and that to anti-particles have the same decay rate. Thus, we

show only the formula for the decay violating the lepton number by ∆L = 1. To evaluate

the total decay rate, we need to double each formula to include ∆L = −1 modes. In

addition, all fermion flavors are summed in the formulas.

– 5 –



Before the EWSB, the Majorana fermions Ni = N i
R + (N i

R)
c are the massive mode

with the temperature mass Mi(T ), and the other particles are massless.3 The dominant

decay modes are Ni → LℓΦ. The decay rate is given by

Γ(Ni → LΦ) =
(y†y)iiMi

16π
, (3.1)

where we took the sums about the SU(2) doublet.

After the EWSB, the Higgs field obtains the VEV. The Dirac mass terms for neutrinos

are generated, and the neutrino mixing shown in Eq. (2.2) occurs. Through the mixing, Ni

interacts with the electroweak gauge bosons W±/Z and the Higgs boson h. At the leading

order of M−1
i , the interaction terms are given by

L ≃−
gW√
2
(mDM

−1
N )aiℓ̄aγ

µPLN
iW−

µ −
gZ
2
(mDM

−1
N )aiνaγ

µPLN
iZµ

− 1

v
(mD)aihνaPRNi + h.c., (3.2)

where gW is the charged weak coupling, and gZ is the neutral weak coupling. Since the

couplings of the gauge interactions include M−1
N , the strength of the gauge interaction also

depends on the temperature. We do not show the PMNS matrix in Eq. (3.2) because we

neglect the active neutrino masses in the following discussions.4 The active neutrinos ν

are treated as Weyl fermions, not Majorana fermions. Thus, we distinguish ν and the

anti-neutrinos ν̄.

If Ni is heavier than Z, W
±, and h, the corresponding two-body decays are kinemati-

cally allowed. The decay rates are given by

Γ(Ni → Zν) =
(y†y)iiMi

64π

(
1− 3

m4
Z

M4
i

+ 2
m6
Z

M6
i

)
, (3.3)

Γ(Ni →W+ℓ) =
(y†y)iiMi

64π

(
1− 3

m4
W

M4
i

+ 2
m6
W

M6
i

)
, (3.4)

Γ(Ni → hν) =
(y†y)iiMi

64π

(
1−

m2
h

M2
i

)2

, (3.5)

where mZ , mW , and mh are the masses of the Z, W , and Higgs bosons, respectively. In

the above expressions, the lepton masses are neglected.

When the above two-body decays are not allowed, the dominant decay processes are

three-body decays via off-shell Z, W± and h such as N → ννν̄, N → νℓℓ̄, N → νqq̄, and

N → ℓqq̄′ [39–41]. Since we consider Ni with a mass larger thanM0i ≃ 10 GeV, the energy

scale of the decay exceeds the QCD scale. Thus, the final states include free quarks, not

hadronic states.

3We neglect the thermal mass in the following discussion.
4It does not mean that we approximate mD ≃ 0. We neglect the kinematic effects of the active neutrino

mass. Then, the PMNS matrix does not appear in the flavor-summed formulas.
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From Eq. (3.2), the ratio of the strength of the interactions with Z, W±, h are roughly

given by

gW±Ni
: gZNi

: ghNi
≃ gW√

2Mi

:
gZ
2Mi

:
1

v
≃

√
2mW

Mi
:
mZ

Mi
: 1. (3.6)

Since we consider the case that two-body decays are not allowed, the gauge bosons give

a larger contribution than the Higgs boson. Thus, in the following, we consider only the

three-body decays via the off-shell gauge bosons.

In evaluating the decay rates, we use the approximation of the contact Fermi couplings

for the internal gauge bosons. In addition, we neglect all the fermion masses. We do

not consider decays involving the top quarks because they are assumed to be decoupled

simultaneously after the EWSB for simplicity. Then, the decay rates are given by

Γ(Ni → ννν̄) =
G2
FM

3
i

192
√
2π3

(y†y)ii, (3.7)

Γ(Ni → νℓℓ̄) =
G2
FM

3
i

768
√
2π3

(y†y)ii
(
11− 4 sin2 θW + 24 sin4 θW

)
, (3.8)

Γ(Ni → νuū) =
3G2

FM
3
i

384
√
2π3

(y†y)ii

(
1− 8

3
sin2 θW +

32

9
sin4 θW

)
, (3.9)

Γ(Ni → νdd̄) =
9G2

FM
3
i

768
√
2π3

(y†y)ii

(
1− 4

3
sin2 θW +

8

9
sin4 θW

)
, (3.10)

Γ(Ni → ℓud̄) =
∑
α,β

3G2
FM

3
i

192
√
2π3

(y†y)ii|Vαβ|2, (3.11)

where the u and d represent up-type and down-type quarks, respectively, Vαβ denotes the

Cabbibo–Kobayashi–Maskawa (CKM) matrix element [42, 43], and θW is the weak mixing

angle.

The phase space suppression due to the fermion masses is neglected in the above

formulas [39, 40]. Since we consider M0i ≃ 10 GeV, it would be important for the decays

including the bottom quarks (b), charm quarks (c), and tau leptons (τ) whenMi(T ) ≃M0i.

However, the massless approximation is still a good approximation for other decay channels,

including only the light fermions, and the number of such decay modes is much larger than

those including b, c, and τ . Thus, the order of the total decay rate does not change, and

we expect that phase space suppression has little impact on evaluating leptogenesis.

Finally, we comment on the effects of the background plasma. Below the electroweak

scale, there is a matter effect on the active-sterile mixing. However, it is negligible within

our relevant mass range [41], and thus, we do not consider it in this paper.

3.2 Scattering channels

Here, we discuss the scattering processes involving one Ni. We only consider the processes

with ∆L = −1. It can also be used to evaluate the effect of the inverse ∆L = +1 processes

in leptogenesis, as discussed in Sec. 5.
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Before the EWSB, the dominant scattering processes is NL ↔ Q3t and NQ3 → Lt

via Φ exchange, where Q3 is the third-generation quark doublet and t is the right-handed

top quark. The scattering rate at finite temperatures is roughly given by

Γprod ≃ y2t
4π

(y†y)iiT, (3.12)

where yt ≃ 1.16 is the top quark Yukawa coupling [44]. As shown in Fig. 3 in Sec. 5, the

effect of these scattering is smaller than the decay in relevant parameter regions. Thus,

we employ this approximated formula and do not use their exact cross-section formula to

evaluate the Ni production via these processes.

After the EWSB, Ni has the gauge interaction. Thus, the 2 → 2 scattering processes

via Z and/or W± are allowed. The relevant ∆L = −1 scattering processes are Nν →
ℓℓ̄/νν̄/qq̄, Nν̄ → 2ν̄, Nℓ → ν̄ℓ/ūd, Nℓ̄ → ν̄ℓ̄, Nq(q̄) → ν̄q(q̄), Nū → ℓ̄d, and Nd̄ →
ℓ̄ū. ∆L = +1 processes are given by their CP conjugate processes. Since these give a

significant contribution to leptogenesis, we evaluate the Ni production via these scatterings

by using their cross-section formula and an exact integral expression as discussed in the

following section. The formulas for the scattering cross-section of each process are shown

in Appendix A.

4 Density matrix equations and CP asymmetry in the decays

Now, we present the analysis for the second leptogenesis scenario along the cosmic timeline,

incorporating these temperature-dependent decay and scattering rates of Ni. We consider

the amount of Ni and B − L asymmetry in a portion of comoving volume defined in

Ref. [45] which are denoted by NNi
and Nαβ (α, β = e, µ, τ) in the following. The diagonal

term Nαα represents the number of B/3 − Lα in the comoving volume, where Lα is the

lepton number with the flavor α. The off-diagonal terms represent the coherence among

the lepton flavors. The evolution of NNi and Nαβ is described by the following density

matrix equations [46–52]

dNNi

dz
=− (Di + Si)(NNi −N eq

Ni
), (4.1)

dNαβ

dz
=−

∑
i

[
ε
(i)
αβDi(NNi −N eq

Ni
) +

1

2
Wi{Pi, N}αβ

]
− Γτ
Hz

[Iτ , [Iτ , N ]]αβ −
Γµ
Hz

[Iµ, [Iµ, N ]]αβ, (4.2)

where z ≡ M01/T , N
eq
Ni

is NNi in thermal equilibrium, Di and Si express effects of the

decays and scatterings, respectively, Wi is the wash-out term evaluated by Di and Si as

shown below, Γτ and Γµ are effects of the tau and muon Yukawa interactions, respectively,

and ε
(i)
αβ is the CP asymmetry in the decay of Ni.

5 In the following, we explain each

quantity in the equations in detail.

5In our convention, ε
(i)
αβ has the opposite sign to that employed in Ref. [46–52]. See Appendix B.
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Di is given by

Di =
K1(z)

K2(z)

Γi
Hz

, (4.3)

where Γi is the total decay rate of Ni, and Kn is the n-th modified Bessel function of the

second kind. The prefactor K1(z)/K2(z) is the thermally averaged dilation factor [53]. We

note that Γi is a function of z because the mass of Ni depends on temperature.

Si is defined as Si = ΓiS/(Hz), where ΓiS is the total scattering rate of Ni given by

ΓiS =
T

64π4neqNi

∑
Nif→f ′f ′′

∫ ∞

smin

ds σ̂
√
sK1(

√
s/T ), (4.4)

where neqNi
is the equilibrium density of Ni, and

∑
Nif→f ′f ′′ represents the sum of all the

scattering processes includingNi in the initial state described in Sec. 3.2, both the ∆L = +1

and −1 processes. σ̂ is the reduced cross-section for each process defined as [54]

σ̂ =
8

s

(
(p1 · p2)2 −m2

1m
2
2

)
σ, (4.5)

where p1,2 and m1,2 are the momenta and the masses of the initial particles, respectively,

and σ is the cross-section for the corresponding process. Then, the minimum of the integral

region is given by smin = (m1 + m2)
2. Since we assume that all fermions except Ni are

massless in the scatterings, smin and σ̂ are given by

smin =Mi(T ), σ̂ = 2(s−Mi)
2σ/s, (4.6)

common to all the processes. After the EWSB, some scattering processes include the s-

channel contribution from Z and/or W±. Thus, if smin = Mi(T ) < mW/Z , the integral

region of σ̂ includes the W/Z pole, and Si is resonantly enhanced by the on-shell W/Z

bosons unless the temperature is much smaller than mW and mZ .

The washout term from the inverse decay contribution is defined as Wi = Γ
(i)
ID/2Hz,

where Γ
(i)
ID is the inverse decay rate of the heavy neutrino Ni. For a given decay channel

with final particles f , the inverse decay rate is given by

Γ
(i)
ID = Γ

(i)
D

N eq
Ni∏

f

N eq
f

, (4.7)

where N eq
f is the comoving equilibrium number density of the final particle f , obtained

by counting its degrees of freedom. Similarly, one can obtain the washout term from the

scattering contribution. After the EWSB, the washout term is the sum of the contributions

from each channel.

Wi =
∑
a

1

2
D

(a)
i

N eq
Ni∏

f

N eq
f

+
∑
b

1

2
S
(b)
i

N eq
Ni∏

f

N eq
f

, (4.8)

where D
(a)
i is the decay term and S

(b)
i is the scattering term, with indices a and b denoting

each channel.
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ε
(i)
αβ in Eq. (4.2) is the CP asymmetry in the decay of Ni. It is given by the interference

terms of the tree level and one-loop level amplitudes. At the leading order of yℓi, there are

two kinds of contribution to the CP asymmetry. One is from the self-energy diagram of Ni

(ε
S(i)
αβ ), and the other is from the one-loop vertex correction (ε

V (i)
αβ ). Here, we consider only

ε
S(i)
αβ because we focus on the parameter regions where the mass difference |Mi −Mj | is
much smaller than their masses, by which ε

S(i)
αβ is resonantly enhanced. Such a leptogenesis

scenario is called the resonant leptogenesis [55, 56].

Before the EWSB, ε
S(i)
αβ is given by [46, 47]

ε
S(i)
αβ =

Γi
2Mi{(y†y)ii}2

∑
j ̸=i

{
i
[
yαiy

∗
βj(y

†y)ji − y∗βiyαj(y
†y)ij

]Mj

Mi

+ i
[
yαiy

∗
βj(y

†y)ij − y∗βiyαj(y
†y)ji

]} (M2
j −M2

i )M
2
i

(M2
j −M2

i )
2 +M4

i Γ
2
j/M

2
j

, (4.9)

where Γi = (y†y)iiMi/(8π) is the total decay rate of Mi. On the other hand, after the

EWSB, the CP asymmetry is given by just replacing y with R in Eq. (4.9);6

ε
S(i)
αβ =

Γi
2Mi{(R†R)ii}2

∑
j ̸=i

{
i
[
RαiR

∗
βj(R

†R)ji −R∗
βiRαj(R

†R)ij
]Mj

Mi

+ i
[
RαiR

∗
βj(R

†R)ij −R∗
βiRαj(R

†R)ji
]} (M2

j −M2
i )M

2
i

(M2
j −M2

i )
2 +M4

i Γ
2
j/M

2
j

. (4.10)

We can use this formula even when the dominant decay mode is a three-body decay. By

using Rαi = yαiv/(
√
2Mi), we obtain

ε
S(i)
αβ =

Γi
2Mi{(yy†)ii}2

∑
j ̸=i

(
Mi

Mj

)2 {
i
[
yαiy

∗
βj(y

†y)ji − y∗βiyαj(y
†y)ij

]Mj

Mi

+ i
[
yαiy

∗
βj(y

†y)ij − y∗βiyαj(y
†y)ji

]} (M2
j −M2

i )M
2
i

(M2
j −M2

i )
2 +M4

i Γ
2
j/M

2
j

. (4.11)

Thus, the difference from the CP asymmetry before the EWSB is only the factor (Mi/Mj)
2.

In this paper, we focus on the parameter region where |Mi −Mj | ≃ O(Γj) ≪ Mi,Mj to

obtain large lepton asymmetry with small Yukawa couplings. In this case, the correction

factor is almost one, and we can use the same formula for ε
S(i)
αβ at all the eras in the early

universe.

The similarity of the formula in Eqs. (4.9) and (4.10) is not accidental. It is because

the absorptive part of the self-energy, which is necessary for the CP asymmetry in the

decay, is related to the total decay rate by the optical theorem. We present the proof in

Appendix B.

6Strictly speaking, this formula is valid for the process via the gauge interaction. We need to use y, not

R, for the processes via the Higgs coupling such as Ni → hν (See Eq. (3.2)). However, the difference is

negligible in the case of small mass differences, which is discussed in the following (See Eq. (4.11)).
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5 Numerical demonstration of the second leptogenesis

In order to achieve large CP asymmetry in the decay, we focus on a scenario where the

masses of the three heavy neutrinos are nearly degenerate. This configuration resonantly

enhances the CP asymmetry, and it can reach the maximal value independent of the size

of the Yukawa coupling [55, 56]. It enables us to obtain a large B − L asymmetry with

relatively small masses of Ni in the current universe.

At zero temperature, ∆M0
12 ≡ M02 −M01 and ∆M0

13 ≡ M03 −M01 for the bare mass

term are set to meet the resonance condition, |M0i−M0j | = Γ0j/2, where Γ0j is the decay

rate of Nj at zero temperature. This configuration maximizes the CP asymmetry, leading

to a large LAU after the second leptogenesis. In contrast, the mass differences at higher

temperatures than T∗, ∆M
∗
12 ≡ M∗2 −M∗1 and ∆M∗

13 ≡ M∗3 −M∗1 are determined to

reproduce the observed BAU by the first leptogenesis. They are taken to be small but do

not satisfy the resonant condition, i.e., the obtained CP asymmetry is small compared to

that in the current universe. We note that the temperature-dependent mass enables the

significant difference in the size of the CP asymmetry at high temperatures and at zero

temperature. This plays a crucial role in explaining the large discrepancy between the

BAU and LAU.

The CP -violating sources arise from the imaginary parts of the Yukawa matrix. The

Casas-Ibarra parameterization [57] of the Yukawa matrix is expressed as

yℓi =

√
2i

v
Uℓam

1/2
a OaiM

1/2
i , (5.1)

where ℓ = e, µ, τ , a, i = 1, 2, 3, and Uℓa is the PMNS matrix element. We follow the notation

in Ref. [58] for Majorana CP -violating phases α1 and α2 in the PMNS matrix. The complex

orthogonal matrix O, including three complex phases ωi (i = 1, 2, 3), is defined as [50]

O =

1 0 0

0 cosω1 sinω1

0 − sinω1 cosω1


cosω2 0 − sinω2

0 1 0

sinω2 0 cosω2


 cosω3 sinω3 0

− sinω3 cosω3 0

0 0 1

 . (5.2)

Figure 2 illustrates the behavior of NN1 and |NB−L| = |
∑

αNαα| during the first and

second phases of leptogenesis. For this demonstration, the input parameters are set to

M01 = 10 GeV, M∗1 = 40 TeV, and T∗ = 1 TeV (mϕ ≃ 1.4× 10−3 eV). This input avoids

the theoretical and experimental constraints discussed in Sec. 2. The free parameters in

the Yukawa matrix are chosen as follows. mν1 = 10−3 eV, assuming the normal hierarchy

of the active neutrino masses. The angles are set to α1 = α2 = 0 and ω1 = ω2 = 0, with

ω3 = 0.2eiπ/4 as the only nonzero angle. The mass differences in the current universe ∆M0
12

and ∆M0
13 satisfy the resonance condition, ∆M0

12 = Γ02/2 > 0 and ∆M0
13 = Γ03/2 > 0.

The mass difference at high temperatures are set to be ∆M∗
12 = −2.0 × 10−9 eV and

∆M∗
13 = −2.0 × 10−8 eV. The mass hierarchy among Ni is different at high and low

temperatures to obtain the desired sign of the CP asymmetry, resulting in the B − L

generation with the correct signs for each corresponding cosmological period.

For simplicity, we assume that the sphaleron decoupling occurs instantaneously at

T = TEW = 100 GeV, allowing us to directly use the value of NB−L at TEW to evaluate
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Figure 2. The heavy neutrino number density NN1
and the B − L asymmetry |NB−L| are

plotted against z = M01/T . Here, the input parameters are set as M01 = 10 GeV, M∗1 = 40 TeV,

T∗ = 1 TeV (mϕ ≃ 1.4 × 10−3 eV), with other values provided in the text. The horizontal purple

line represents the value of |NB−L| required to explain all the amount of the observed BAU. The

vertical purple line shows the TEW = 100 GeV, around which the sphaleron decoupling is expected

to occur. The decoupling happens after the first leptogenesis (z ≃ 10−3) but before the second one

(z ≃ 1). The sign of NB−L is indicated near the curve.

the baryon asymmetry. On the other hand, the final lepton asymmetry is determined by

the value at T ≪M01.

The baryon-to-photon ratio and lepton-to-photon ratio are evaluated by

ηB =
asphNB−L

f

∣∣∣∣
T=TEW

, ηL =
NB−L
f ′

∣∣∣∣
T=TBBN

, (5.3)

where TBBN ≃ 0.1 MeV is the typical temperature of the BBN, asph = 28/79 [4] is a

sphaleron conversion factor, and f = 1232/43 and f ′ = 1012/43 are the photon dilution

factor [45] at the temperature of the first and second lepgogenesis, respectively. In the

evaluation of f and f ′, we include all three heavy neutrino species because their decoupling

behavior is almost the same in our benchmark point [17]. The benchmark point can

reproduce the observed BAU within 1 σ, ηB ≃ 6.14 × 10−10, and simultaneously achieve

ηL ≃ 8.5 × 10−4. Although this is significantly larger than ηB, it is about one order of

magnitude lower than the value from EMPRESS data.

Figure 3 compares the decay, scattering, and washout rates of the first heavy neutrino

N1 over the expansion rate H with respect to z =M01/T . Large discontinuities in ΓD/H(=

zD) and ΓS/H(= zS) curves appear at T = TEW because the weak interaction of Ni is

switched on. A lot of new scattering channels open, while the decay rate is suppressed by
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Γ/H = 1

Figure 3. The decay, scattering, and washout terms over the expansion factor z, using the same

parameter values as in Fig. 2. The dominant decay channels change at the point of EWSB and

when M(T ) ≃ mZ (indicated by dashed purple lines), causing kinks to appear in ΓD/H(= zD).

The ratio for the scattering rate, ΓS/H(= zS), exhibits resonance near M(T ) ≃ mW . Only the

rates for the first heavy neutrino, N1, are shown here.

the mass of the gauge and Higgs bosons as discussed in Sec. 3. The discontinuities are

relaxed if we consider the temperature-dependent VEV profiles.

The wash-out effect does not seem to have such a discontinuity at T = TEW. However,

in each contribution from the inverse decays and the scatterings, there are discontinuities

due to those in ΓD and ΓS . Since the change of ΓD and ΓS have opposite signs, the

discontinuity in the sum of them is relaxed, and it looks smooth. This cancellation of

discontinuity would depend on the choice of the model parameters.

There is another discontinuity in ΓD at T ≃ mW , which is caused by the change of

the dominant decay modes due to the kinematics. As explained in Sec. 3, we use the

Fermi interaction for the three-body decay at low temperatures and do not fully take into

account the effect of the off-shell gauge bosons. Thus, there is a gradual discontinuity at

the threshold of the decay into the gauge bosons. On the other hand, ΓS does not have

such a discontinuity because we do not use the Fermi interaction.

For a while after the EWSB, the scattering processes are in equilibrium (ΓS > H),

and the heavy neutrinos are thermalized. The scattering rate increases furthermore below

the temperature such that M(T ) ≃ mW or mZ due to the resonance enhancement in the

cross-section via the on-shell gauge bosons as discussed in Sec. 3. The decoupling of the

scatterings occurs at z ≃ 2. From the decoupling of the scattering to a period at z ≃ 30,

both the scatterings and the decays are ineffective, and the number densities of Ni are

frozen. This makes the contours of Ni (the blue line) flat for 2 ≲ z ≲ 30 in Fig. 2. After

z ≃ 30, the decay rate exceeds the cosmic expansion rate, and the large lepton asymmetry

is generated by the second leptogenesis. Ni are mostly gone at z ≃ 102, i.e., T ≃ 100 MeV.

Thus, we expect that it avoids constraints from BBN and CMB.

In our benchmark point, Ni are thermalized before the second leptogenesis, and the
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Figure 4. The temperature dependence of the absolute values of each ε
(i)
αα is shown using

the same parameter values as in Fig. 2. Light blue, pink, and gray curves indicate i = 1, 2, 3,

respectively. Solid, dashed, and small dashed curves correspond to the e, µ, and τ components,

respectively. When the dominant decay channel is altered at vertical lines, some components show

discontinuities. ε
(i)
αα are small in the early universe but take almost the maximal value in the late

universe by satisfying the resonance condition. This aids the generation of a large lepton asymmetry

in the second leptogenesis epoch.

washout effect is ineffective at that time. Thus, the final lepton asymmetry is almost

entirely determined by only their equilibrium number density and the size of the CP

asymmetry in the decay like the strong washout case in vanilla leptogenesis [59]. On

the other hand, Ni are not thermalized before the first leptogenesis. The amount of the

baryon asymmetry depends on various conditions before T = TEW, for example, the initial

condition about the population of Ni, like the weak washout case [59].

The behavior of the diagonal terms of the CP asymmetry in the decay, ε
(i)
αα, is de-

picted in Fig. 4 with the same input values. We note that its magnitude |ε(i)αα| is small in

the early universe where the resonant condition is not satisfied, and it gets amplified as

the universe expands and the mass differences match the resonant condition for leptoge-

nesis. As previously mentioned, this can provide large asymmetry generation during the

second leptogenesis epoch, thereby enlarging the discrepancy between baryon and lepton

asymmetry.

The sign of the NB−L changes during the cosmic expansion as represented in Fig. 2,

depending on the sign and magnitude of the coefficients in Eq. (4.2). The first sign flip

near z ≃ 10−3 is due to the change of the sign of NNi − N eq
Ni
, while the second flip near

z ≃ 2 is generated by the sign flip of the asymmetry factor ε
(i)
αα itself as shown in Fig. 4.

We note that there is a distinctive bump in the NB−L contour in Fig. 2 just before the

second sign flip in B−L asymmetry. It is caused by the balance of the effects of the decay

and washout processes as described below. As shown in Fig. 3, after the EWSB, the decay

is more effective than the washout processes until the temperature at which M(T ) ≃ mW .
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B − L asymmetry is generated via the decay, and |NB−L| increases. Around the point

z = 1, the rate of the washout effect exceeds one due to the effect of the on-shell gauge

bosons in the scatterings. On the other hand, the decay rate is suppressed because only

the three-body decays are kinematically allowed. Thus, B−L asymmetry is partly washed

out in this region, and |NB−L| decreases. Soon after z ≃ 1, the washout effect starts to

decrease, and it becomes smaller than the decay rate at z ≃ 1.3. Therefore, |NB−L| starts
to increase again at this point.

The behavior of leptogenesis is influenced by changes in several parameters: the bare

mass termM0, the mass-varying termM∗, and the temperature T∗ at which mass variation

begins. When M0 gets smaller, the variable z becomes small at the same temperature,

shifting the curves in Fig. 2 to the left. As a result, the heavy neutrino N decays more

slowly at later times with such a small M0. The mass-varying term M∗ affects both the

production and decay of N in the early epoch: lower values of M∗ increase production,

while higher values decrease it. If T∗ gets lower, mass variation occurs later, meaning that

the mass M(T ) remains large at T ≃M0, causing the decrease of the production of N .

The number density NN1 of the lightest heavy neutrino is O(0.1) near z ≃ 1. The

lepton asymmetry might be amplified if this number density is larger. This increase could

be possible if T∗ is high, allowing the mass to start decreasing earlier. However, maintaining

the same baryon asymmetry under these conditions would require a higher electroweak

temperature TEW. One method to increase TEW involves introducing a new scalar field S

[60], where the VEV of S, denoted as ⟨S⟩, sets a new EWSB scale significantly higher than

v. This adjustment leads to earlier sphaleron decoupling compared to the SM.

Another strategy to enhance the lepton asymmetry involves reducing the mass scale

of N , which would delay the end of the second leptogenesis phase. However, such a low

mass for the heavy neutrinos might face strong constraints from BBN or CMB observations

since they are thermalized before the leptogenesis.

6 Summary and outlook

The Majorana mass scale is a crucial parameter in leptogenesis. If the mass of the heavy

neutrino changes over cosmic history, it can significantly modify the behavior of leptoge-

nesis. Particularly, if the mass decreases more rapidly than the temperature, the heavy

neutrino may be produced again, allowing leptogenesis to occur once more upon their sub-

sequent decay. Such a scenario can be realized through coupling with wave dark matter.

The benefit of introducing the second leptogenesis comes from the existence of two

distinct phases of matter-antimatter asymmetry generation. If the sphaleron decoupling

occurs between the first and second phases of leptogenesis, the asymmetry generated in

the second phase cannot be converted into a baryon number. In this scenario, one can

expect that the baryon asymmetry is fixed after the first phase of leptogenesis, while the

lepton asymmetry can be further enhanced during the second phase. This mechanism can

potentially explain the large discrepancy between the baryon and lepton asymmetries.

This paper presents a detailed analysis of the weak interaction processes of the heavy

neutrino across a wide mass range. Under conditions of temperature-dependent mass, the
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relevant decay channels vary across different cosmic periods. After the EWSB, the heavy

neutrinos decay into massive on-shell bosons and leptons. However, these decay channels

cease when the mass of the heavy neutrino falls below that of these bosons. This alteration

in decay channels introduces modification in the behavior of leptogenesis. Additionally,

scattering via the gauge boson in the s-channel can achieve resonance as the mass of

the heavy neutrino passes through the W/Z boson mass. Our model also allows the CP

asymmetry to vary over time, which can lead to increased asymmetry generation in the

later stages.

In our scenario, both the bare masses and the dark matter coupling strength of all

three heavy neutrinos are nearly degenerate. This calls for a model with a new mechanism

for a softly broken flavor symmetry, which could be the subject of future research.

The final lepton asymmetry estimated at our benchmark point is remarkably sizable,

yet it is somewhat smaller than the reported EMPRESS value. While this could potentially

be resolved with an optimized benchmark point, it could also be addressed by introducing

elements of new physics, such as a higher temperature for EWSB. Such an adjustment

could increase the equilibrium number density of the heavy neutrino and, consequently,

enhance the lepton asymmetry further.
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A Cross-sections for electroweak scattering of sterile neutrinos

Some common factors for the scattering cross-sections are defined for convenience.

σ0 ≡
|yℓi|2v2

m2
N (s−m2

N )
(A.1)

fs(ms) ≡
(s−m2

N )(2s+m2
N )

(s−m2
s)

2 +m2
sΓ

2
s

(A.2)

ft1(mt) ≡
s(s−m2

N )

m2
t (s+m2

t −m2
N )

(A.3)

ft2(mt) ≡ 2 +
s

m2
t

−
(
1 +

s+ 2m2
t

s−m2
N

)
log

(
1 +

s−m2
N

m2
t

)
(A.4)

fst(ms,mt) ≡
s−m2

s

(s−m2
s)

2 +m2
sΓ

2
s

(A.5)

×
(
3s+ 2mt −m2

N − 2(s+m2
t )
(
1 +

m2
t

s−m2
N

)
log

(
1 +

s−m2
N

m2
t

))
ftu(mt,mu) ≡

s

s+m2
t +m2

u −m2
N

(
log

(
1 +

s−m2
N

m2
t

)
+ log

(
1 +

s−m2
N

m2
u

))
(A.6)
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fs appears in s-channel diagrams, ft1 and ft2 appear in t or u-channel diagrams. fst
corresponds to the cross-term of the s and t(u)-channels, and ftu corresponds to the cross-

term of the t and u-channels. The Z orW boson mass is inserted intoms andmt depending

on each channel. We will denote sin2 θW ≡ s2W and refer to up- and down-type quarks as u, d

collectively. The formulas for the scattering cross-sections for a given ℓ are the following.

For the channels with a single s-channel diagram:

(a) Niνℓ → ff̄

∑
u

σ(Niνℓ → uū) =
g4Z

3072π
σ0fs(mZ) · 6

(
1− 8

3
s2W +

32

9
s4W

)
(A.7)

∑
d

σ(Niνℓ → dd̄) =
g4Z

3072π
σ0fs(mZ) · 9

(
1− 4

3
s2W +

8

9
s4W

)
(A.8)

∑
ℓ̸=ℓ′

σ(Niνℓ → ℓ′ℓ̄′) =
g4Z

3072π
σ0fs(mZ) · 2

(
1− 4s2W + 8s4W

)
(A.9)

∑
ℓ̸=ℓ′

σ(Niνℓ → νℓ′ ν̄ℓ′) =
g4Z

3072π
σ0fs(mZ) · 2 (A.10)

(b) Niℓ→ dū/ℓ′ν̄ℓ′ ∑
u,d

σ(Niℓ→ dū) =
g4W
256π

σ0fs(mW ) ·
∑
u,d

|Vud|2 (A.11)

∑
ℓ ̸=ℓ′

σ(Niℓ→ ℓ′ν̄ℓ′) =
g4W
384π

σ0fs(mW ) (A.12)

For the channels with a single t or u-channel diagram with only external leptons:

(c) Niν̄ℓ′ → ν̄ℓν̄ℓ′ (ℓ ̸= ℓ′)

∑
ℓ̸=ℓ′

σ(Niν̄ℓ′ → ν̄ℓν̄ℓ′) =
g4Z

256π
σ0ft1(mZ) (A.13)

(d) Niνℓ′ → ℓ′ℓ̄ (ℓ ̸= ℓ′)

∑
ℓ̸=ℓ′

σ(Niνℓ′ → ℓ′ℓ̄) =
g4W
64π

σ0ft2(mW ) (A.14)

(e) Niνℓ′ → νℓ′ ν̄ℓ (ℓ ̸= ℓ′)

∑
ℓ̸=ℓ′

σ(Niνℓ′ → νℓ′ ν̄ℓ) =
g4Z

256π
σ0ft2(mZ) (A.15)
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(f) Niℓ
′ → ℓ′ν̄ℓ (ℓ ̸= ℓ′)∑
ℓ̸=ℓ′

σ(Niℓ
′ → ℓ′ν̄ℓ) =

g4Z
256π

σ0

(
4s4W ft1(mZ) + (1− 4s2W + 4s4W )ft2(mZ)

)
(A.16)

(g) Niℓ̄
′ → ℓ̄′ν̄ℓ (ℓ ̸= ℓ′)∑
ℓ̸=ℓ′

σ(Niℓ̄
′ → ℓ̄′ν̄ℓ) =

g4Z
256π

σ0

(
(1− 4s2W + 4s4W )ft1(mZ) + 4s4W ft2(mZ)

)
(A.17)

(h) Niℓ̄
′ → ℓ̄νℓ′ (ℓ ̸= ℓ′) ∑

ℓ̸=ℓ′

σ(Niℓ̄
′ → ℓ̄νℓ′) =

g4W
64π

σ0ft1(mW ) (A.18)

For the channels with a single t or u-channel diagram including external quarks:

(i) Niq → ν̄ℓq∑
u

σ(Niu→ ν̄ℓu) =
g4Z

512π
σ0 · 2

(
16

9
s4W ft1(mZ) + (1− 8

3
s2W +

16

9
s4W )ft2(mZ)

)
(A.19)∑

d

σ(Nid→ ν̄ℓd) =
g4Z

512π
σ0 · 3

(
4

9
s4W ft1(mZ) + (1− 4

3
s2W +

4

9
s4W )ft2(mZ)

)
(A.20)

(j) Niq̄ → ν̄ℓq̄∑
u

σ(Niū→ ν̄ℓū) =
g4Z

512π
σ0 · 2

(
(1− 8

3
s2W +

16

9
s4W )ft1(mZ) +

16

9
s4W ft2(mZ)

)
(A.21)∑

d

σ(Nid̄→ ν̄ℓd̄) =
g4Z

512π
σ0 · 3

(
(1− 4

3
s2W +

4

9
s4W )ft1(mZ) +

4

9
s4W ft2(mZ)

)
(A.22)

(k) Niu→ ℓ̄d ∑
u,d,ℓ

σ(Niu→ ℓ̄d) =
g4W
128π

σ0ft2(mW ) ·
∑
u,d

|Vud|2 (A.23)

(l) Nid̄→ ℓ̄ū ∑
u,d,ℓ

σ(Nid̄→ ℓ̄ū) =
g4W
128π

σ0ft1(mW ) ·
∑
u,d

|Vud|2 (A.24)

For the diagrams including both s and t(u)-channels:
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(m) Niνℓ → ℓℓ̄

σ(Niνℓ → ℓℓ̄) =
1

32π
σ0

(
g4Z
96

(1− 4s2W + 8s4W )fs(mZ) +
g4W
4
ft2(mW ) (A.25)

−
g2Zg

2
W

8
fst(mZ ,mW )

)

(n) Niνℓ → νℓν̄ℓ

σ(Niνℓ → νℓν̄ℓ) =
g4Z

512π
σ0

(
1

6
fs(mZ) + ft2(mW ) + fst(mZ ,mW )

)
(A.26)

(o) Niℓ→ ℓν̄ℓ

σ(Niℓ→ ℓν̄ℓ) =
1

32π
σ0

(
g4W
24
fs(mW ) +

g4Z
4
ft1(mZ)

+
g4Z
16

(1− 4s2W + 4s4W )ft2 −
g2Zg

2
W

8
fst(mW ,mZ)

)
(A.27)

For the diagrams including both t and u-channels:

(p) Niν̄ℓ → ν̄ℓν̄ℓ

σ(Niν̄ℓ → ν̄ℓν̄ℓ) =
g4Z

512π
σ0

(
ft1(mZ) + ftu(mZ ,mZ)

)
(A.28)

(q) Niℓ̄→ ℓ̄ν̄ℓ

σ(Niℓ̄→ ℓ̄ν̄ℓ) =
1

32π
σ0

(
g4Z
16

(1− 4s2W + 4s4W )ft1(mZ) +
g4W
4
ft1(mW )

+
g4Z
4
s4W ft2(mZ)−

g2Zg
2
W

4
(1− 2s2W )ftu(mW ,mZ)

)
(A.29)

B The derivation of the general formula for CP asymmetry

In this appendix, we derive the CP asymmetry of the decay of Ni after the EWSB in

Eq. (4.10). We consider the decays via the gauge bosons, i.e., Ni → ψℓV
(∗) and Ni →

ψ̄ℓV
†(∗), where ψℓ is a lepton, and (∗) indicates that the vector boson V may be off-shell.

The extension to the case of Ni → νℓ(ν̄ℓ)h is straightforward. We find the difference in

their decay rates at the leading order of yℓi. This corresponds to the diagonal terms of

the CP asymmetry matrix ε(i). The non-diagonal terms can be obtained by appropriately

replacing the lepton flavor indices.
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B.1 Identities for the 1PI self-energy of Majorana fermions

Before considering the decay processes, we derive the fundamental relation for the 1PI self-

energy of Majorana fermions. We consider the flavored two-point functions of the heavy

neutrinos defined as

iSij(x, y) ≡
〈
TNi(x)N j(y)

〉
, (B.1)

where T represents the time-ordered product. In the following, we employ the method for

deriving the Feynman rules shown in Ref. [61] and use only the two-point functions in the

form of Eq. (B.1) even for Majorana fermions.

In the momentum space, the Källen–Léhman representation of Sij is given by [62]

Sij(�p) =

∫ ∞

0
dµ2

[
�p
{
cLij(µ

2)PL+ cRij(µ
2)PR

}
+ dLij(µ

2)PL+ dRij(µ
2)PR

] 1

p2 − µ2 + iϵ
, (B.2)

where PL and PR are the left-handed and right-handed chirality projection operators,

respectively, and cLij , c
R
ij , d

L
ij , and d

R
ij are the spectral density functions. By using

1

p2 − µ2 + iϵ
→ P

1

p2 − µ2
− iπδ(p2 − µ2) (ϵ→ +0),

where P represents the Cauchy principal value, the dispersive part (the absorptive part) of

the two-point functions is derived from the first term (the second term except for i). For

clarity, we use the notation Sij(�p; ϵ) to explicitly represent the sign of iϵ in Eq. (B.2).

We define the flavor matrix representation for the propagator S(�p; ϵ), whose (i, j)

element is Sij(�p; ϵ). Then, by using the definition of the spectral density functions, we can

derive the identity [62]:

γ0S(�p; ϵ)
†γ0 = S(�p;−ϵ),

Then, we also have the identity for the inverse propagator S(�p; ϵ)
−1,

γ0(S(�p; ϵ)
−1)†γ0 = S(�p;−ϵ)

−1.

The inverse propagator is represented by using the 1PI self-energy −iΣij(�p; ϵ) as follows:(
S(�p; ϵ)

−1
)
ij
= (�p−Mi)δij − Σij(�p; ϵ).

By using this relation, we can obtain the identity for the 1PI self-energy:

γ0Σji(�p;−ϵ)
†γ0 = Σij(�p;−ϵ). (B.3)

Now, we decompose the 1PI self-energy;

Σij(�p, ϵ) = �p
{
ALij(p

2; ϵ)PL +ARij(p
2; ϵ)PR

}
+BL

ij(p
2; ϵ)PL +BR

ij(p
2; ϵ)PR, (B.4)

and define the dispersive part and the absorptive part of AijL as

ALij(p
2; ϵ) = A

L(d)
ij (p2) + iA

L(a)
ij (p2), (B.5)

and others as well. Then, we note that ALij(p
2;−ϵ) = A

L(d)
ij (p2)− iA

L(a)
ij (p2), and so on.
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By using these functions, Eq. (B.3) leads to

A
L(s)
ij (p2)∗ = A

L(s)
ji (p2), A

R(s)
ij (p2)∗ = A

R(s)
ji (p2), B

L(s)
ij (p2)∗ = B

R(s)
ji (p2), (B.6)

where s = d or a. The same identity for the dispersive parts is shown in Ref. [62]. Although

the dispersive and absorptive parts of each function satisfy the same relation, it does not

mean AL∗ij = ALji because the complex conjugate changes the sign of i in Eq. (B.5).

Eq. (B.6) holds for both Dirac and Majorana fermions. The 1PI self-energy of the

Majorana fermions satisfies an additional relation due to their self-conjugate property under

the charge conjugate transformation. By using the condition Ni = N c
i = CN

T
i , where C is

the charge conjugate matrix, in the two-point function (B.1), we obtain [62]

ALij = ARij , BL
ij = BL

ji, BR
ij = BR

ji, (B.7)

where we omit the common argument (p2, ϵ) of the function. Finally, by using Eqs. (B.6)

and (B.7), the following identities are given for the 1PI self-energy of Majorana fermions:

A
L(s)
ij (p2)∗ = A

R(s)
ij (p2), B

L(s)
ij (p2)∗ = BR

ij(p
2), (B.8)

for s = d and a. We use these relations to derive the general formula for the CP asymmetry

in the decay.

B.2 CP asymmetry in the decay of Ni

Here, we consider the asymmetry in the decays Ni → ψℓV
(∗) and its CP conjugate decay

Ni → ψ̄ℓV
†(∗). We assume the following gauge interaction for Ni:

L = −gRℓiψℓγµPLNiV
†
µ + h.c.

We consider only the left-handed part of the gauge interaction because it is induced by the

mixing with the left-handed neutrinos νℓL in the lepton doublets.

First, we consider ∆L = 1 decay, Ni → ψℓV
(∗). The tree level amplitude is given by

iM0 = −igRℓiūψ(k)γµPLuN (p)j∗µ,

where ūψ(k) and uN (p) is the u-spinors for ψℓ and N with four momenta kµ and pµ,

respectively. Here, we used the Feynman rules derived according to Ref. [61]. The form

of j∗µ depends on the process. If we consider the on-shell gauge boson in the final state,

jµ is the polarization vector of Vµ. If we consider the three-body decays via V ∗
µ , it is the

product of the gauge boson propagator and the fermion current.

To discuss the CP asymmetry in the decay, we need to consider the interference term

between the tree level and loop level amplitudes [63]. As mentioned in Sec. 5, we consider

only the self-energy contribution as the loop level amplitude. Here, we do not limit the

discussion to a one-loop level and use the general expression of the self-energy, −iΣij , in
the following discussion.

– 21 –



Then, the diagram with the self-energy is given by

iM1 =−
igRℓj

M2
i −M2

j

ūψ(k)γ
µPL(�p+Mj)Σij(�p)uN (p)j

∗
µ

=−
igRℓj

M2
i −M2

j

ūψ(k)γ
µCij(M

2
i )PLuN (p)j

∗
µ,

where the sum over j ( ̸= i) is implicitly taken, and the function Cij(p
2) is defined by

Cij(p
2) =M2

i A
L
ij(p

2) +MiMjA
R
ij(p

2) +MiB
R
ij(p

2) +MjB
L
ij(p

2),

where ALij , A
R
ij , B

L
ij and B

R
ij are defined in the self-energy decomposition in Eq. (B.4). The

interference terms of M0 and M1 are given by

M0M∗
1 =

1

2

g2RℓiR
∗
ℓj

M2
i −M2

j

(∑
spin

j∗µjν

)
C∗
ijtr[�kγ

µ
�pγ

νPL],

M∗
0M1 =

1

2

g2R∗
ℓiRℓj

M2
i −M2

j

(∑
spin

j∗µjν

)
Cijtr[�pγ

ν
�kγ

µPL],

where we take the spin average for Ni and the spin sum for particles in the final state.

Next, we consider the CP conjugate decays Ni → ψ̄ℓV
†(∗). The tree level amplitude

M̃0 and the loop level amplitude M̃1 are given by

M̃0 = −igR∗
ℓiv̄ψ(k)γ

µPRuN (p)jµ,

M̃1 = −
igR∗

ℓj

M2
i −M2

j

v̄ψ(k)γ
µDij(M

2
i )PRuN (p),

where vψ is the v-spinor for ψℓ, and the function Dij(p
2) is defined as

Dij(p
2) =MiMjA

L
ij(p

2) +M2
i A

R
ij(p

2) +MiB
L
ij(p

2) +MjB
R
ij(p

2).

Then, the interference terms are given by

M̃0M̃∗
1 =

1

2

g2R∗
ℓiRℓj

M2
i −M2

j

(∑
spin

j∗µjν

)
D∗
ijtr[�kγ

ν
�pγ

µPR],

M̃∗
0M̃1 =

1

2

g2RℓiR
∗
ℓj

M2
i −M2

j

(∑
spin

j∗µjν

)
Dijtr[�pγ

µ
�kγ

νPR].

We define the quantity ∆ ≡ M0M∗
1 +M∗

0M1 − M̃0M̃∗
1 − M̃∗

0M̃1. Using the above

equations, ∆ is given by

∆ =
g2

2

sµνa
µν + tµνb

µν

M2
i −M2

j

{
RℓiR

∗
ℓj(C

∗
ij −Dij) +R∗

ℓiRℓj(Cij −D∗
ij)

}
,
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where

sµν =
1

2

(∑
spin

j∗µjν + j∗νjµ

)
, tµν =

1

2

(∑
spin

j∗µjν − j∗νjµ

)
,

aµν =
1

2
tr[�pγ

µ
�kγ

ν ], bµν =
1

2
tr[�pγ

µ
�kγ

νγ5].

We note that the process-dependent part is factorized by sµνa
µν + tµνb

µν in ∆.

By using ∆, the CP asymmetry is given by

ε
(i)
ℓ ≡ Γ(Ni → ψℓV )− Γ(Ni → ψ̄ℓV

†)

Γ(Ni → ψℓV ) + Γ(Ni → ψ̄ℓV †)
≃

∫
dΠ∆∫

dΠ(|M0|
2
+ |M0|

2
)
,

where
∫
dΠ is the phase space integral. The tree level squared amplitudes are given by

|M0|
2
= |M0|

2
=
g2

2
|Rℓi|2(sµνaµν + tµνb

µν).

Therefore, the process-dependent part,
∫
dΠ(sµνa

µν+tµνb
µν) is completely canceled in the

denominator and numerator. ε
(i)
ℓ is given by

ε
(i)
ℓ =

1

2(M2
i −M2

j )|Rℓi|2
{
RℓiR

∗
ℓj

(
C∗
ij(M

2
i )−Dij(M

2
i )
)
+R∗

ℓiRℓj

(
Cij(M

2
i )−D∗

ij(M
2
i )
)}
.

Thus, ε
(i)
ℓ generated by the self-energy is simply determined by the Yukawa coupling yℓi,

the mass Mi, and the self-energy at p2 =M2
i .

Next, we evaluate C∗
ij −Dij . By using their definitions,

C∗
ij −Dij =M2

i (A
L∗
ij −ARij) +MiMj(A

R∗
ij −ALij) +Mi(B

R∗
ij −BL

ij) +Mj(B
L∗
ij −BR∗

ij ).

The identity for the 1PI self-energy of Majorana femrions in Eq. (B.8) leads to

C∗
ij −Dij = −2i

{
Mi

(
MiA

R(a)
ij +B

L(a)
ij

)
+Mj

(
MiA

R(a)
ij +B

L(a)
ij

)∗}
.

We note that contributions from the dispersive parts are canceled in C∗
ij−Dij . Thus, if the

self-energy Σij(�p) does not include the absorptive part at p2 =M2
i , the CP asymmetry in

the decay is zero even if the Yukawa coupling yℓi includes CP -violating phases. This is a

well-known consequence of the CPT invariance and the unitarity [63]. Thus, we obtain

ε
(i)
ℓ =

−i
(M2

i −M2
j )|Rℓi|2

{(
MiRℓiR

∗
ℓj −MjR

∗
ℓiRℓj

)(
MiA

R(a)
ij +B

L(a)
ij

)
+
(
MjRℓiR

∗
ℓj −MiR

∗
ℓiRℓj

)(
MiA

R(a)
ij +B

L(a)
ij

)∗}
. (B.9)

Eq. (B.9) is a general expression for ε
(i)
ℓ without assumption. Here, we impose a

practical assumption on the self-energy−iΣij , i.e., we consider only the leading contribution

of the couplings and neglect lepton masses. We use the spurion technique to derive simple

formulas for A
R(a)
ij and B

L(a)
ij with this simplification.
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The Lagrangian relevant to Ni is

L ≃− 1

2
(MN )ijN i

R(N
j
R)

c −
gW√
2
Raiℓ̄aγ

µ(N i
R)

cW−
µ

−
gZ
2
Raiνaγ

µ(N i
R)

cZµ −
vyai√

2
hνaN

i
R + h.c., (B.10)

in addition to their kinetic terms, where we used the right-handed fields, N i
R = PRNi. Let

us consider a unitary rotation N i
R → XijN

j
R, where X is a unitary matrix. Then, to make

the Lagrangian (B.10) invariant with this rotation, the spurion fields Mij , Rai, and yai has

to transform as

(MN )ij → X∗
ikX

∗
jm(MN )km, Rai → XikRak, yai → X∗

ikyak.

This transformation is consistent with R = (v/
√
2)yM−1

N . In Eq. (B.10), we omit the

coupling between ϕ and Ni irrelevant to the current discussion. If we include it, it must

transform in the same way as MN . In addition to this symmetry, we impose the lepton

number conservation. Then, R and y carry the lepton number +1, whileMN has no lepton

number because we do not assign the lepton number to Ni.

First, we consider the transformation of ARij . Since it corresponds to the 1PI two-point

function
〈
T (N i

R)
c(N j

R)
c
〉
1PI

, it transforms as

ARij → X∗
ikXjmA

R
km.

Thus, at the leading order of the coupling, its flavor structure is given by

(R†R)ij , (RTy)ij , (RTRM)ij ,

because we neglect the lepton masses. However, the second and third terms carry the

lepton number +2 and are thus prohibited. Therefore, ARij ∝ (R†R)ij .

In the same way, we can show that BL
ij transforms as BL

ij → X∗
ikX

∗
jmB

L
km, and the

flavor structure is given by

(R†R∗)ij , (R
†RM)ij , (MRTR∗)ij ,

(y†y∗)ij , (y†yM)ij , (MyTy∗)ij ,

at the leading order. R†R∗ and y†y∗ violate the lepton number and are prohibited. Al-

though the others are allowed by symmetry, we can show that it is impossible to make such

Feynman diagrams for the 1PI self-energy as follows. Two vertices of R (y) and R† (y†)

must each be connected to the external lines. Thus, the corresponding Feynman diagrams

do not include the internal lines of Ni because there is no other coupling to generate Ni.

Thus, MN cannot be included in the amputated diagrams.

Consequently, at the leading order of the coupling, we obtain

A
R(a)
ij = (R†R)ijA(p

2), B
L(a)
ij = 0,
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where A(p2) is a scalar function that does not include the flavor indices. Using these, the

leading CP asymmetry from the self-energy diagrams is given by

ε
(i)
ℓ =

−iMiA(M
2
i )

(M2
i −M2

j )|Rℓi|2
{
Mi

(
RℓiR

∗
ℓj(R

†R)ij −R∗
ℓiRℓj(R

†R)ji

)
+Mj

(
RℓiR

∗
ℓj(R

†R)ji −R∗
ℓiRℓj(R

†R)ij

)}
.

The scalar function A(M2
i ) can be represented by the total decay rate Γi using the optical

theorem.7 By considering the diagonal two-point function at p2 = M2
i , the theorem leads

to

Γi = −2(R†R)iiMiA(M
2
i ).

Thus, we obtain the final form of ε
(i)
ℓ :

ε
(i)
ℓ =

Γi
2|Rℓi|2(R†R)ii

∑
j ̸=i

1

M2
i −M2

j

{
iMi

(
RℓiR

∗
ℓj(R

†R)ij −R∗
ℓiRℓj(R

†R)ji

)
+ iMj

(
RℓiR

∗
ℓj(R

†R)ji −R∗
ℓiRℓj(R

†R)ij

)}
,

where we show the sum over j explicitly.

We note that ε
(i)
ℓ is the CP asymmetry in one decay process, which satisfies

(Γℓσ + Γℓσ̄)ε
(i)
ℓ = (Γℓσ − Γℓσ̄),

where Γℓσ (Γℓσ̄) represents the rate of the considered decay (that of its CP conjugate decay),

σ is a label for the process, and ℓ represents the process that produces (annihilates) one

lepton number with the lepton flavor ℓ.

To solve the density matrix equation in Eq. (4.2), we need a CP asymmetry for the

total decay width satisfying

Γiε
(i)
ℓℓ =

∑
σ

(Γℓσ − Γℓσ̄).

Then, ε
(i)
ℓℓ is given by

ε
(i)
ℓℓ =

∑
σ(Γ

ℓ
σ − Γℓσ̄)∑

ℓ

∑
σ(Γ

ℓ
σ + Γℓσ̄)

=
ε
(i)
ℓ

∑
σ(Γ

ℓ
σ + Γℓσ̄)∑

ℓ

∑
σ(Γ

ℓ
σ + Γℓσ̄)

,

where we used the fact that ε
(i)
ℓ is process-independent. Since we evaluate ε

(i)
ℓℓ at the leading

order, we can use the tree level expression for Γℓσ and Γℓσ̄:

Γℓσ = Γℓσ̄ = |Rℓi|2Cσ,

where Cσ is a coefficient not including the lepton flavor indices. Using this, we get

ε
(i)
ℓℓ = ε

(i)
ℓ

|Rℓi|2

(R†R)ii
. (B.11)

7Obviously, the total decay rate is also of the quadratic order of the coupling.
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Finally, we obtain the following final form of the CP asymmetry in the total decay

ε
(i)
ℓℓ =

Γi
2Mi{(R†R)ii}2

∑
j ̸=i

{
i
(
RℓiR

∗
ℓj(R

†R)ji −R∗
ℓiRℓj(R

†R)ij

)Mj

Mi

+ i
(
RℓiR

∗
ℓj(R

†R)ij −R∗
ℓiRℓj(R

†R)ji

)} (M2
i −M2

j )M
2
i

(M2
i −M2

j )
2 +M4

i Γ
2
j/M

2
j

, (B.12)

where we replaced 1/(M2
i −M2

j ) with

1

M2
i −M2

j

→
M2
i −M2

j

(M2
i −M2

j )
2 +M4

i Γ
2
j/M

2
j

.

This is the diagonal term for the complex matrix ε
(i)
αβ. The non-diagonal term is given by

replacing the indices appropriately.

Here, we consider only processes mediated by a single gauge boson. However, an

extension to processes mediated by multiple gauge bosons is straightforward, and we can

use the same expression for ε
(i)
αβ.

It is also straightforward to extend the above discussion to the process including the

Higgs boson, Ni → νℓh
(∗). In this case, Rℓi in the above discussion must be replaced by

yℓi. Thus, if we consider this process along with the gauge boson-mediated processes, we

have to treat it separately because we assume that all the decay rates are proportional to

|Rℓi|2 at tree level in deriving Eq. (B.11), which is not valid in this case. However, as

discussed in Sec. 5, when we consider very small mass differences, |Mi −Mj | ≪ Mi,Mj ,

the difference between the CP asymmetries using yℓi and Rℓi is sufficiently small, and we

can use the same expression for ε
(i)
αβ as that before the EWSB throughout all eras of the

early universe.
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