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TeV Scale L eptogenesis

P. S. Bhupal Dev

Abstract This is a mini-review on the mechanism of leptogenesis, wigpecial
emphasis on low-scale leptogenesis models which are testaforeseeable labo-
ratory experiments at Energy and Intensity frontiers. V¥ atress the importance
of flavor effects in the calculation of the lepton asymmetng she necessity of a
flavor-covariant framework to consistently capture thefeces.

1 Introduction

Our Universe seems to be populated exclusively with mattdressentially no an-
timatter. Although this asymmetry is maximal today, at higmperaturesT = 1
GeV) when quark-antiquark pairs were abundant in the thigplaama, the baryon
asymmetry observed today corresponds to a tiny asymmetegambination[1]:
ng = 28 _ (6.105'3588) x 1072, (1)
Ny

wherenB(E) is the number density of baryons (antibaryons) ape- 2T3Z(3)/ 17

is the number density of photong(x) being the Riemann zeta function, with
{(3) ~ 1.20206.Baryogenesiss the mechanism by which the observed baryon
asymmetry of the Universe (BAU) given by Edl (1) can ariseatyitally from

an initially baryon symmetric phase of the Universe, or eireespective of any
initial asymmetry. This necessarily requires the fulfillmef three basic Sakharov
conditions|[2]: (i) baryon numbeiB) violation, which is essential for the Universe
to evolve from a state with net baryon numBet 0 to a state witiB £ O; (ii) C and

CP violation, which allow particles and anti-particles to exodifferently so that
we can have an asymmetry between them; (iii) departure fhemntal equilibrium,
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which ensures that the asymmetry does not get erased cetyplEhe Standard
Model (SM) has, in principle, all these basic ingredientmely, (i) the triangle
anomaly violate®3 through a non-perturbative instanton effect [3], whichdie&o
effective B + L)-violating sphaleron transitions far > 100 GeV [4]; (ii) there is
maximalC violation in weak interactions andP violation due to the Kobayashi-
Maswaka phase in the quark sector [5]; (iii) the departuoenfthermal equilib-
rium can be realized at the electroweak phase transitionREMf it is sufficiently
first order [6]. However, the SNCP violation turns out to be too small to account
for the observed BAUL[7]. In addition, for the observed vaafghe Higgs mass,
my = (125094 0.24) GeV [8], the EWPT is not first order, but only a smooth
crossover([B]. Thereforghe observed BAU provides a strong evidence for the exis-
tence of new physics beyond the SM.

Many interesting scenarios for successful baryogenesis haen proposed in
beyond SM theories; see e.n.[10]. Here we will focus on thehrarism oflepto-
genesiq11], which is an elegant framework to explain the BAU, whilennecting
it to another seemingly disparate piece of evidence for rieysigs beyond the SM,
namely, non-zero neutrino masses; for reviews on lept&ignsee e.gl [12,13].
The minimal version of leptogenesis is based ontyipe | seesawnechanism[14],
which requires heavy SM gauge-singlet Majorana neutripgwith a = 1,2, 3)
to explain the observed smallness of the three active meutnasses at tree-level.
The out-of-equilibrium decays of these heavy Majorananieos in an expanding
Universe create a lepton asymmetry, which is reprocesse@ibaryon asymmetry
through the equilibrate(B + L)-violating electroweak sphaleron interactionis [4].

In the original scenario of thermal leptogenesis| [11], teevdy Majorana neu-
trino masses are typically close to the Grand Unified The@GyT) scale, as sug-
gested by natural GUT embedding of the seesaw mechanisattiridr a hierarchi-
cal heavy neutrino spectrum, i.eng, < My, < myy), the light neutrino oscillation
data impose &owerlimit on my, > 10° GeV [15]. As a consequence, such ‘vanilla’
leptogenesis scenarias [16] are very difficult to test in fomgseeable experiment.
Moreover, these high-scale thermal leptogenesis scesramanto difficulties, when
embedded within supergravity models of inflation. In paiae, it leads to a po-
tential conflict with anupperbound on the reheat temperature of the Universe,
Tr < 10P-1@ GeV, as required to avoid overproduction of gravitinos wehtae
decays may otherwise ruin the success of Big Bang Nuclebsgis[17].

An attractive scenario that avoids the aforementionedlpros isresonant lep-
togenesiqRL) [18,[19], where thes-type CP asymmetries due to the self-energy
effects [20E22] in the heavy Majorana neutrino decays gsdrantly enhanced.
This happens when the masses of at least two of the heavymeirecome quasi-
degenerate, with a mass difference comparable to theiydeiciths [18]. The res-
onant enhancement of ti@P asymmetry allows one to avoid the lower bound on
my, 2 10° GeV [15] and have successful leptogenesis at an experittyeataessi-
ble energy scalé [19, 23], while retaining perfect agreemaéth the light-neutrino
oscillation data. The level of testability is further extiexl in the scenario of Res-
onantl-Genesis (RD, where the final lepton asymmetry is dominantly generated
and stored in ainglelepton flavorl [24-27]. In such models, the heavy neutri-
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nos could be as light as the electroweak scale, while stingasizable couplings
to other charged-lepton flavots# I, thus giving rise to potentially large lepton
flavor violation (LFV) effects. In this mini-review, we wilinainly focus on low-
scale leptogenesis scenarios, which may be directly tedtéie Energyl[28] and
Intensity [29] frontiers. For brevity, we will only discuske type | seesaw-based
leptogenesis models; for other leptogenesis scenarie®.ge[12, 30].

2 Basic Picture
Our starting point is the minimal type | seesaw extensiomef3M Lagrangian:
— u — ~ 1_c¢
g - XSM'F |NR’C{Vua NR,(I - h|aL| (DNR,(I - ENR,C{(MN)GBNRwB + HC 5 (2)

whereNg ¢ = %(1+ ¥5)Ng are the right-handed (RH) heavy neutrino fields=

(v 1) are theSU(2), lepton doublets (with = e, i, 7) and® =io,®*, ® being
the SM Higgs doublet and; being the second Pauli matrix. The complex Yukawa
couplingsh4 induceCP-violating decays of the heavy Majorana neutrinos, if kine-
matically allowed:Ng — L; @ with a decay ratd|, and theCP-conjugate process
Ng — L7 @€ with a decay raté,§, (the shorthand notationdenote<P). The flavor-
dependenCP asymmetry can be defined as

la—Ng _ Alig
Sk (Mka + 1) I'ng

fa = ) Q)
wherely, is the total decay width of the heavy Majorana neutriipwhich, at
tree-level, is given byn, = Sn o (h'h)gq. A Nnon-zerdCP asymmetry arises at one-
loop level due to the interference between the tree-lewaglywith either the vertex
or the self-energy graph. Following the terminology used® violation in neutral
meson systems, we denote these two contributior$-ggpe ande-type CP viola-
tion respectively. In the two heavy-neutrino casgff = 1,2; a # 3), they can be
expressed in a simple analytic form [19] 21]:

;o Im [(h*ah|[;)(hTh)aB] mN
fla = 8|n<hTh)aa mNz [ ( ) ( )] ’ @
m[(hghip)(h'h)ap] + rm“ Im [(hi;hug) (h'h)ga]  (m?_ — MR, )TN, M
fa = sn(hTh) (MR, — MR )2+ R, 1,
)

In the quasi-degenerate limjitny, — My, | ~ lI'N .5 the e-type contribution be-
comes resonantly enhanced, as is eV|dent from the secondnitemtor in Eq.[(b).
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Due to the Majorana nature of the heavy neutrinos, theiryetalepton and
Higgs fields violate lepton number which, in presenceCéf violation, leads to
the generation of a lepton (&— L) asymmetry. Part of this asymmetry is washed
out due to the inverse decay procesk€s— N,L°®° — N and variousAL =1
(e.g.NL + Qu°) andAL = 2 (e.g.L® « L°®C) scattering processes. In the flavor-
diagonal limit, the total amount &— L asymmetry generated at a given temperature
can be calculated by solving the following set of coupledBuoann equations[16]:

A,

G- = ~(DatSa) (A — AL (6)
dg_ e
L S Dy ) Mo LY W )

wherez=my, /T, with N1 being the lightest heavy neutringx denotes the number
density ofX in a portion of co-moving volume containing one heavy-ni@otin
ultra-relativistic limit, so that# (T > my, ) =1, &4 = 3 (810 + &) is the totaCP
asymmetry due to the decayM§, andDy, Sy, Wy denote the decay, scattering and
washout rates, respectively. Given the Hubble expansitenH&T) ~ 1.669*&—;,
whereg, is the total relativistic degrees of freedom aliigh = 1.22 x 10'° GeV

is the Planck mass, we define the decay paraméiges FD{'.(% wherelp, =
Si(Ma+N5). ForKg > 1, the system is in thetrong washoutegime, where the
final Iepton asymmetry is insensitive to any initial asymmetresent. The decay

rates are given by, = FD—“ = Kaxaz)’?( wherexq = "WE and #y(2) is the

nth-order modified Bessel function of the second kind. Slr’ryljahe washout rates
induced by inverse decays are given\\pP = 4Ka\/_lﬁ( Z4)Z, Wherez, =
z,/Xq. Other washout terms due ta-22 scatterlng can be similarly calculated|[16].
The finalB— L asymmetry is given by/i{3 L="YqEaKa(z— »), whereky(z)’s are
the efficiency factors, obtained from Eds. (6) anld (7):

Ka(2) = —/:dz’ Da(z) __ d/ exp{—/;dz”zwa(z”)} . (8

. Dal?)+ %) dZ

Attemperature¥ >> 100 GeV, when théB+ L )-violating electroweak sphalerons
are in thermal equilibrium, a fractiogspn = % of the B— L asymmetry is repro-
cessed to a baryon asymmetry|[31]. There is an additionabydilution factor
f=5= = 2387 due to the standard photon production from the onset of ¢gpto
esis t|II the epoch of recombinatidn [32]. Combining allskeeffects, the predicted

baryon asymmetry due to the mechanism of leptogenesises diy

aspn
f

nB - e/‘éBfiL >~ 1072 ZSC{KQ(Z% 00) 5 (9)
a

which has to be compared with the observed BAU given by[Hq. (1)
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3 Flavor Effects

Flavor effects in both heavy-neutrino and charged-lepemtcss, as well as the in-
terplay between them, can play an important role in detdngithe final lepton
asymmetry, especially in low-scale leptogenesis modedk [These intrinsically-
quantum effects can, in principle, be accounted for by elitenthe flavor-diagonal
Boltzmann equationE}6) ard (7) for the number densitiesdifidual flavor species
to a semi-classical evolution equation famatrix of number densitieanalogous to
the formalism presented ih [B3] for light neutrinos. Thiscadled ‘density matrix’
formalism has been adopted to describe flavor effects iowateptogenesis scenar-
ios [34+36]. It was recently shown [2637], in a semi-cleakapproach, that a con-
sistent treatment dll pertinent flavor effects, including flavor mixing, oscilats
and off-diagonal (de)coherences, necessitafedlyaflavor-covariant formalism. It
was further shown that the resonant mixing of different lyeagutrino flavors and
coherent oscillations between them are tdistinct physical phenomena, whose
contributions to theCP asymmetry could be of similar order of magnitude in the
resonant regime. Note that this is analogous to the expatatte-distinguishable
phenomena of mixing and oscillations in the neutral mesastesys|([5].

One can go beyond the semi-classical ‘density-matrix’ apph to leptogenesis
by means of a quantum field-theoretic analogue of the Boltaneguations, known
as the Kadanoff-Baym (KB) equatioris [38]. Such ‘first-pipies’ approaches to
leptogenesid [39] are, in principle, capable of accountimgsistently for all flavor
effects, in addition to off-shell and finite-width effectacluding thermal correc-
tions. However, it is often necessary to use truncated graéixpansions and quasi-
particle ansaetze to relate the propagators appearing ikBhequations to particle
number densities. Recently, using a perturbative forrmananf thermal field the-
ory [40], it was shown([4/1] that quantum transport equatfongeptogenesis can be
obtained from the KB formalism without the need for gradiexpansion or quasi-
particle ansaetze, thereby capturing fully the pertineavtoiit effects. Specifically,
the source term for the lepton asymmetry obtained, at Igaatider, in this KB ap-
proach[[41] was found to be exactly the same as that obtamttisemi-classical
flavor-covariant approach df [26], confirming that flavor migkand oscillations are
indeed twophysically-distincpphenomena, at least in the weakly-resonant regime.
The proper treatment of these flavor effects can lead to afisigmt enhancement
of the final lepton asymmetry, as compared to partially fladependent or flavor-
diagonal limits[26, 2I7], thereby enlarging the viable paeter space for models of
RL and enhancing the prospects of testing the leptogenesibanmism.

4 Phenomenology

As an example of a testable scenario of leptogenesis, wadssres minimal Rl
model that possesses an approximate SO(3)-symmetric ‘meayino sector at
some high scal@x, with mass matriMy (px) = myls+ AMy [23]25], where the
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SO(3)-breaking mass term is of the foAMy = diag AM1,AM, /2, —AM,/2) [27]).
By virtue of the renormalization group running, an addidbmass splitting term

RG ., _ MN [ Hx T
AMR® ~ — 25 (mN) Re|h' () h(ksc)| (10)
is induced at the scale relevant to RL. In order to ensurerttadlsess of the light-
neutrino masses, we also require the heavy-neutrino Yukae@®r to have an ap-
proximate leptonic U(1)symmetry. As an explicit example, we consider an;RL
model, with the following Yukawa coupling structufe [23]24

g ae 4 adW4
h= | ¢ be™pdv* |, (11)
& Ce*i"/‘l Cérr/4

wherea, b, c are arbitrary complex parameters afg ; are the perturbation terms
that break thé&J (1) symmetry. In order to be consistent with the observed neari
oscillation data, we requite|, |b| < 10~2 for electroweak scale heavy neutrinos. In
addition, in order to protect theasymmetry from large washout effects, we require
Ic| £10° < |al,|b| and|&e y r| < 107C.

A choice of benchmark values for these parameters, satgfail the current
experimental constraints and allowing successful leptegis, is given below:

M1

A AM
my = 400 GeV, —% — _3x10°5 =2
my m

= (~=1.21+0.10i) x 10°°,

a = (493-232i)x10°3 b= (804—379)x10°3% ¢ =2x10",
ge = 573ix108 ¢ = 430ix10', & = 639 x10". (12)

The corresponding predictions for some low-energy LFV oledgles are given by

BR(u —ey) = 1.9x10 ", BR(u —ee'e) =93x10 "
Rl = 29x10%8 R, —32x1013 RP,=22x10% (13)

all of which can be probed in future at the Intensity fronfiE2]. Similarly, sub-TeV
heavy Majorana neutrinos witt?(10-2) Yukawa couplings are directly accessible
in the run-Il phase of the LHC [43] as well as at future leptotiiders [44].

In general, any observation of lepton number violation ()N¥ the LHC will
yield a lower bound on the washout factor for the lepton asgtnyrand could fal-
sify high-scale leptogenesis as a viable mechanism behind the eosBAU [45].
However, one should keep in mind possible exceptions togeiseral argument,
e.g. scenarios where LNV is confined to a specific flavor sentodels with new
symmetries and/or conserved charges which could staliiz&aryon asymmetry
against LNV washout, and models where lepton asymmetry eageberated be-
low the observed LNV scale. An important related questiowl&therlow-scale
leptogenesis models could be ruled out from experiments A&s been investi-
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gated [46=49] in the context of Left-Right symmetric modefs it was shown
that the minimum value of the RH gauge boson mass for suaddeptogenesis,
while satisfying all experimental constraints in the loneegy sector, is about 10
TeV [48]. Thus, any positive signal for an RH gauge boson atltHC might pro-
vide a litmus test for the mechanism of leptogenesis.

5 Conclusion

Leptogenesis is an attractive mechanism for dynamicalhegging the observed
baryon asymmetry of the Universe, while relating it to thigiiorof neutrino mass.
Resonant leptogenesis allows the relevant energy scale tstow as the elec-
troweak scale, thus offering a unique opportunity to teistitthea in laboratory ex-
periments. Flavor effects play an important role in the mtézhs for the lepton
asymmetry, and hence, for the testability of the low-sog¢dgenesis models. We
have illustrated that models of resonant leptogenesisideat! to observable effects
in current and future experiments, and may even be falsifiegitain cases.
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