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Recently Dolgov and Pozdnyakov proposed a new baryogenesis mechanism in which baryon asymmetry is produced without violating baryon number at the Lagrangian level. In this scenario, baryon
asymmetry is generated by absorption of a new particle X carrying baryon number onto Primordial
Black Holes (PBHs). Assuming CP-violation, the particle X is absorbed at a different rate than
the antiparticle X̄, producing an asymmetry in the baryonic number. We independently test this
scenario, finding that it suffers from two fundamental issues.
At the phenomenological level, strong absorption by PBHs initially increases the baryon asymmetry.
However, at later times such asymmetry is completely absorbed by PBHs. In order to overcome
this issue, we account for PBH evaporation, which provides a natural way of halting the absorption
while keeping a finite baryon asymmetry. We provide a systematic study of the parameter space,
identifying the regions leading to the production of the baryon asymmetry without violating the
known constraints on PBHs concentration.
At the theoretical level, a model realizing the CP-violation postulated in this scenario is difficult
to realize. We show, by implementing a minimal model, that the framework proposed in the original
work in order to produce CP-violation, even if qualitatively correct, is quantitatively in disagreement
with the observed baryon asymmetry, namely this mechanism produces only a fraction of the total
baryon asymmetry.

I.

INTRODUCTION

Our universe exhibits an asymmetry among baryons
and anti-baryons, whose origin is one of the fundamental problems of physics. The amount of baryon asymmetry can be quantified by the measured ratio [1–4]
exp
ηB
≡ (nB − nB̄ )/s = (8.718 ± 0.004) · 10−11 , where
nB (nB̄ ) is the baryon (anti-baryon) number density and
s is the entropy density. In 1967, Sakharov proposed
three conditions [5] necessary for a viable baryogenesis
mechanism: i) violation of the baryon number, ii) violation of CP and C symmetries, and iii) out of equilibrium processes. While the Standard Model satisfies
Sakharov conditions, it is not able to reproduce quantitatively the required asymmetry [6–10]. Therefore, a
number of extensions have been proposed to reproduce
the correct asymmetry, including electroweak baryogenesis [11–13], baryogenesis via leptogenesis [14–17], GUT
baryogenesis [18], and the Affleck-Dine mechanism [19].
In a novel framework proposed in Refs. [20–22], baryon
asymmetry is produced by the different absorption of particles and antiparticles of a new species X (assumed to be
scalar) with mass mX , carrying baryon number BX , onto
a population of primordial black holes (PBH) [23, 24].
Their coupling with Standard Model (hereafter denoted

∗
†
‡
§
¶

aambrosone@na.infn.it
rcalabrese@na.infn.it
dfgfiorillo@na.infn.it
miele@na.infn.it
smorisi@na.infn.it

by SM) is indicated with f . These particles are attracted
by gravity onto a population of PBHs with mass M .
Assuming that X and X have slightly different crosssections with the SM plasma surrounding the PBHs due
to a small C and CP violation, the absorption rates of X
and X by PBHs are different. Such an asymmetric absorption leads to a continuous production of asymmetry
in the X sector. In Ref. [21] it is suggested that strong
absorption on PBHs (f  1) is required to reproduce a
large asymmetry. We have reanalyzed this low-coupling
scenario, finding that it would lead to the complete absorption of X and X, giving a total suppression of the
baryon asymmetry. Therefore, the quantitative value of
the observed baryon asymmetry is not reproducible in
the scenario of Ref. [21]. Here we show that such a problem can be solved by taking into account the evaporation
of PBHs by means of Hawking radiation [25–28]. Evaporating PBHs have been well-studied in connection with
baryon asymmetry generation [29–39] as well as with the
dark matter problem [35, 40, 41] (see also [42–49]). PBHs
are subjected to Hawking evaporation, emitting particles
and gradually losing their mass. The evaporation rate
determines the temperature at which PBHs are expected
to evaporate [50]
−3/2

Te ' 1010 GeV (Mg )

.

(1)

We denote by Mg the mass of PBH expressed in grams,
whereas by M , already introduced above, we denote the
same mass in natural units. For the rest of this work, we
will adopt natural units unless otherwise stated. For simplicity, we will model the PBH mass to be non-evolving
for temperatures larger than Te and to disappear at lower
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temperatures. The same approximation is also adopted
in Ref. [31]. For PBH masses lighter than 109 g, which is
the range of interest for us, PBHs completely evaporate
before the Big Bang Nucleosynthesis. The finite lifetime
of PBHs due to evaporation provides a natural way of
stopping the absorption before the species is completely
depleted, thereby maintaining the asymmetry produced.
A connected problem is that the remnant X particles,
being very massive, might dominate over radiation. In
the mechanism we propose here, this problem is solved
by allowing the X species to decay into baryons, accordingly transferring the asymmetry from the X sector to
the baryonic one. We show that this phenomenological
mechanism can produce a non-vanishing baryon asymmetry by explicitly solving the cosmological transport equations. Therefore, by accounting for PBH evaporation, we
are able to avoid the issue of the complete absorption of
the species.
However, we find a more serious issue in the possibility of realizing this scenario in a complete model. Indeed,
the feasibility of the model is based on the phenomenological parameterization of the CP violation efficiency in
the cross-sections of X and X̄ proposed in Refs. [21, 22].
However, no quantitative model is provided which supports such a phenomenological parameterization. Here
we show that the construction of such a model is far
from trivial. We provide an explicit minimal model able
to produce a non-vanishing baryon asymmetry. In doing so, we perform the first calculation in the literature,
to our knowledge, of the CP violation in the scattering
cross-sections of a particle and antiparticle. We find that
the constraints imposed by the model are too stringent
to account for the whole of the observed baryon asymmetry. Therefore, a theoretical model supporting this
scenario as a feasible one for baryogenesis remains to be
constructed, possibly by relieving some of the assumptions in the minimal model presented here.
We structure the discussion by first providing a phenomenological overview of the mechanism in Sec. II,
where we estimate the parameters and obtain the equations for the cosmological evolution of the baryon asymmetry. In Sec. IV we solve these phenomenological equations and identify regions of the parameter space leading
to the correct baryon asymmetry. In Sec. III we present
a minimal model exhibiting a CP-violation in the crosssections for X and X̄ scattering, and we show that this
CP-violation is less efficient than the phenomenological
parameterization adopted in Refs. [21, 22] and in the previous sections. We draw our conclusions in Sec. V.

II.

THE MECHANISM

The X and X species evolve according to the interplay between different processes: the absorption by the
cosmological distribution of PBHs with number density
nPBH , the interaction with the relativistic plasma, and
the decay via a process X → b + SM, where b is a SM

particle with baryon number. We discuss these terms in
turn.

A.

Absorption rate due to PBHs

In Ref. [21] the rate of infalling X particles per unit
time is estimated as
dNX
4πM mX nX
=
2 ,
dt
n0 gσX T MPl

(2)

where MPl is the Planck mass, g ' 100 is the number
of relativistic interacting species in the plasma surrounding the PBH, σX is the cross-section for scattering of X
particles with the SM, n0 is the number density of each
species in the plasma, T is its temperature, and nX is
the number density of X particles. An equivalent expression can be obtained for X. For the cross-section
σX we assume the unitarity bound σX = f 4 /m2X . The
cross-sections σX and σX are slightly different due to CP
violation. In this section and in Sec. IV we write the relative deviation in the cross-sections, which we will refer
to as CP-violation efficiency, as
m 
X
σX − σX ' ε
f 2 σX .
(3)
T
The functional form ε(T ) depends on the diagrams con
tributing to the asymmetry. In Refs. [21, 22] ε mTX is
taken to be 1. In Sec. III we will derive, in the context
of a specific
field theoretical model, a different form for

ε mTX which is therefore theoretically motivated. With
this choice, we will show that the feasibility of the mechanism may be spoiled in the context of a full model.
The absorption rate is determined by Eq. (2) and is
given by


4πm3X βTform
dnX
=−
nX
(4)
2
dt abs
gf 4 T MPl
where β = ρPBH (Tform )/ργ (Tform ) denotes the ratio between the density of PBH and the density of radiation at their formation at a temperature Tform ' 3 ·
1015 GeV(Mg )−1/2 [51].
The interaction with the plasma via the annihilation
and creation processes XX
SM maintains thermal
equilibrium before the species becomes non-relativistic.
We assume that the coupling for this interaction is the
same coupling f as for the collision cross-section, as
can be expected because of crossing symmetry. After
the species becomes non-relativistic, the interaction rate
rapidly drops and X undergoes freeze-out, as we will verify explicitly in the solutions shown below. The rate of
interaction with the plasma is


dnX
f4
− 2 (nX nX − n2th ),
(5)
dt int mX
where nth is the number density at thermal equilibrium.
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The order of magnitude of the decay rate is Γ = h2 mX
where h is the coupling of the X decay process. We assume here that X decays into much lighter particles, so
that phase space factors are negligible. Furthermore, we
assume that particles are at rest, since absorption becomes relevant for non-relativistic particles, and we solve
the equations only in this regime. Then we have


dnX
= −h2 mX nX .
(6)
dt dec
B.

Evolution equation

Collecting the interaction, absorption, and decay
terms, we obtain the evolution equations as
λ
dN
2
) − αx2 N − µxN,
= − 2 (N 2 − Yth
dx
x
dA
= αx2 (ε(x)f 2 N − A) − µxA,
dx

(7)
(8)

where we have introduced the yields N ≡ (nX + nX )/2s,
A ≡ (nX − nX )/s and x ≡ mX /T . Furthermore, we
introduce the dimensionless parameters
r
√
π f 4 g∗ MPl
λ=
,
45
mX
βTform
π 7/2
α= √
,
(9)
4 √g M
gf
5ζ(3)
∗ Pl
r
45 h2 MPl
µ=
,
√
4π 3 g∗ mX
and Yth is the equilibrium yield for the species X. The
quantity g∗ ' 100 is the number of relativistic d.o.f. appearing in the entropy density.
C.

Baryon asymmetry

Assuming that the only source of asymmetry is the
decay of the X particles we have
th
dηB
= µxA.
dx

D.

(10)

Constraints

The mechanism is characterized by the following free
parameters: the PBH mass M ; the mass of X particle,
mX ; the two couplings f and h; the fraction of PBHs at
their formation β.
The solutions obtained within this scenario are acceptable only if a number of physical constraints are verified: i) β must be smaller than the known constraints,
which are conveniently summarized in Ref. [52] assuming a lighter dark matter candidate; ii) the entropy generated in the decay of the X particles should not be

as large as to dilute too much the generated asymmetry; iii) the whole process must take place much before Big Bang Nucleosynthesis; iv) X decays after PBHs
have evaporated, so that the asymmetry in the X sector has reached its largest possible value; v) the annihilation process XX →SM induced by the coupling
h is negligible compared with the annihilation induced
by the coupling f ; vi) we determine the ratio between
PBHs and radiation energy density at PBH evaporation as ρPBH /ρrad ' β Tform /Te , and we verify that it
is smaller than 1: this guarantees that the evolution proceeds under conditions of radiation domination; vii) we
determine the accretion rate of mass from each PBH according to Eq. 2 at Te , and we require that it is smaller
than the evaporation rate, namely




dM
dM
Rae =
/
< 0.1,
(11)
dt acc
dt eva

dNX
where dM
dt acc = mX dt . PBH evaporation would otherwise be delayed by the larger accretion rate until all
the species had been completely absorbed.

III.

AN EXPLICIT MODEL REALIZATION OF
CP VIOLATION

In the previous section we have outlined the mechanism
in general. The one thing that remains to be specified is
the form of the CP violation efficiency ε(x). This must
come from an analysis of the diagrams contributing to
the CP violation, and may only be determined exactly
in the context of a specific model. We remind the reader
that Refs.. [21, 22] estimate this quantity to be equal to
1. In this section, we propose a concrete model leading
to a non-vanishing CP violation, and we estimate ε(x)
within this model.
We introduce as additional species to the Standard
Model heavy fermion particles X, Y , and b, and two
heavy scalar mediators φ and ψ, and we assume they couple to the Standard Model species a and c (which may
be quarks, as a reference example) with the Lagrangian
Lint = −gāX φ̄āX − gc̄X φ̄c̄X
−gb̄Y φ̄b̄Y − gȲ X ψ Ȳ X − gb̄a ψ b̄a + h.c.

(12)

All couplings are assumed to be complex numbers. The
structure of the coupling can be justified if the new particles are charged under an additional conserved (but not
necessarily gauged) U (1), for example assuming that X
and Y have charge +1, φ has charge −1, and ψ is neutral. Notice that this symmetry would also allow the
additional interaction terms L0int = −gb̄c ψ b̄c. The effect
of this term is not essential to the model, and can be
absorbed into a renormalization of the CP-violating efficiency, as we will see below.
Within this model, the cross-sections for scattering
Xā → X c̄ and X̄a → X̄c are different at loop level, because of the interference between the diagrams in Fig. 1.
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Figure 1: Feynman diagrams contributing to the scattering Xā → X c̄ to one-loop level.
The additional coupling gb̄c would lead to the appearance
of a third diagram with a triangle loop in the final state.
Thus, the CP violation would be renormalized by this
additional term. Importantly, if the particle c coincides
with the particle a, the contributions from these two diagrams would not add up, as suggested in Ref. [22], but
rather it would cancel. This is a special case of a general
result descending from CPT and Lorentz invariance: the
cross-sections for Xā → Xā and X̄a → X̄a are necessarily equal.
The interference between the two diagrams in Fig. 1
creates a difference δσ = σX ā→X c̄ − σX̄a→X̄c

integral defined by
 0

R d4 k
0
` = 2(2π)
/ + mX )(/q − mc )
4 Tr (p
Tr[(/
k−mb )(p
q +/
k+mY )(p
q −ma )]
/+/
/+mX )(/
(k2 −m2b )[(p+q+k)2 −m2Y ][(q+k)2 −m2ψ ]

δσ = −4

3

0

3

0

d p
d q
1
4
(2π)3 2Ep0 (2π)3 2Eq0 4Ep Eq (2π)

∗
∗
δ 4 (p0 + q 0 − p − q)Im gāX
gȲ X gb̄Y gb̄a



where s is the first Mandelstam invariant, p, q, p0 , and
q 0 are respectively the four-momenta of the incoming X
and ā particles and of the outgoing X and c̄ particles.
For each of these four-momenta, we denote in bold the
spatial 3-momentum and by Ep , Eq , Ep0 , and Eq0 their
energies in the laboratory frame. Finally, ` is the loop

= −4

∗
∗
Im(gāX
gȲ X gb̄Y gb̄a
)
|gāX |2

(15)

2Re[`]
.
Tr[(p
q 0 −mc )]Tr[(p
q −ma )]
/0 +mX )(/
/+mX )(/

(13)

|gc̄X |2
Re [`] ,
(s−m2φ )2

,

where by mi we denote the mass of the i-th particle. We
notice that ` depends only on the initial four-momenta
p and q, and not on the final four-momenta p0 and q 01 ,
so that it can be taken outside of the integral. Therefore, the relative deviation in the cross-section can be
expressed to lowest order in the couplings as
δσ
σX ā→X c̄

R

(14)

The real part of the loop integral can be exactly determined using the Cutkosky rules, under the simplifying
assumption that mψ > mX , ma . We will further simplify

1

 0

The term Tr (p
q 0 + mc ) can be rearranged as
/ + mX )(/
m2 −m2
c

4(ma mc + p · q + a 2
final-state properties.

), so it also does not depend on the
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the result by assuming ma to be negligible, which is justified since the center-of-mass energies of the collisions
in the primordial universe at the temperatures of interest are much higher than the masses of the quarks. The
final result is

∗
∗
Im gāX
gȲ X gb̄Y gb̄a
1
δσ
(16)
=
σX ā→X c̄
|gāX |2
4πs2 m2ψ
(s − (mb − mY )mX )(s − (mb + mY )2 )
p
[s − (mb + mY )2 ] [s − (mb − mY )2 ],

where s is the Mandelstam invariant of the collision.
At temperatures T  mX , at which the absorption of
particles onto primordial black holes becomes relevant,
XT
s = m2X + 2 √m1−v
(1 − v cos θ), where v is the velocity of
2
X and θ is the angle between the directions of X and ā.
Assuming v  1, we expect s ' m2X + 2mX T in order
of magnitude. Furthermore, we choose mY + mb ' mX .
The reason for this choice is that, if mb + mY < mX , the
reactions Xā → Y b̄ would maintain chemical equilibrium
for the X species even after it becomes non-relativistic.
X would therefore rapidly disappear from the plasma because of the inhibition of inverse annihilation. Finally, we
choose |mb − mY |  T and mψ ' mX . These choices
maximize the asymmetry in the cross-section, which becomes of the order


3/2
∗
∗
gȲ X gb̄Y gb̄a
Im gāX
δσ
1
T
√
'
. (17)
σX ā→X c̄
|gāX |2
2π mX
This expression contains the final result we aimed to
obtain in this section, namely the temperature dependence of the CP violation. Expressed in the notation of
Sec. II, we may write within this model
ε(x) = √

1
.
2πx3/2

(18)

Compared with the assumption made in Refs. [21, 22],
namely that ε(x) = 1, here we find that accounting for a
consistent particle model lowers the CP violation at lower
temperatures, due to the factor (T /mX )3/2 . This effect
derives from the Cutkosky rules, which link the violation
at loop level with the amplitude for scattering onto the
intermediate state Xā → Y b̄: the latter clearly vanishes
as T → 0. In the next section, we will show the results
which are obtained in this mechanism using both choices
for ε(x).
IV.

A.

Phenomenological scenario

The production of baryon asymmetry in both scenarios
can be understood by exhibiting a benchmark solution to
the above equations for a specific parameter choice. We
show this solution for the phenomenological scenario with
ε(x) = 1 in Fig. 2.
The yellow curve, denoting the average yield N for X
and X, undergoes freeze-out at x close to 10, reaching
a constant value determined by the freeze-out process.
Before freeze-out, the asymmetry (blue curve) increases
and reaches a plateaux value, due to the initial rapid
decrease in N ; this is a first residual component of asymmetry. After freeze-out, N remains approximately constant and undergoes a slow absorption by PBHs leading
to a continuous production of asymmetry, represented
by the steadily increasing blue curve; this is a second
component of asymmetry which starts being produced
after freeze-out. We emphasize that, even though the
process of freeze-out happens at x ∼ 10, the continuous production of asymmetry dominates over the residual (plateaux) asymmetry only later, at x ∼ 103 . The increase of the asymmetry can be essentially parameterized
as A(x) ∝ x3 . With increasing x, absorption becomes
stronger and would eventually deplete all the species X
and the asymmetry produced. However, this situation
is avoided because of PBH evaporation, which abruptly
stops the absorption process and therefore maintains the
produced asymmetry. To highlight this point, we show as
a dashed line the solution determined without accounting
for PBH evaporation: indeed the dashed curve vanishes
for x ∼ 2 × 106 . On the other hand, the solid lines
remains constant immediately after PBH evaporation,
when asymmetry stops being produced. At this stage,
the decay into baryons allows us to transfer the asymmetry from the X sector into the baryonic one, represented
by the green curve. The concentration of X particles,
and their asymmetry, completely disappear. The average
energy density of X and X is converted into radiation,
without significantly heating the primordial plasma.
One point is especially important: in Ref. [21] the need
for small couplings was emphasized. However, small couplings lead to very large absorption which suppresses the
produced asymmetry before PBHs evaporate. Therefore,
the opposite requirement must be met in order to produce the necessary asymmetry. Indeed, our benchmark
solution leading to the correct asymmetry in this phenomenological scenario requires f of order 0.1.

RESULTS
B.

In this section we show our results for the asymmetry produced. For clarity, we divide our discussion according to the two choices outlined for the CP violation efficiency ε(x): (i) the phenomenological scenario
adopted in Refs. [21, 22], with ε(x) = 1; (ii) the explicit
model realization outlined in the previous section, with
1
ε(x) = √2πx
.
3/2

Explicit model realization

In the model outlined in Sec. III, the CP violation efficiency progressively decreases with time. Therefore, the
growth of the asymmetry with x is much slower than
in the phenomenological scenario. This can be seen in
Fig. 3, where we show the asymmetry evolution as a
function of x for a benchmark choice of parameters which
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Figure 2: Evolution of X concentration (yellow), X asymmetry (blue), and baryon asymmetry (green) as a function
of x for a benchmark choice of parameters. xe is the moment at which PBHs evaporate. The dotted curves represent
the solution if PBH evaporation is not taken into account. We assume ε(x) = 1 as in the phenomenological scenario.
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Figure 3: Evolution of X concentration (yellow), X asymmetry (blue), and baryon asymmetry (green) as a function
1
of x for a benchmark choice of parameters. xe is the moment at which PBHs evaporate. We assume ε(x) = √2πx
3/2
as in the explicit model realization.

maximizes the final asymmetry. In the region of x < xe ,
before PBHs evaporate, the asymmetry increases only as
A(x) ∝ x3/2 , in contrast with the phenomenological case
where it grows as A(x) ∝ x3 . For this reason, the final asymmetry produced is significantly lower than what
could be attained in the phenomenological scenario. The
maximal asymmetry that can be produced consistently
with the constraints listed in Sec. II is of the order of
10−13 , which is by three orders of magnitude lower than
the experimental measurements. We still reach the nontrivial result that this model can produce a baryon asym-

metry. However, further study is required to develop
a model quantitatively in agreement with the observed
baryon asymmetry.

V.

CONCLUSIONS

The baryogenesis mechanism proposed in Refs. [21, 22]
works through the interplay between different factors:
the freeze-out of a heavy species X, the CP-asymmetric
absorption of this species by PBHs, and the subsequent
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decay of X, which both transfers the asymmetry to the
baryonic sector and avoids the overproduction of nonrelativistic X particles which would otherwise dominate
over radiation. Such a mechanism would provide an effectively new scenario for baryogenesis which does not
need violation of the baryonic number at a Lagrangian
level. We have shown that, even at a phenomenological
level, this scenario must be extended to account for PBH
evaporation in order to produce the correct asymmetry.
PBH evaporation is necessary to halt the absorption of
the X particles before they entirely disappear from the
plasma, together with the asymmetry.
While this modification allows the mechanism to work
at the phenomenological level, we have shown that it is
still difficult to realize in an actual model. The scenario
works only under the assumption of a CP violation efficiency independent of the temperature of the plasma, as

suggested in Refs. [21, 22]. However, the minimal model
we were able to find leads to a CP violation efficiency progressively decreasing with decreasing temperature. This
result seems to derive from the Cutkosky rules alone,
and therefore seems to be robust. In this model, baryon
asymmetry is indeed produced, but in a quantity which
is too small compared with the experimental value. This
suggests that a model quantitatively supporting the scenario is difficult to realize.
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