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Oscillation baryogenesis via ultraviolet dark matter freeze-in
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We investigate baryogenesis from dark matter oscillations in the ultraviolet freeze-in regime. We find
that the mechanism can simultaneously accommodate the observed abundances of baryons and dark matter
for dark matter masses in the 10 keV to 2 MeV range, provided the reheat temperature lies between the
temperature of the electroweak phase transition and ~10 TeV. The mechanism predicts observable
consequences due to the presence of a light dark matter component that is relativistic during structure
formation, and x-ray bounds on decaying dark matter can set strong constraints depending on the operator

mediating dark matter production.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The nature of dark matter (DM) and the origin of the
baryon asymmetry are two of the biggest outstanding
questions in particle physics. Both necessitate new particles
or interactions that are out of equilibrium at some point in
the Universe’s history, and it is natural to consider the
scenario in which there is a common departure from
equilibrium that is responsible for establishing both abun-
dances. Several such scenarios have been studied in the
literature, such as asymmetric DM [1-11] and baryogenesis
via freeze-out of symmetric DM [12-16], both of which
assume that DM was at some point in equilibrium with
Standard Model (SM) particles.

It is, however, possible that particles involved in resolv-
ing the questions of DM and baryogenesis were never in
equilibrium throughout cosmic history. Such species are
produced via freeze-in [17-22], where the particles’ inter-
action rates are not large enough to equilibrate them with
the SM plasma. Freeze-in models have become increas-
ingly popular in recent years because they occur generically
in hidden-sector scenarios and they avoid increasingly
stringent constraints from laboratory and astrophysical
searches for thermal DM. Unfortunately, this same feature
of freeze-in can also make it difficult to test, as the tiny
couplings needed to keep species out of equilibrium can
also render signal rates negligible in experiments [22].
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If freeze-in simultaneously accounts for both baryo-
genesis and the DM abundance, however, then the pros-
pects for experimental discovery of the model can be
considerably improved. In the recently proposed mecha-
nism of freeze-in baryogenesis via DM oscillations [23,24],
DM must possess a coupling to SM particles in order to
generate an asymmetry; this in turn necessitates the
existence of new, electromagnetically charged states that
mediate interactions between DM and the SM. When DM
is produced from the on-shell decay of the charged states,
the charged-particle masses must lie around the weak scale
and can be the target of collider searches. Furthermore, the
masses of DM particles affect the timescale of DM
oscillations, such that simultaneously accounting for the
baryon asymmetry and DM abundance restricts the DM to a
relatively narrow mass range (~keV — MeV). The freeze-in
coupling can also not be too small because the baryon
asymmetry would otherwise be insufficient to account for
the observed value. These properties are also found in the
Akhmedov-Rubakov-Smirnov (ARS) mechanism for lep-
togenesis via right-handed neutrino (RHNs) oscillations
[25,26], which works with GeV-scale RHNs that have
couplings potentially large enough to allow experimental
detection of the RHNs [27].

All prior studies of the cosmology and phenomenology
of freeze-in baryogenesis via DM oscillations have been
done within the framework of infrared (IR) freeze-in, in
which the charged mediator between DM and the SM has a
mass below the reheat temperature of the Universe. In this
scenario, DM production rates grow relative to the Hubble
expansion rate, H, down to energies comparable to the
electroweak scale. Because H < T for temperatures 7 well
below the Planck scale, IR freeze-in models typically
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feature very small couplings (<1077) to prevent total
equilibration of DM.

There exists another limit: ultraviolet (UV) freeze-in
[21,28-30]. In this case, DM is produced by scattering via a
virtual mediator at energies well below the mediator mass.
UV freeze-in occurs in cosmologies with a reheat temper-
ature that is sufficiently low as to exponentially suppress
the on-shell production of the mediator. The couplings
between the SM and DM are now nonrenormalizable, and
the DM interaction rate falls relative to Hubble over time.
Consequently, the feebleness of the DM-SM interaction can
be explained by hierarchies between the reheat temperature
and the mass of the mediator rather than by small
dimensionless couplings; this is analogous to the reason
for the feebleness of the weak interactions at energies well
below the electroweak scale.

We undertake the first comprehensive study of baryo-
genesis from DM oscillations in the UV limit. We find that it
is possible to simultaneously account for DM and baryo-
genesis within UV freeze-in provided the reheat temperature
falls within the approximate range 130 GeV-10 TeV. The
parameter space is much more restricted than for IR freeze-in,
with the lightest DM state necessarily lying well below a
mass of 1 keV. The model faces stringent constraints from
structure formation and x-ray line searches such that several
implementations of UV freeze-in are already ruled out, and
we expect that future improvements in these observables
should further test interesting parameter space for UV freeze-
in baryogenesis. In contrast with IR freeze-in, however,
colliders are no longer a promising avenue for discovering
the new states associated with DM and baryogenesis, at least
in the scenarios we consider here.

Baryogenesis through DM freeze-in can also occur
through an entirely different mechanism, in which the
baryon asymmetry and DM abundance are generated
simultaneously through feeble CP-violating decays of or
scattering induced by a heavy parent particle, rather than
through DM oscillations and rescattering. This has been
studied for both IR and UV freeze-in [31-34].

II. MECHANISMS FOR FREEZE-IN
BARYOGENESIS VIA DM OSCILLATIONS

A. Review of IR freeze-in

We can obtain the UV limit of a freeze-in model by first
considering IR freeze-in and then integrating out the heavy
mediators. We therefore consider a freeze-in leptogenesis
model along the lines of Refs. [23,24]. The model consists
of two Majorana singlet fermion DM candidates, y; and y,,
with masses M; and M,, respectively, and, one or more
scalars, ®,, where a is an index running over the number of
scalars. The scalars carry SM gauge quantum numbers that
allow it to have renormalizable couplings to DM and either
quarks or leptons.

DM interaction term: Consider, for concreteness, the
case in which the @, have the same SM gauge charges as

the SM Higgs doublet. In terms of Weyl spinors, the DM
interaction Lagrangian is

Lpym = —Fg®aLoyx; +He., (1)

where L, is the SM lepton doublet, a is a SM lepton flavor
index, / is a DM flavor index in the mass eigenbasis, and
F4; is the coupling. This interaction is sufficient to account
for DM and baryogenesis through IR freeze-in. We con-
sider other, equally viable, choices for the SM quantum
numbers of ®, when we make the transition to the UV
freeze-in regime in Sec. II B.

The coupling in Eq. (1) is consistent with an exact
U(1)g_, symmetry where every ®, has B — L charge of
+1. It is also consistent with a Z, symmetry where @, and
1 are odd and all SM fields are even. Such a Z, symmetry
makes DM exactly stable.

The couplings F¢,; are sufficiently small that DM does
not reach equilibrium, although ®, are nearly always in
equilibrium as a result of SM gauge interactions. We
assume that the @, do not acquire vacuum expectation
values (VEVs).

If the reheat temperature of the universe exceeds the
masses of the @, particles, then DM is produced through
& — L,y and the conjugate process. Because DM is
typically out of equilibrium, it is produced in interaction
eigenstates that then undergo coherent propagation and
oscillation." To generate an asymmetry, higher-order proc-
esses are needed: subsequent inverse decays Lgy — @}
lead to net processes like ;L — ®;L,. A combination of
phases from oscillation and CP-violating couplings can
lead to a difference in rate compared to the corresponding
antiparticle process, ®,L; — ®,L,, at O(F*).

When there exists only a single scalar, this CP-violating
difference leads to asymmetries in individual lepton flavors
but not overall lepton number.” A net lepton asymmetry
originates only after washout erodes the asymmetries in SM
lepton flavors at different rates, and thus the total asym-
metry is O(F9).

Alternatively, when there exist multiple scalars, kin-
ematic differences in @, (inverse) decay between the time
of DM production and annihilation can lead to a total lepton
asymmetry at O(F*), which is a significant enhancement in
the weak-washout limit.”

"It is generally true for the parameters of interest to us that the
DM mass splitting is sufficiently small that they are produced
coherently.

The Majorana masses for y can, in principle, produce a total
lepton number at this order in perturbation theory, but such rates
are suppressed by an additional factor of Mﬁ /T? and are
negligible for DM masses consistent with this mechanism,
M 5 100 keV.

“In the case where @, couples to quarks instead of leptons,
thermal mass effects from the large top quark Yukawa coupling
can also lead to an enhanced asymmetry.
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In both scenarios, a portion of the total lepton asymmetry
is transferred to baryons via sphalerons, which decouple at
a temperature T, ~ 132 GeV during the electroweak
phase transition [35]. After sphaleron decoupling, the
baryon asymmetry is locked in and protected from any
subsequent dynamics that might otherwise wash out the
asymmetry.

The baryon asymmetry is maximized when y oscillations
occur at a rate comparable to the Hubble expansion rate for
T~ Mg, where @ is the lightest mediator species. If
oscillations are much slower than this rate, then an
insufficient time-evolution phase accrues by the time that
DM decouples completely from the SM and the resulting
lepton asymmetry is negligible. Conversely, if oscillations
are much faster than this rate, then they time-average to
zero over much of the time of DM production, limiting the
size of the asymmetry. The optimal DM oscillation time
typically corresponds to DM mass splittings on the order of
M3 — M3 ~ (100 keV)? for Mg ~ TeV. To avoid overpro-
ducing the DM energy density, both y; and y, mass
eigenstates typically need to have masses at or below a
few hundred keV.

As mentioned earlier, the freeze-in coupling in Eq. (1)
preserves an exact U(1),_, symmetry. Any lepton asym-
metry produced from this interaction is exactly counter-
balanced by an asymmetry in @,. If all ®, decay prior to
the electroweak phase transition, the asymmetries sum to
zero and baryogenesis fails. If, instead, at least some
population of @, persists until after sphalerons decouple
at T, the part of the B — L asymmetry stored in baryons is
protected and baryogenesis can be successful. Viable
baryogenesis therefore requires either: Mg, < TeV such
that there is a non-negligible thermal abundance of ®; at
the time of sphaleron decoupling, or ctg, 2 H(Tey)™" ~
1 cm so that a population of @, survives even if it is much
heavier than the electroweak scale.

Explicit breaking of U(1),_, : In addition to the minimal
coupling in Eq. (1), there might exist other interactions
between @, and SM fields that violate U(1),_,, such as

‘Cd)—SM = _lgﬂq)ZQadff + H.c. (2)

Here, O, is the quark doublet and dj is the singlet down-
type antiquark. This operator can significantly impact the
asymmetry generated in the IR scenario. If the ®, — Qd°
decay induced by this operator predominates, then the
lepton asymmetry produced by DM scattering is not
washed out by ®, decays and persists even after all @,
have disappeared. Viable parameter space with Mg >
TeV consequently opens up even for short life-
times, ctg, < H(Tey)™"

The explicit breaking of U(1),_, also breaks the Z,
symmetry stabilizing DM. However, the same parametrics
that keep DM out of equilibrium also suppress its decay

rate. As a result, the y; are still metastable DM candidates
with lifetimes longer than the age of the universe. Potential
observational consequences of this scenario include indi-
rect detection signatures associated with photons produced
in DM decay, and flavor-violating signals induced by the 4
couplings.

The particular U(1),_, -breaking coupling of Eq. (2)
radiatively generates @ — H mixing, which in turn leads to
DM decay. These radiative corrections are quadratically
divergent, suggesting that some fine tuning is needed to
bring the DM decay rate below current constraints.
Different ® gauge charges permit different U(1),_, -break-
ing operators, however, leading to a variety of predictions
for the DM decay rate. We survey the full range of
operators that can break U(1),_, and induce DM decay
in Sec. II B, and we provide a parametric estimate of DM
lifetime there for one operator. We perform a more
quantitative study in Sec. IV B.

Because U(1)p_; is restored when A,; = 0, it is tech-
nically natural for the A couplings to vanish. Both U(1),_, -
preserving and U(1),_,-violating scenarios are worth
considering, and IR freeze-in leptogenesis is viable in both
cases. Conversely, we are about to see that U(1),_, must be
explicitly broken for UV freeze-in leptogenesis to be
successful.

More details on baryogenesis from IR freeze-in via @,
decays can be found in Refs. [23,24].

B. From IR to UV using effective field theory

All previous work on freeze-in leptogenesis via DM
oscillations assumed that DM is produced through the
decay of on-shell scalars ®,, in which case most DM
particles are produced at T ~ Mg, . However, it is possible
that the reheat temperature is well below the masses of all
the @, in which case DM is produced exclusively through
2 — 2 scattering mediated by virtual scalars. This is known
as UV freeze-in because most DM production occurs
around the time of reheating. In some ways, UV freeze-
in is more theoretically appealing than IR freeze-in because
the feeble DM-SM interaction can be naturally explained
even with O(1) couplings provided Try < My, . By
contrast, IR freeze-in always requires tiny dimensionless
couplings between the dark and visible sectors.

A benchmark UV scenario: When there exists a large
hierarchy between the reheat temperature and the mediator
masses, the DM couplings are best described by an
effective field theory (EFT) in which the scalar mediators
have been integrated out. We refer to this as the “fully UV”
scenario. If we start from the two interactions of Egs. (1)
and (2), the operators responsible for DM scattering in the
EFT are

Lgpr = Caﬂl!(LaZI)Of;LZ)
+ [Dar(Lox1)(Qd€) + Hee ], (3)
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where we assume for simplicity that only a single quark

flavor couples: 15, — A* in Eq. (2). At leading order, the
EFT coefficients are related to the IR couplings via

FaIFa*

C _ al ™ BJ

apl]

Z M<21> ’

a

: 4)

D, =3 Fal (5)

2
a MCD,;

The advantage of working in the EFT is that we only need
to consider the physically relevant combinations of cou-
plings and masses C,g; and D,. Note that the first
operator is self-adjoint and thus Cog; = Char-

If D,y =0, SM B — L is exactly conserved in the EFT
and no total SM B — L asymmetry can be generated. It is
therefore necessary for SM B — L (and the associated
DM-stabilizing Z, symmetry) to be explicitly broken, with
D,; nonzero.

In general, both of the EFT couplings in Eq. (3) should
be considered when computing the DM abundance and
baryon asymmetry. However, since the C couplings are
products of two freeze-in couplings whereas the D cou-
plings have only one, it is possible for the C couplings to be
sufficiently subdominant that we can neglect them. The
baryon asymmetry to DM abundance is also maximized in
this limit, since the C couplings contribute to the DM
abundance but do not directly lead to a lepton asymmetry,
making it harder to realize baryogenesis without overpro-
ducing DM. In what follows, our quantitative studies
mainly focus on a benchmark scenario in which
Do (L) (Qde) is the only important DM interaction term
in the EFT.

Leptogenesis in the UV scenario: We now discuss how
the asymmetry is produced, comparing and contrasting
with IR leptogenesis. At O(D*), processes such as L,Q —
x;d" followed by yjd*" — L;Q can produce CP asym-
metries in individual lepton flavors, but not an overall
lepton asymmetry. This is similar to the single-scalar IR
scenario. At O(D®), a total lepton asymmetry can be
produced from flavor differential washout in a manner
analogous to IR freeze-in leptogenesis mechanisms such as
ARS leptogenesis [25,26].

In UV leptogenesis, most DM interactions occur at high
temperatures, T ~ Try. This is in contrast with IR lepto-
genesis, for which most DM is produced when 7'~ M, . It
is therefore optimal for the oscillation time to be matched to
the expansion rate at reheating, H(Try), which implies

MyAM?
6Ty

L, (6)

where M, is defined so that H(T)~ 1.66,/g.T/Mp=
T%/M,, and AM? = M3 — M? is the difference of squared

DM masses. A somewhat larger DM mass is preferred in
UV leptogenesis relative to the IR scenario so that
oscillations occur at early times, T ~ Tgry. This larger
DM mass scale can lead to overproduction of DM, and
consequently the viable parameter space for UV lepto-
genesis is more constrained than for IR leptogenesis. We
will show that UV leptogenesis necessitates relatively low
reheat temperatures, Try ~ TeV.

As is common in the UV freeze-in literature, we assume
that the universe reheats instantaneously to a temperature
Tru, which we take to be a free parameter. Realistic models
of reheating take into account the finite time over which
reheating occurs, and there are typically periods prior to the
end of reheating when the temperature is even higher than
Try. We expect, however, that any asymmetry and DM
produced during reheating are suppressed by subsequent
entropy injection during the final period of reheating.
Previous studies found that DM production during reheat-
ing is negligible when DM production is mediated by
dimension-6 operators like the ones we study [36],
although larger deviations are possible for nonstandard
cosmologies [37].

For leptogenesis, it is not possible to make such a
universal statement because there exists an additional
timescale in the problem, namely that of DM oscillations.
DM production during reheating could conceivably still
contribute to the asymmetry if the DM oscillation rate is
comparable to the expansion rate prior to the end of
reheating. In this case, DM oscillations are too rapid after
reheating and the asymmetry produced during the radiation-
dominated epoch is negligible. This effect is most relevant for
larger DM masses, for which we expect that the parameter
space for leptogenesis would lead to an overproduction of
DM and is not viable. Therefore the instantaneous reheat
approximation should allow an adequate estimate of the
successful parameter space for simultaneously accounting
for DM and leptogenesis. We intend to study the effects of
realistic reheating on oscillation leptogenesis in future work.

Additional operators and alternative models: Eq. (2)
includes just one possible U(1),_,-violating interaction
involving ®, and SM fermions. More generally, we might
start instead with

Lo sn = 20050 ,d — 4D L e
— Z§ @, Qs + Hec. (7)

In a simplified scenario in which only the A’“ couplings are
significant, integrating out the @, scalars produces a purely
leptonic DM interaction term in the EFT,

Lerr = Eqpi(Loyr)(Lgey) +Hee., (8)

with
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TABLE 1.
operators that can be generated by

SU(3). x SU(2),, x U(1) ()

v

Baryon-number violating (BNV) and lepton-number violating (LNV) dimension-six DM EFT
integrating out

scalars @, in various representations of

chosen to allow a @, —y;—SM-fermion Yukawa coupling. All flavor indices are

suppressed. The bold refers to representations of non-Abelian parts of the Standard Model gauge group.

@, charges BNV LNV
(3,2.1/6) e (Ox)(Ld°)
(3.1.2/3) () (dd) S
(3.2.-1/3) (d%) (), (d)(Q' Q") (d)(QL). (d<y)(utest)
(2.1,1/2) (L)(Qde). (Ly)(QTuct), (Ly)(Lef)
1,1, 1) (ex)(LL)
Fg, 2%, Yukawa interaction. The associated contributions to the
Eopyr = Z 2 ©) neutrino-portal coupling are suppressed by a loop factor,
a M':Da

at leading order. In Sec. III, we study baryogenesis and DM
production both via the semileptonic D couplings of Eq. (3)
and via the fully leptonic E couplings of Eq. (8). We find
quantitatively similar results for these two lepton-number-
violating (LNV) operators.”

Expanding our scope further, we can also consider @,
with various quantum numbers that allow renormalizable
couplings of these scalars to y; and SM fermions.
Integrating out the @, scalars generates the dimension-
six DM EFT operators of Table I. We continue to ignore
operators with two y fields, which affect DM production
without contributing to baryogenesis. Each EFT operator
violates either lepton number or baryon number. Proton-
decay constraints on the baryon-number-violating (BNV)
operators are generally too stringent for those operators to
be relevant for baryogenesis in our scenario: the reason is
that viable baryogenesis requires y to be much lighter than
the proton mass such that proton decay modes like p —
7ty cannot be kinematically forbidden. While we do not
attempt a comprehensive study of the cosmology of various
LNV operators, we expect that the results we obtain for the
(Ly)(Qd°) and (Ly)(Le®) operators in Sec. III are rea-
sonably representative, and that all of the LNV operators are
therefore viable for DM and baryogenesis.

Regardless of which LNV operator we consider, the
neutrino-portal operator yLH is radiatively generated at
some level. After electroweak symmetry breaking, this
operator leads to DM decay to a photon and a neutrino or
antineutrino, in potential conflict with photon-line searches
for decaying DM. For the LNV operators in Table I that
involve the SM lepton doublets, the operator is generically
induced at one loop via a diagram obtained by connecting
the appropriate SM fermion lines to the SM Higgs viaa SM

4Integrating out ®, also generates operators involving only
SM fields. While such operators can potentially affect the baryon
asymmetry by mediating flavor-changing interactions among SM
particles, they do not do so for the benchmarks we consider in
Sec. III.

the DM and U(1)y_,-violating couplings, and a SM
Yukawa coupling. In Sec. IV B we will see that parameter
values that are viable for baryogenesis and DM require
additional suppressions or cancelations to be consistent
with line searches.

The flavor structures of the EFT operators do allow for
such additional suppressions. Suppose, for example, that
the fully leptonic couplings E,g,; of Eq. (8) are nonzero
only when y #a and y #f are both satisfied. This
corresponds to there being no overlap between the flavors
of left-handed (LH) leptons and the flavors of right-handed
(RH) leptons involved in the beyond-SM couplings. In this
case, no neutrino-portal coupling is generated radiatively at
any order in perturbation theory, in the approximation
where we neglect SM neutrino masses. The LyH coupling
induced by the semileptonic operator (Ly)(Qd®) can also
be suppressed for particular flavor structures, although in
this case simply making the EFT operator off-diagonal in
quark flavor space (in the basis in which the down-type
Yukawa couplings are diagonal) still leaves two-loop
contributions involving two additional up-type-quark
Yukawa couplings and a Cabibbo-Kobayashi-Maskawa
(CKM) mixing.

In Sec. IV B, we provide more details of the DM lifetime
in various scenarios. Here, we provide a parametric estimate
in the case where only A’ # 0 and the only flavor of lepton
that shows up in both LH and RH fields in Eq. (8) is the
electron. In this case, the DM lifetime is approximately

100 keV\3 [ Mgy \*/107%\2
Ly~ 2% 1078 ® :
Cpampy ™2 S( M, ) (1 Tev) \F¥

(10)

While the age of the Universe is only ~10'® s, there are much
stronger mass-dependent constraints on DM lifetime from x-
ray lines (~10?% s for DM at the 100 keV scale). UV
leptogenesis only depends on the quantity FA'/M%; we
see that this quantity should be ~1073° GeV~*, which
corresponds to Mg ~ 3 X 107 GeV if F, A ~ 1, with lower
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scalar masses giving the same decay rate if F, A’ are smaller
than 1.

The one-loop contributions to the neutrino-portal cou-
pling induced in the EFT by (Ly)(Qd°) can be understood
as a consequence of one-loop H — ®, mixing in the UV
theory, which only arises when the ®, have the same SM
gauge charges as the SM Higgs. Integrating out @, scalars
that transform instead as ~(3, 1, —1/3) under the SM gauge
group can generate a (yd°)(u‘"e¢™) LNV operator in the
EFT. The neutrino-portal coupling is induced by this
operator only at two loops, and it is suppressed by
charged-lepton, up-type-quark, and down-type-quark
Yukawa couplings, in addition to DM and U(1),_;-
violating couplings. We estimate that with particular flavor
choices, the contributions to the neutrino-portal coupling
can be rendered below current limits.

C. Mixed UV-IR scenario

It is possible that there exists a hierarchy of scalar masses
such that Mg, < Try < Mg,. In this case, our theory
consists of the EFT of Eq. (3), along with the coupling
of an on-shell scalar as in Eq. (1). We refer to this as the
“mixed UV-IR” scenario.

In this case, the results for DM and baryogenesis are very
similar to the case where there exist two on-shell scalars
with Mg < Mg,: a primordial abundance of DM (whether
produced from virtual ®,-mediated scattering or from on-
shell @, decays) undergoes inverse-decay at much later
times into ®,, leading to an asymmetry at O(F*). When
there exists a hierarchy of scales in the model such that a
primordial abundance of DM is produced at temperatures
T > Mg, , it doesn’t matter much whether DM is produced
by on-shell ®, decays or 2 — 2 scatterings mediated by
virtual @, exchange. In fact, for a fixed primordial DM
abundance, the only difference between the two scenarios is
the DM spectrum, which is hotter for production in the EFT
relative to on-shell decays.

We do not undertake a full study of the mixed UV-IR
scenario because of the similarity to earlier results for the
two-scalar case from Ref. [24]. However, the mixed UV-IR
scenario does provide a controlled testing ground to better
understand the effects of the DM spectrum on the parameter
space of leptogenesis. We return to this study in Sec. V.

III. FULLY UV BARYOGENESIS

A. Quantum Kkinetic equations

The DM quantum state is represented by a pair of density
matrices, f, and f; = f)(, whose evolution is determined by
a set of quantum kinetic equations (QKEs) for each
comoving DM momentum mode y = |I:| /T [25,26,38].
For the parameters of interest to us, DM is always highly
relativistic and so we approximate E, ~ |7ﬂ everywhere
except in the QKE term inducing oscillations. Oscillations

are included by keeping the leading mass-dependent
correction to the DM dispersion relation. The QKE for
f, has the form

% = _i[E;(’ f)(]

dt
1 r; rs
e (C A e

where I, /2E, and I'; /2E, are the DM absorption and
emission rates, respectively, for collisions involving lepton
flavor @ and DM comoving momentum y. For our main
analysis, we consider DM production via the semileptonic
operator in Eq. (3). The DM absorption and emission rates
are independent of f, but depend on the SM chemical
potentials y; , pp, and p4e. The QKE for J_C;( is found by
taking D — D* and y — —u relative to the QKE for f)(.5
The energy E, in the commutator includes both tree-level
masses and thermal corrections; since the thermal masses
are aligned with the interaction eigenstates, they tend to
suppress oscillations when they are the dominant contri-
butions to the y masses.

During the epoch of leptogenesis, there exists a general-
ized lepton number with L(y) = —1. This symmetry is
broken explicitly by the y Majorana masses, but helicity-
flipping rates leading to lepton-number violation are sup-
pressed by M2/T? <1 relative to the lepton-number-
conserving rates and are irrelevant for 7 > T,,. This means
that the lepton asymmetry in flavor a is equal to a y
asymmetry produced in scatterings involving flavor a.
This allows us to derive evolution equations for the
anomaly-free SM charge asymmetries X, = AB/3 — AL,
by using the y and y QKEs to determine the production rate of
an asymmetry between y and jy due to scattering with leptons
of flavor a. Note that we define X, to include only the
asymmetries in SM fields. We provide further details on the
derivation of the QKEs in Appendix A, including full
expressions for the QKEs that we solve in our analysis.

The QKEs in Eq. (11) are challenging to solve because
each DM comoving momentum mode y has its own
differential equation, reflecting its own oscillation and
equilibration timescales. All of these equations must be
separately integrated to determine the values of f, and J_Cx
for each momentum mode. If the DM spectrum is not too
far from a Fermi-Dirac distribution, however, then we can

>This prescription depends on the convention for how the 7
density matrix is defined, with several conventions appearing in
the literature and not always clearly articulated. For the D and E
EFT couplings [in Egs. (3) and (8), respectively], for which each
collision involves at most one DM particle, the choice of
convention is irrelevant. When multiple DM states can interact
in a single collision, such as for the C EFT coupling in Eq. (3), it
is important to implement the QKEs consistently. We address this
further in Appendix A 3.
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FIG. 1. Comoving momentum spectrum of DM particles

produced from (red) on-shell decay of ®,; (blue) 2 — 2 scatter-
ing in the EFT with @, integrated out; (dashed) Fermi-Dirac
distribution.

simplify the QKEs by assuming that DM has a thermal
spectrum, f, & fFermi—Dirac- W€ then integrate over all
momentum modes and solve the resulting momentum-
integrated QKESs, significantly reducing the number of
separate equations to solve. We refer to this as making a
“thermal ansatz” for the DM spectrum.

To motivate the use of a thermal ansatz, we show in
Fig. 1 the DM spectrum from UV production in the EFT, as
well as from IR production via on-shell @, decays [24],
comparing both to a thermal distribution. The UV spectrum
is given in Eq. (B10). The peaks differ by only an O(1)
number from the Fermi-Dirac distribution, although the
tails differ by larger factors. Based on the results of
previous studies [23,24,39,40], we expect that the thermal
ansatz induces at most O(1) shifts in the final DM
abundances and baryon asymmetries obtained from the
QKEs, apart from corners of parameter space that are
sensitive to the tails of the spectrum. For the results in
Sec. III B, we employ the thermal ansatz to solve the QKEs,
whereas we revisit the validity of this approximation and
the dependence of leptogenesis on the DM spectrum in
Secs. III C and V.

Throughout, we normalize the DM abundance to the
entropy density, ¥, = n,/s, and we use the dimensionless
time variable z =T,,/T in solving our equations and
reporting solutions.

B. Results and viable parameters

We now determine the viable parameter space for
baryogenesis and DM in the fully UV scenario. We use
the semileptonic coupling benchmark in Appendix C,
which provides the maximum asymmetry in the weak-
washout limit relative to the DM abundance. In this
benchmark, DM is only coupled to two lepton flavors
because that is the minimum needed for an asymmetry to be
generated. We expect the two-flavor benchmark to capture

0.001
Yy
g 10t
b=
<
el
=
2 e
S 10
ZRH:(J.l
10—12 L L
. 0.4 0.5
FIG. 2. DM abundances, electron flavor asymmetry

X,=B/3— AL,, and baryon asymmetry Y as a function of
dimensionless time, z =T, /T, for a benchmark point that
simultaneously gives the correct DM energy density and baryon
asymmetry: zzy = 0.1, M =0, M, =100 keV, 6 = 0.092,
TrD'D = 8.08 x 10728 GeV~*. The muon flavor asymmetry,
|X,|, is not shown because it is nearly indistinguishable
from |X,|.

all of the relevant physics of leptogenesis while reducing
the number of free parameters to consider. This allows us to
more clearly understand the physics underlying the cou-
pling structures that lead to successful leptogenesis.

There are five free parameters:

(1) Try, the reheat temperature (equivalently, zgy=
Tew/Tru)-

(i) M,, the mass of the lighter DM eigenstate.

(iii) M,, the mass of the heavier DM eigenstate.

(iv) TrD'D, which parametrizes the overall (squared)
coupling strength of leptons to DM, summed over
both DM flavors.

(v) 6, an angle whose tangent parametrizes the strength
of the mediator coupling to y, relative to
z1: tan@ = /(D'D),,/(D'D),,.

The solutions to the QKEs for the DM abundances,
electron flavor asymmetry, and baryon asymmetry are
shown as a function of z in Fig. 2 for a benchmark point
that gives the correct DM energy density. The UV nature of
freeze-in is evident, with most production of DM and the
baryon asymmetry occurring around 7'ry. The asymmetry
accrues notably later than the DM yields, however, because
sufficient time must pass for DM oscillations to develop.

We now systematically explore the viable parameter space
for DM and baryogenesis. We first consider the scenario with
M, = 0. Because baryogenesis occurs at higher order in
the freeze-in coupling than DM production, freeze-in baryo-
genesis typically overproduces the DM abundance
while underproducing the asymmetry. The requirement that
M = 0 therefore minimizes the DM abundance without
affecting baryogenesis, giving the largest possible parameter
space. Because it is always possible to lower the baryon
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Coupling consistent with observed baryon asymmetry (shaded blue region) and DM abundance (dashed line) from freeze-in

baryogenesis with zgy = Tey/Try = 0.1 and (top left) M, = 25 keV; (top right) M, = 100 keV; (bottom left) M, = 400 keV;
(bottom right) M, = 1600 keV. We take M| = 0 and use the optimized semileptonic coupling benchmark from Appendix C; we
consider a parameter point to successfully achieve the baryon asymmetry if Y3 > Y9, since it is always possible to make the asymmetry
smaller than predicted by the benchmark by modifying CP-violating phases in the couplings. For sufficiently large couplings, the
asymmetry is suppressed by washout effects, which explains why the shaded blue regions are bounded from above.

asymmetry by changing the CP-violating phase or other
coupling parameters away from the optimal value of our
benchmark from Eq. (C1), we consider a parameter point to
be viable if it gives Yz/Y,,s > 1 while simultaneously
satisfying Q, ; (z = o0) = Q2.

We present our results by fixing values of (zgy, M> ), and
then plotting the two coupling contours that give the
observed baryon asymmetry and DM abundance, respec-
tively.6 Our results for zgy = 0.1 (corresponding to
Try ~ 1.3 TeV) and various values of M, are shown in
Fig. 3. There are two competing effects of the DM mass
scale. For smaller values of M,, there exists a larger number
density of DM particles for fixed Qpy;. This predicts a
larger coupling, which in turn enhances the baryon asym-
metry. At the same time, asymmetry generation isS most
efficient when the squared mass splitting AM? is such that
the oscillation rate is matched to the Hubble expansion rate
around the time of reheating, Eq. (6). For zgy = 0.1 and
M, =0, this optimal mass splitting corresponds to
M, =~ 150 keV; we therefore see the parameter space shrink

SWe use Y9*~9.7x107" and pegn/s=M, Y

i+ +MyY ™
4.32x10719GeV.

X

for larger DM masses than this, with no viable parameter
space for M, = 1500 keV.

All of the viable parameter space has 6 <« 1. To under-
stand this, note that the largest asymmetry results when one
of the flavors of DM comes close to equilibrium (in this
case, yp), in which case there is a large y; abundance to
participate in the second stage of scattering necessary for
baryogenesis. When M| =~ 0, y, is effectively dark radiation
that redshifts away and contributes negligibly to the
Universe’s energy budget today even if it comes into
equilibrium. It does contribute to the effective number of
neutrino species, N.g; however, current bounds allow an
equilibrium Weyl fermion contribution to N provided it
decouples prior to the electroweak phase transition [41,42].
In contrast, y, must always remain far from equilibrium to
avoid overclosing the Universe, and this means that a larger
asymmetry is generated when Y, <Y, . Since ¢ para-
metrizes the relative coupling of the SM to y, vs y;, the
ratio of baryon asymmetry to DM abundance is maximized
for 0 < 1. Evidently, UV freeze-in for baryogenesis is only
viable in the limit where y; couples much more strongly to
the SM than y,.

The limit # < 1 is stable under radiative corrections. To
see this, we note that the limit @ — 0 results in an additional
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FIG. 4. Coupling consistent with observed baryon asymmetry (shaded blue region) and DM abundance (dashed line) from freeze-in
baryogenesis with zgy = Ty /Try = 0.02 and (top left) M, = 100 keV; (top right) M, = 500 keV; (bottom left) M, = 1000 keV;
(bottom right) M, = 2000 keV. We take M; = 0 and other parameters the same as in Fig. 3.

Z, symmetry under which only y, is charged. Thus, small
values of @ are technically natural.

Reheat temperature: We now investigate the viable
parameter space for different reheat temperatures. The
primary effect of raising the reheat temperature is that
DM and baryogenesis occur earlier, raising the optimal
value of AM? according to Eq. (6). Consequently, DM is
heavier, exacerbating the tension of obtaining the observed
baryon asymmetry without overproducing DM.

We show results for zgy = 0.02 (corresponding to
Try =~ 6.6 TeV) in Fig. 4. For oscillations to occur around
the time of reheating, the optimal DM mass is
M, ~ 1500 keV. Consequently, we see a significantly
reduced viable parameter space at small values of M,; in
fact, there is no parameter space for baryogenesis without
overclosing the Universe for M, < 150 keV. There is a
small region of viable parameter space in the range
150 keV < M, <2000 keV.

We find that for zzy < 0.0139 (corresponding to
Try 2 9.5 TeV), it is no longer possible to simultaneously
account for DM and baryogenesis. Conversely, if the reheat
temperature is too low to restore electroweak symmetry, the
baryon asymmetry vanishes due to the absence of spha-
leron processes. The simultaneous success of UV freeze-in
DM and baryogenesis thus requires reheat temperatures
between T, and about 10 TeV.

Massive y;: When both DM eigenstates are massive, the
range of viable parameters is smaller because there is an
additional contribution to the DM energy density from y, but
with no corresponding enhancement to the baryon asym-
metry. To determine the extent of the viable parameter space,
we fix zgy and M, as before, and we vary € and M ;. For each
parameter point, we fix the overall squared coupling magni-
tude TrD' D so that the combined y, and y, energy densities
today match the observed DM energy density.

We show our results in Fig. 5 for zgy = 0.1 and various
values of M,; we find similar results for other reheat
temperatures. In all cases, y; must be significantly lighter
than y,, with M; < 0.1 keV to achieve successful lepto-
genesis and satisfy constraints. As before, we also see that
the only viable parameter space for DM and leptogenesis
has § < 1: in other words, y; couples more strongly than y,
to the SM and is brought close to equilibrium. This is why
1 must be light enough to avoid overclosing the Universe.
For M, Z eV, y; is a hot, subdominant component of DM
that can affect structure formation and the CMB. In Fig. 5,
we additionally show the excluded region from probes of
structure formation. We provide details of these constraints
in Sec. IVA.

Validity of EFT: The couplings in the EFT depend on the
parameters of the UV-complete theory through the rela-
tion D ~ FA/M%, where F and 1 are Z,-preserving and
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FIG. 5.

Parameter space for viable baryogenesis, shaded in blue, as a function of M and coupling parameter € for zgy = 0.1 and (top

left) M, = 50 keV; (top right) M, = 200 keV; (bottom) M, = 800 keV. The other coupling parameters are fixed to obtain the correct
total DM abundance while optimizing the asymmetry. The red and yellow shaded regions are excluded from structure formation
constraints on a warm fraction of the total DM abundance (Q,, /Qpm < 0.1) [43-45], and constraints on a light but massive relic (LiMR)
from CMB, BOSS, and weak lensing [46], respectively; see Sec. IVA for more details. Note that M; < 0.1 keV for all parameters

consistent with constraints giving successful leptogenesis.

Z,-violating couplings of @, respectively. The highest value
of M consistent with a perturbative UV completion of the
EFT is Mg ~ 1/+/D. Since we assume that the reheat
temperature is low enough that the scalars can never be
directly created, we need Try < Mg, and consequently
Tgy < 1/4/D. Figures 3 and 4 show that the largest
couplings consistent with DM and baryogenesis are
|D|?> ~ 10722 GeV™, leading to a constraint TRy <
300 TeV at its strictest. This is easily compatible with the
reheat temperatures that we used in our calculations; in
particular, we found that Try < 10 TeV is needed for
successful baryogenesis.

While Try < Mg is a necessary condition on the
validity of the EFT, it is not sufficient. If the DM mass
splitting is sufficiently small, it is possible that oscillations
are inefficient for k ~ Try but much more efficient for
k> Try. The EFT is only valid if k< Mg for all
momentum modes contributing to the asymmetry, and
for some parameters the enhancement of the asymmetry
from the oscillations in these high-momentum modes could
compensate for the Boltzmann suppression. Nevertheless,
the exponential Boltzmann suppression always wins when
k greatly exceeds Tgry. For O(1) couplings of the scalar to

DM and SM fields, it is always possible to make Mg over
an order of magnitude larger than Ty, and therefore the
EFT can be valid for the full range of parameters that we
consider. Of course, if the F and A couplings are smaller,
then Mg would be smaller as well; this would restrict the
range of reheat temperatures and DM masses for which our
approach is valid.

Dependence on LNV operator: So far, we have presented
our results assuming that the D,;(L,y;)(Qd®) operator in
Eq. (3) is most relevant in the EFT. However, it is possible
that the E,4,/(Lyx;)(Lsey) operator in Eq. (8) is dominant
instead. These two operators have different implications for
X-ray constraints, which we discuss further in Sec. IV B.
For the time being, however, we briefly summarize how our
viable parameter space changes depending on which LNV
operator is larger.

According to the discussion in Sec. [V B, there are strong
x-ray constraints except when @, couples exclusively to
different flavors of LH and RH leptons. We consider a
particular flavor structure that is safe from X-ray bounds,
namely with E,,; nonzero only for e € {1,2}, # = 2, and
y = 3 [24]. Subject to this restriction, we reoptimize the
components of the coupling matrix to maximize the total
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FIG. 6. Coupling consistent with observed baryon asymmetry (shaded blue region) and DM abundance (dashed line) from freeze-in
baryogenesis via the purely leptonic operator in Eq. (8) with zgy = Tew/Try = 0.1 and (top left) M, = 25 keV; (top right)
M, = 100 keV; (bottom left) M, = 400 keV; (bottom right) M, = 1600 keV. We take M; = 0 and use the optimized fully leptonic

coupling benchmark from Appendix C 1.

perturbative asymmetry (see the fully leptonic coupling
benchmark in Eq. (C1). The viable parameter space, shown
in Fig. 6, is similar to that of the semileptonic operator in
Eq. (3), showing that the viability of leptogenesis does not
depend significantly on the nature of the freeze-in operator
provided that it explicitly violates B — L.

C. Perturbative validation of QKE study

Our main results were derived using the momentum-
integrated QKEs. However, these QKEs assume a thermal
ansatz for the DM momentum, whereas the true DM
spectrum is hotter than that of a Fermi-Dirac distribution
according to Fig. 1. Furthermore, it is important to validate
our numerical implementation of the full QKEs. Therefore,
we perform a perturbative calculation of the DM abundance
and baryon asymmetry, which allows for a more careful
treatment of the effects of the DM spectrum on the
asymmetry, and we compare the results to those from
the thermally averaged QKE:s.

The approximations used in each approach are as
follows:

(i) DM spectrum: the thermally averaged QKEs assume

a thermal ansatz for the momentum distribution,
while the perturbative approach takes into account
the nonthermal nature of the DM spectrum and

tracks the DM oscillations separately in each mo-
mentum mode;

(ii) Deviation from equilibrium: the QKEs are valid
even when one or both species are close to equi-
librium, whereas the perturbative approach is only
valid if all DM states are far from equilibrium;

(iii)) Thermal masses: the QKEs include thermal correc-
tions to y masses, although for the purposes of
comparison we can additionally solve the QKEs
without thermal masses to determine their effect.
The perturbative approach neglects thermal masses.

Our comparison allows us to quantify each of these effects
on the DM abundance and baryon asymmetry.

We obtain the perturbative result by iteratively integrat-
ing the full, momentum-dependent QKEs from Sec. III A,
keeping for each quantity only the terms at leading order in
the freeze-in coupling, D. The DM abundance is thus
determined at O(D?), the lepton flavor asymmetries at
O(D*), and the total asymmetry at O(D®). The full
procedure is outlined in detail in Appendix B.

In our analysis, we set zgy = 0.1 and we make y,
massless; as in Sec. Il B, we vary M,, TrD'D, and @ while
fixing all other couplings to optimize the asymmetry. We
show in Fig. 7 the values of TrD'D and 6 that give the
observed DM abundance and baryon asymmetry for various
values of M,. We calculate the results in three ways:
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FIG. 7. Parameters that give observed DM abundance (solid) and baryon abundance (dashed) for zzy = 0.1 using different

approximations to solve the QKEs: (thin weight) perturbative solution of the full momentum-dependent QKEs; (medium weight)
solution of the thermally averaged QKEs without thermal masses; (thick weight) solution of the thermally averaged QKEs including
thermal masses. The y, mass is set to (top left) M, = 50 keV; (top right) M, = 200 keV; and (bottom) M, = 800 keV.

perturbatively solving the momentum-dependent QKEs;
solving the thermally averaged QKEs neglecting thermal
masses; and, solving the thermally averaged QKEs including
thermal masses.

There are several evident trends. As expected, all three
calculations agree at small coupling for the DM abundance,
but the perturbative calculation for the asymmetry can
differ from the QKE solutions. In this limit, we expect the
perturbative calculation to be more correct since it incor-
porates the full DM spectrum.7 At lower masses, the
thermally averaged QKEs overpredict the asymmetry
(leading to a small value of TrD'D to obtain the observed
asymmetry), whereas at larger masses the thermally aver-
aged QKEs underpredict the asymmetry. This can be
understood from the spectra in Fig. 1: because the true
DM spectrum is hotter than the Fermi-Dirac distribution,
the true oscillation phase is suppressed relative to that
predicted for a species in equilibrium. When M, is small,
oscillations do not have enough time to develop before UV

"We have checked that perturbatively solving the thermally
averaged QKEs agrees with the full solution of the thermally
averaged QKEs at small coupling, which confirms that the
discrepancy seen here is due to the different treatments of the
DM spectrum.

freeze-in stops and a hotter spectrum further suppresses the
asymmetry. Conversely, when M, is large, oscillations
occur rapidly and the hotter spectrum allows a longer
interval to produce the asymmetry before oscillations begin
averaging to zero, which enhances the asymmetry. When
the oscillation scale is matched to the reheat temperature,
which for zgy = 0.1 corresponds to M, ~ 150 keV, both
methods give almost the same result.

From Fig. 7, we can estimate the error induced by the
thermal ansatz in the QKEs as <25%. We expect, however,
that this error could get larger for very large hierarchies
between the oscillation and Hubble expansion rates around
the time of reheating.

Comparing the perturbative solution and full solution
without thermal masses allows us to assess the effect on the
asymmetry of higher-order processes neglected in the per-
turbative calculation. For zpy = 0.1, the full solution
diverges from the perturbative scaling when TrD'D>
5% 10727 GeV~™. The parameters giving rise to the
observed DM and baryon abundances for these parameters
are within the perturbative regime, but barely: increasing the
squared coupling by an O(1) factor pushes into the regime
where the perturbative calculation breaks down. This is
consistent with our finding that y; has to be very light and
relatively close to equilibrium in order to simultaneously
account for DM and leptogenesis.
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Perhaps the most important difference comes from
including or neglecting the y thermal masses. Figure 7
shows that thermal masses are important even for small
couplings where the perturbative calculation is otherwise
valid. This is due to the fact that the tree-level y mass scale
is quite small. Furthermore, at large coupling the asym-
metry is greatly suppressed by thermal masses: indeed, for
M, = 50 keV, neglecting the thermal masses suggests that
the observed asymmetry can be achieved for 8 at or below
1073, whereas including them cuts off the parameter space
below ~5 x 1073,

To summarize, comparing different methods of solving
the QKEs has allowed us to determine that effects of the
DM spectrum are largely negligible for our analysis, and
that parts of the parameter space exist where the perturba-
tive calculation gives an adequate prediction of the DM
abundance and baryon asymmetry. However, nearly the
entire parameter space is somewhat close to equilibrium,
and a full solution of the QKEs including thermal masses is
needed when the success of leptogenesis is marginal.

IV. PHENOMENOLOGY

A. Structure formation

When DM is warm, it free streams in the early Universe
and can observably inhibit the formation of small-scale
structure relative to cold DM. The small-scale matter power
spectrum can be constrained from observations of the
Lyman-a forest [47,48], counts of Milky Way satellite
galaxies [49-52], and strongly lensed quasars [53,54].
When DM is a single species that is produced from IR
freeze-in (on-shell decays ® — L jy) at T > T.,,, Lyman-a
observations require Mpy 2 16 keV [55-57] (although
constraints vary among individual analyses), while lensing
and satellite counts require Mpy 2 24 keV [58]. For
freeze-in baryogenesis where the lightest DM state is
massless and acts as dark radiation, these bounds apply
directly to the y, mass, M, [23,24].

Structure formation constraints are expected to be
stronger for UV freeze-in because the DM spectrum is
hotter than in the IR scenario (see Fig. 1). We therefore
reinterpret the above constraints for the spectrum resulting
from UV freeze-in, with an explanation of our method
provided below. We find that Lyman-a constraints bound
Mpy 2 24 keV, while strong lensing and satellite counts
require Mpy = 41 keV. The M, = 25 keV benchmark in
Fig. 3 is in tension with the latter constraint, although we
include it to facilitate an understanding of how the interplay
between leptogenesis and DM varies with the y, mass.
Improvements to our understanding of the power spectrum
at small scales would either allow for a discovery or, in the
case of a null result, further constrain UV freeze-in.

To reinterpret existing constraints on UV freeze-in, we
use existing constraints on a benchmark in which warm

DM (WDM) is assumed to be thermal and constitutes the
entirety of DM. Its mass is Mwpy and temperature is

vV /3
Ty = (QDMh2 e ) T, (12)
Mypm

where T, is the temperature of the SM neutrinos [59]. The
lower bounds for Mypy are 5.3 keV from Lyman-a [48]
and 9.2 keV from strong lensing and satellite counts [58].

We use crass [60,61] to compute the linear matter
power spectrum for WDM, Pywpy(k), and the transfer
function relative to cold DM,

T2(k) :i%;‘((g. (13)

The half mode, k;,, is defined as the wave number at
which the power in WDM is half of the power in CDM,
T2 (k 1) = % [62]. k; / gives an estimate of the length scale
at which structure formation is suppressed by free stream-
ing. We then compute the linear matter power spectrum and
transfer function for UV freeze-in with M; = 0. The
unnormalized spectrum is given by the function &(y)
(where y = k/T) in Eq. (A16) of Appendix A 1; we input
tabulated values of &(y) to cLAsS. We then determine the
DM masses M, that give the same k, /, scales correspond-
ing to the excluded values of Mywpy. This allows us to
determine the bounds on M, of 24 keV (Lyman «) and
41 keV (lensing and satellites) given above.

This is a relatively simple way of comparing the
constraints from UV freeze-in and thermal WDM, and
as a result our mapping of the Mypy bounds to M, is only
approximate. However, we expect our results to be rela-
tively robust since the transfer functions for UV freeze-in
and thermal WDM are nearly indistinguishable. We have
checked that another simple metric for mapping models to
one another, 5A [63], gives essentially the same bounds on
M, as the method based on k;/,. As an additional cross
check, we repeated this procedure to rederive the bounds on
IR freeze-in DM, finding constraints on the DM mass
consistent with those reported in the literature to within
about 10% [55-58].

When y, is massive, it also contributes to warm DM
given that our analysis from Sec. III B showed that DM
and leptogenesis can be simultaneously successful only if
M, <keV. Depending on M,, we get either mixed cold-
warm or warm DM with multiple components.
References [43—45] constrained the mixed cold-warm sce-
nario, putting bounds on the fraction r of the DM energy
density that is in warm DM. For Mypy < 0.7 keV, the most
stringent constraint is from analysis of Lyman-a data and
gives r < 0.08. This constraint assumes a thermal spectrum,
whereas the y spectrum will be more energetic in UV freeze-
in. Additionally, the constraints are likely stronger on
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scenarios where both y; and y, are warm. For the present
study, we take an approximate bound » < 0.1, and we defer a
full study to future work since our general results do not
depend sensitively on these constraints.

We also include bounds from a recent study of light relics
using observations of the matter power spectrum from the
CMB, BOSS, and weak lensing [46]. Reference [46] sets
constraints on the temperature 7, as a function of M,
assuming that y is fully thermalized. In our scenario, the y,
temperature is fixed at T, ~0.467T, because y; is
produced above the electroweak phase transition, but y,
may have a subequilibrium abundance. Since the amplitude
of the suppression of the matter power spectrum is
determined by Q, h*~Y, T;, we can reinterpret their
constraints on 7, as constraints on Y, instead. For
M, < 1eV, there is no constraint from the analysis of
Ref. [46], but at larger masses this analysis places con-
straints on otherwise viable parameter space for DM and
leptogenesis.

If the lightest DM species remains relativistic throughout
the recombination era, it induces a shift in N of 0.047
[46]. This is allowed by current constraints but would be
within reach of CMB-S4 [64].

B. X-ray constraints on DM decay

According to the discussion in Sec. II B, leptogenesis in
the fully UV regime requires lepton number (along with the
Z, symmetry stabilizing DM) to be explicitly broken. As a
result, DM can decay via y; — v,y, U,y and is thus subject
to x-ray bounds on monochromatic photon emission from
DM decay. The x-ray constraints depend on the specific
operator(s) contributing to DM and baryogenesis.
Additionally, DM can decay via y, — yy; we will show
that for every point consistent with DM and baryogenesis, it
is possible to find a UV completion for which this decay is
safe from observational constraints.

As noted earlier, there exist EFT operators that lead to the
observed asymmetry and DM abundance while suppressing
astrophysical x-ray production rates below current bounds.
For example, the fully leptonic coupling E,(Lox;)(Lsey)
does not produce astrophysical x-ray lines (in the limit of
vanishing neutrino masses) when the couplings E,z,; are
only nonzero when both y#a and y # . For the
(yd®)(u¢Tec") operator, DM decays to a photon and
(anti)neutrino are suppressed by additional loop factors
and small SM couplings.

For operators that induce photon-line signals, there are
generally two contributions to the amplitude. One origi-
nates from a dipole operator yo**(LH)F,, that directly
mediates y decay. The other comes from DM-neutrino
mixing induced, for example, by a neutrino-portal coupling
h*(yLH), which leads to DM decay through a W loop. The
magnitude of the ratio of the DM-neutrino mixing decay
amplitude to the dipole-induced decay amplitude is

proportional to GgM3, and so the DM-neutrino mixing
contribution is expected to dominate for the UV freeze-in
scenario with Mg, > Try. We now consider each contri-
bution in turn, starting with the neutrino-portal coupling.

We begin by considering models in which the ® scalars
have the same quantum numbers as the SM Higgs field. We
generically expect a mass mixing term in the potential,
u?H®*, that suffers from a hierarchy problem. After
electroweak symmetry breaking, this leads to a VEV (®) ~
u*(H)/ M3, for Mg > p, (H). The ® VEV then induces
y —v mixing (and DM decay). The @ VEV leads to the
same DM decay rate as a direct neutrino-portal coupling
W (yLH) with h* ~ Fu*/M3,.

X-ray line bounds from NuSTAR [65-68] and INTEGRAL
[69,70] approximately require 4* < 107°-10""% for M,
ranging from 10 to 100 keV [24]. In Sec. III B, we saw that
with F~ A~ 1,wehad Mg ~ 10°-107 GeV. Thus, to satisfy
X-ray constraints we find # < 0.1-1 GeV. This suggests a
scalar mass mixing that is tuned below the weak scale,
although at a level commonly considered in many hidden-
sector theories.

The neutrino-portal coupling can additionally be radia-
tively generated from vertex-correction diagrams featuring
intermediate @ loops. These can be present even if ® has
different quantum numbers from H. For example, the
operator (yeg)(LgL,) originates from integrating out a
scalar with the same quantum numbers as the RH leptons,
and it induces a neutrino-portal coupling at one loop.
Within the EFT, this radiative correction to the neutrino-
portal coupling is quadratically divergent, suggesting that
the factor of Mg? in the coupling is cancelled by a factor of
M3, from the cutoff, leaving a contribution of order FA'.
This naive estimate agrees with the prediction for the
neutrino-portal coupling, /#*,, in the full UV theory [24],

al»

A F A
Z o /Hyﬂln—,

871'2 Mq;. (14)

Vo~
hal"‘

B

where y; is the SM lepton Yukawa coupling. This expres-
sion assumes that the neutrino-portal coupling vanishes at
some scale A and is generated from renormalization-group
running between A and Mg. The product FA' must be
relatively large for UV freeze-in leptogenesis to succeed:
from Fig. 3, we have FA' > 107 for Mg = 10 TeV. A and
Mg are therefore tuned to be in close proximity with one
another to satisfy observational constraints.

Even if the neutrino-portal coupling to DM vanishes, loops
can still induce a direct dipole coupling yo**(LH)F,,. This
contribution appears in scenarios in which there exists a
vertex-correction diagram to the neutrino-portal coupling
and a photon attaches to one of the internal lines. The dipole
coupling is finite and calculable in the UV theory. For
example, if we consider the UV completion of the fully
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leptonic operator E,,;(Lyx;)(Lgey), the rate of y; — yv +
yU decay due to the dipole coupling is [24]

aM;
= 512ﬂ4Z‘ZﬂEﬁ“ﬂ’Mﬁ(m 1)

This rate vanishes if the flavor structure is such that Eg,5; = 0
(in other words, ® does not couple to the same flavors of LH
and RH lepton). For example, if the only nonzero couplings
to®are F,;, 7, and 4, (equivalent to E,,,.; and E,,,.; being
nonzero), then the model is completely safe from x-ray
bounds. It is still possible to generate a baryon asymmetry
with this structure, and we showed numerical results for it
in Fig. 6.

If, however, ® couples to at least one common LH and
RH lepton flavor, x-ray bounds can set limits on the model. If
this common flavor is either p or 7, then the decay rate is
enhanced because of the factor of M 2 in the decay rate. Using

©us)

the estimates from Sec. III B that predict the values of the
couplings E consistent with successful baryogenesis, we find
that the y, lifetime is <10% s, which is completely excluded
by x-ray constraints over the viable DM mass range [69]. If
instead the common flavor is exclusively e, then the rate is
suppressed enough for a sliver of viable parameter space to
exist. For example, we find that the M, = 25 keV bench-
mark in Sec. IIB predicts 7,, <2 x 10% s, which is
marginally consistent with current constraints. However,
larger values of M, are excluded because the decay rate
increases as M;3(2- We therefore find that baryogenesis with
the fully leptonic operator is in strong tension with x-ray
bounds when there is acommon coupling to the same LH and
RH lepton flavor, except for a small region of parameter
space with M,, <25 keV where ® couples to LH and RH
electrons.

Finally, we turn to the decay y, — y;7. This decay rate is
proportional to ), |Cyp12|>, where the relevant EFT

Lagrangian term is Caﬁ”(La)(,)(;(;L;) and the Wilson
coefficient C,g; is defined in Eq. (4). Both DM flavors
participate in this coupling, and so it is not possible to
forbid the y, — y,y decay using flavor symmetries in the
manner that was possible for y, — vy. Because this
operator does not contribute to leptogenesis, we cannot
directly relate its role in DM decay to the parameter space
for DM and leptogenesis in Sec. III B. In terms of couplings
in the UV-complete theory, the y, — y,y decay rate is
modified by a factor of (F/1)? compared to y, — vy. It is
therefore possible to suppress y, — y;7 decays in the limit
F < . We also note that the y, — yy decay rate scales
like M3 rather than MM} (where f3 is the lepton flavor

running in the loop), which introduces an additional
relative suppression in some part of the parameter space.

It is possible to realize the F' < A limit while preserving
perturbativity in the UV-complete theory. Both F and 4 are

of order unity when Mg, = (TrD™D)~/%; therefore, it is
possible to make F < 1if Mg < (TrD?D)~/4. We further
require Mg, > Try in order to realize UV freeze-in. We
have checked that for all viable parameters giving freeze-in
leptogenesis and DM in Sec. III B, it is possible to choose
parameters in the UV completion such that the y, — yy
decay rate is below current bounds while satisfying the
above constraints on M g; in some instances, the decay rate
is safe from constraints by more than ten orders of
magnitude. We therefore do not include any constraints
from this decay mode in our results. At the same time, we
note that for different choices of F, 4, and M4 that give rise
to the same values of D, it is possible to make this decay
rate close to the current x-ray bounds and thus potentially
observable with future telescopes.

V. EFFECTS OF DM SPECTRUM ON
LEPTOGENESIS: MIXED UV-IR

When there exist multiple DM production mechanisms,
the resulting baryon asymmetry can be significantly larger
than via a single mediator [23,24]. Unless the two medi-
ators have comparable masses (or the DM oscillation time
is very short), the dynamics can be understood as follows: a
coherent collection of DM particles is produced by the
mediator operating at higher energies. These states undergo
oscillations, and the combination of relative phases from
coherent superposition and oscillation leads to CP violation
in scattering rates through the other mediator active at lower
energies. References [23,24] studied the scenario with two
scalars ®@; and @, (with Mg, > My, ), in which case the
coherent background of DM particles is produced at
T ~ Mg,, while the asymmetry is produced predominantly
by inverse decays at T~ Mg, . The viable parameter space
for this scenario is substantial, with the observed DM
abundance and baryon asymmetry consistent with DM
masses up to 500 keV and ®@; masses up to 5 TeV or higher.
Over much of the parameter space, all DM species are far
from equilibrium and a perturbative approach to solving the
QKEs is valid.

We expect that these results are largely independent of
the production mechanism operating at high energies. In
other words, DM could be produced through some entirely
different mechanism (such as inflaton decay), and as long
as the interaction eigenstate is not aligned with the ®;-DM
interaction eigenstate, an asymmetry can be produced. The
magnitude of the asymmetry is most sensitive to the density
of DM from the original production mechanism, and one
can imagine adjusting the couplings of whatever produc-
tion mechanism exists to give the same primordial DM
density matrix. The resulting asymmetry would then be
entirely independent of the specifics of the first stage of
DM production.

There is one important caveat: the momentum distribu-
tion of DM particles depends on the precise production

115031-15



TIAN DONG et al.

PHYS. REV. D 112, 115031 (2025)

mechanism. Even within the simplest scenario where the
coherent collection of DM particles is produced through the
interactions of a scalar ®@,, we saw in Fig. 1 that the DM
spectrum depends on whether DM is produced from on-
shell @, decays (with Try 2 Mg,) or from off-shell
scattering (with Try < Mg, ). Leptogenesis in the former
channel is fully IR because all DM interactions are with on-
shell scalars, whereas the latter channel is mixed UV-IR
because DM is produced from UV freeze-in via the heavier
off-shell scalar but then undergoes inverse decays to an on-
shell @;.

In this section, we compare baryogenesis in the fully IR
and mixed UV-IR scenarios to assess the impact of the DM
spectrum on baryogenesis. To do this, we use the same
matrix structure for the coupling to DM in both cases to
generate the same coherent superposition of background
DM particles. We also adjust the magnitude of the
couplings to give the same momentum-integrated DM
number densities in both scenarios. For simplicity, we
assume in both cases that DM couples to a single lepton
flavor, which is sufficient to generate a lepton asymmetry.
Together, this imposes a relationship between the on-shell
®, coupling F?, in the fully IR case, and the EFT coupling
C;; in the mixed UV-IR case,

N ————(F*F?),, (16)

where the numerical prefactor originates from differences
in the integral over the DM spectrum in each scenario; see
Eq. (B27). We then compute the ratio of the asymmetry
resulting from the two spectra. Since the full effects of the
DM spectrum are only captured in the perturbative method
outlined in Sec. III C, we restrict our analysis to this
approach and assume that the production of DM mediated
by ®, occurs well before the inverse decays at T ~ Mg, ,
namely Try, Mo, > Mg, . For details of the calculation,
see Appendix B 2.

The ratio of the asymmetries depends on the oscillation
phase accrued by the time of leptogenesis, T ~ M, . This is
parametrized by the dimensionless quantity

AM?M,

—. 17
63, 1)

ﬂOSC =

The rate of asymmetry generation contains the oscillatory

factor sin(ﬁ“y“xz), where x= Mg, /T = Mg, 2/Te,. We
show our results in Fig. 8 for various values of Mg, .
We see that the asymmetry in the mixed UV-IR scenario is
always smaller than that from the fully IR scenario, and
while the two primordial DM production mechanisms give
comparable results over much of the parameter space, there
can be a significant suppression in the UV-IR asymmetry if

Pose K 1 and Mg ~ T, This indicates that the results of

T T T

My, = 3 TV

zz > 0.50 L Mg, =1 TeV 4
g
SH RS
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FIG. 8. Ratio of asymmetries from mixed UV-IR scenario vs

fully IR scenario assuming primordial DM abundance is nor-
malized to be equal in both scenarios. The ratio of asymmetries is
shown as a function of f,,. = AM*M,/(6M3, ), which quantifies
the oscillation phase for DM momentum mode k =7 when
T = Mg,. The results are shown for zgy = 0.001, and for the
fully IR asymmetry, we take M, = Try, although the results do
not depend on these quantities provided Mo,, Try > Mo, . All
curves converge to a common value at f,. > 1, although the
Mg, = 3 TeV curve lies slightly below the 300 GeV and 1 TeV
curves for f.. ~2-20. The results indicate that the hotter
spectrum predicted by UV production of DM tends to suppress
the asymmetry when compared to DM production from on-shell
scalar decays.

freeze-in baryogenesis depend in general on the spectrum
of primordial DM production. When the parameters allow
rapid oscillations to develop before DM decoupling, how-
ever, the final result does not depend dramatically on the
DM production mechanism.

We can qualitatively understand the behavior of the
asymmetry ratio in certain limits. When the oscillation rate
is too slow for oscillations to fully develop before @,
decouples from the plasma (f,,. < 1), we can perform a
series expansion on the oscillatory sine factor in calculating
both asymmetries, and f,. therefore cancels in the ratio of
asymmetries. Thus, we see that the asymmetry ratio is flat
in the limit B, < 1 for all ®; masses.

In this limit, it is also possible to estimate the contribution
of the asymmetry from each momentum mode, y. We find
that each momentum mode contributes equally to the
asymmetry for y < Mg /(4T )%, but is suppressed for
larger momenta. This follows from the fact that asymmetry
production at temperature 7 is dominated by modes with CM
energy equal to the ®; mass, Egy ~4yT? ~ Mg, , and the
numerics work out such that the asymmetry produced per
unit y is effectively constant. For sufficiently large vy,
however, the condition 4yT? ~Mél is only satisfied for
T < T., and such modes therefore do not contribute to
the asymmetry. For Mg ~ T, only momentum modes with
y < 1 contribute to the asymmetry, and since the DM
population for such modes is much higher for IR-dominated
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1 -2 DM production relative to UV production, the
asymmetry is much larger in the former case.® For larger
Mg, , however, a broader range of momentum modes
contribute, and the asymmetries become comparable in both
scenarios.

We also see universal behavior in the S, > 1 limit,
which is the result of a series expansion in 1/f,.. To show
this, we perform a change of integration variables to
u = x°/y. Then, the asymmetry resulting from DM pro-
duced in a particular process can be written in the
approximate form

|7 duttusingp). (18)

0

where the function f(u) encodes the time dependence of
the reaction density for the DM production process; see
Appendix B 2 for complete expressions. The lower limit of
integration can be well approximated by 0 because in both
scenarios, the primordial abundance of DM responsible for
baryogenesis is produced well before oscillations occur. We
can take the upper limit to infinity because the rapid
oscillations effectively halt the asymmetry generation at
late times, and hence the result is independent of the precise
endpoint of asymmetry generation.

For . > 1, such that oscillations occur more rapidly
than any other timescale in the problem, and |f(u)| — 0 as
u — oo, it is possible to show that the integral evaluates
simply to —f(0)/Bos. Since this same factor of 1/
shows up in both the 1 — 2 asymmetry and the EFT
asymmetry, it cancels in the ratio, which tends to a constant
value at large f..

In summary, our analysis shows that the asymmetry from
freeze-in baryogenesis depends on the DM spectrum, and
the asymmetry from different DM production modes can
differ by many orders of magnitude in the small-oscillation
regime because the asymmetry is sensitive to the low-
momentum tail of the DM distribution. When oscillations
are rapid, however, it appears that an O(1) change in the
spectrum leads to an O(1) change in the asymmetry such
that the results of freeze-in in one particular model can
approximately apply to a broader range of DM production
mechanisms at high temperature.

VI. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

We have studied leptogenesis through DM oscillations
when freeze-in occurs in the UV regime. We have

¥This calculation neglects the ®; thermal mass as well as
2 — 2 scattering processes involving ®;, both of which allow a
broader range of momentum modes to contribute to the asym-
metry but are suppressed by additional powers of SM gauge
couplings. We expect that these effects are irrelevant for the mass
range we consider but could be relevant for Mg, < 100 GeV.
However, such parameters are largely ruled out by collider
constraints [23,24].

specifically considered the case where DM couples to
the SM via a dimension-6 operator, which is the EFT that
results from integrating out a heavy scalar mediator. For
leptogenesis to occur, the operator must explicitly break
SM lepton number, and DM lacks a stabilizing Z, sym-
metry. Leptogenesis proceeds through an ARS-like mecha-
nism in which asymmetries first accrue in individual SM
lepton flavors and are then converted to a total lepton
asymmetry through flavor-dependent washout.

It is possible to simultaneously achieve the observed DM
and baryon abundances through UV freeze-in, although
with restrictions on the allowed parameter space: the reheat
temperature must lie between the electroweak scale and
about 10 TeV, and DM masses are viable up to about
1.5 MeV. To avoid overproduction of DM, there must exist
one approximately massless DM eigenstate, leading to
current bounds and future prospects for probing the model
using searches for light, massive relics, and dark radiation.
The couplings needed for leptogenesis can also induce DM
decay into a SM neutrino and a photon at a level incon-
sistent with x-ray bounds, although there exist particular
operator structures that lead to a vanishing dipole moment
and are thus safe from indirect detection bounds on
decaying DM.

By definition, UV freeze-in depends on the physics of
reheating. We have employed the instantaneous reheating
approximation, which has been shown to be valid for
modeling DM production for the operators we considered.
Given the additional oscillation timescale relevant for
leptogenesis, however, a future study is warranted that
more carefully implements the dynamics of reheating to
investigate the possibility of contributions to leptogenesis
during the inflaton-dominated era. It would also be inter-
esting to understand whether (p)reheating could directly
produce a highly nonthermal DM population: significant
differences in the DM spectrum or abundance could
sufficiently modify DM scattering and oscillation rates
to meaningfully change the parameter space associated
with DM and leptogenesis.
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APPENDIX A: QUANTUM KINETIC EQUATIONS

1. Fully UV scenario

Our starting point is the full momentum-dependent QKE
for the y density matrix, f,, with comoving momentum
y = k/T, which can be derived following the methods in
Refs. [72,73] and references therein,

dfz (y)

—ilE, (), f,(¥)]

({5200}
{F;E(y) 1-£,0}).

The reaction rate for DM production with momentum k due
to scattering with a lepton of flavor « is quantified by

(A1)

IS, = 6D} Dy / Mg fuf 1. (1= fo)

x (2z)*8*(py + pL —k — po)

+ fsz,fQ(l — f2)(2n)*8* (pr + po — k — pa)

+ 52 fofa(l = f1,)(2n)*6* (po + pa—k = p1),
(A2)

where the three terms represent the scattering rates for
dL, — y0, L,Q — yd, and Qd — yL,,, respectively. For
concreteness, we express results for the (L,y)(Qd°) effec-
tive operator from Sec. II B, but it is straightforward to
obtain the analogous reaction rates for other operators. s
and ¢ are the standard Mandelstam variables.’ The integral
is performed over the Lorentz-invariant phase space of the
SM states (which we take to be massless),

dp,  dpy  dpg
(27)32E; (27)*2E, (27)32E,’

Mgy — (A3)

*These should not be confused with entropy density and time,
which are unfortunately also called s and r.

and the SM statistical distributions are Fermi-Dirac dis-
tributions,

1
Iy = @ 11 (A4)
for each species v, where Py =~y The reaction rate for
DM annihilation, I';, ;, /2E,, is almost the same as I'; ;; /2E,,,
but the statistical factors appearing in the initial and final
states are swapped: for example, the yQ — dL, reaction
density has the statistical factor f(1 —f,)(1 - fz ). The
reaction densities for f; are found by taking the complex
conjugate of the reaction density and taking 4 — —u for SM
chemical potentials (see Appendix A 3 for more details on
the choice of convention for the y density matrix).

We derive the QKEs for lepton asymmetries in terms of
the asymmetries X, = AB/3 — AL, preserved by electro-
weak sphalerons. Since chirality-flipping DM processes are
suppressed in the early Universe due to the smallness of the
DM masses, there exists an approximate generalized lepton
number symmetry with L(y) = —1. Consequently, any
asymmetry produced in y through interactions with a
lepton flavor a results in an asymmetry AL, of equal
magnitude and sign, and consequently an asymmetry X, of
opposite sign. This relationship relates the change in y — j
number densities to the X, charge normalized to the
entropy density, Y, = X, /s, giving

Yy _ o (dY;; B dY;)

A
dt dt  dt (A3)

where the superscript a indicates that we only include the
reaction densities corresponding to lepton flavor «, and

= e

Note that the oscillation terms of the DM QKEs vanish
when taking the trace of the DM density matrices. The
asymmetries X, are related to the SM chemical potentials
through the relations given later in this appendix.

In Appendix B, we provide a perturbative solution to the
momentum-dependent QKEs that captures the leading
order behavior when all DM species are far from equilib-
rium. Away from this limit, however, it is hard to solve the
full momentum-dependent QKEs. We instead solve a
simplified set of thermally averaged QKEs. To do this,
we adopt a thermal ansatz for the DM density matrix by
assuming it has a Fermi-Dirac spectrum,

(A6)

l‘) _ Y;(.IJ(I) f_d.<k)

Fra(k, Y)e(q %0

(A7)

Y, (1) 1
_
Y T (A8)
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We do not include a chemical potential for y in the Fermi-
Dirac distribution since y is not in chemical equilibrium
and its asymmetry is encoded in the difference ¥, — Y;.

Since the thermal ansatz ensures that the only momen-
tum dependence is in the Fermi-Dirac distribution, it is now
possible to integrate over DM momentum to obtain a
differential equation for the DM density matrix normalized
to entropy density, Y, ;;. Note that because DM is highly
relativistic throughout its freeze-in, the equlibrium number
density is effectively the same for both DM mass eigen-
states. The momentum-integrated QKE for y is

av, Bk T3
o~ il Z/ 21)? 2E,

Sl A,

where for later convenience we have separated out terms
that are independent of Y, which model production of DM
in the absence of any DM abundance, and the terms
proportional to Y,, which model annihilation and Pauli-
blocking effects.

It is convenient to separate the reaction densities into
three separate terms: a term that is independent of y; a term
that depends on u but not Y, ; and, a term that depends on
both x4 and Y,. In addition to allowing us to separate the
collision integrals into more tractable components, this also
turns out to be helpful in a perturbative expansion since u
and Y, both vanish in the limit of zero coupling and the
product of the two therefore give higher-order contributions
to the QKEs.

We now consider each of these terms in sequence.

(1) Reaction density independent of u: the relevant

reaction density we need to compute is

o1 / &Pk T3,
°Ts) @r)2E,

/ d3k F(10+F110ffd< ) i
2 (2z)® 2E Y

X

(A10)

where I';, and I';; are defined as in Eq. (Al) but
with all SM chemical potentials set to zero. Detailed
balance requires that the production and annihilation
rates cancel in equilibrium for each momentum
mode,

Ta(l- /%) =Tafit. (Al

We can then simplify C, to get

1 &k T3, Y
=_ Ll p— Al2
=3/ (a) 2E, f

We define
Pk T By T3
yO(T)E/ a0 :TS/ y aO. (A13)
“ (271')3 2E, (271)3 2E,

*

vY has dimension 4, while D?,D,; has dimension
—4. Since the only dimensional scale in the problem
is T, we therefore know that

Yo = coDiyD gy TS, (A14)

where ¢ is a dimensionless number.
To evaluate ¢y, we compute the reaction rate

l—‘(TO.IJ ( ) _ 3T2WDZIDU:J
2E, 167°2°

£().  (Al5)

where the dimensionless factor £(y) obtained by integrating over the SM statistical distributions is

— ® yB Y (1_06)2 n
) = A Y T T e _1)/ dey 1

1+ y+y +q+ v+y + Hr\ q+
1 +e vﬂ ' -qy eery + ew,\zﬂw

0 y/3 (
+2 / dy — / d
Y 0 Y (e + 1) (e =1) 0

and

l _ 2 y_y/ y=y +q,
) In <e +e > >’ (A16)

y=y +q,

I+e

q. = \/)/2 + 2 £ 2yy'cy. (A17)

These integrals must be evaluated numerically, and the two terms come from s- and z-channel processes, respectively.
Integrating over all comoving momentum modes y gives ¢y =~ 0.0418.
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(2) Reaction density dependent on x but not Y,: the
collision term in the QKE is

1 [ &k Ty 1 [ &Pk Ty
Clz—/ -2 / -9 (A18)
s) (2=)°2E, s/ (27)°2E,

1 rs< J/0
=— [ dIl, =% -% Al19
s/ kZEZ s ( )

Q

7

N

: (A20)

where we have subtracted off the piece that is
independent of u. Because fractional SM asymme-
tries are small, we linearize in SM chemical poten-
tials,

C C /’t C C
quzf.,/qo‘f'ffyﬁo(l _f.,,qo)7 (A21)

where again the subscript O indicates the Fermi-
Dirac distribution with zero chemical potential.

Each of the three processes involved in DM
production/annihilation has three terms associated
with it (one for each SM chemical potential), leading
to a total of nine terms in C;. However, since each
SM fermion has the same statistical distribution,
appropriate changes of variables can be used to
simplify and combine these into a smaller set of
integrals to evaluate. Stripping out the coupling from
the reaction density, these are of the form

6
Ci_ﬁ/d[lstkfi(zﬂ)“éé‘(k_"pQ_pL_pd)’

where F; are some combination of Mandelstam
variables and statistical distribution functions. There
are ultimately five independent integrals to evaluate,
whose integrands are,

Fi=>faofrol = foo) (1 = fw).  (A22)
Fo="Lfaofro(l = foo)(1 = fro).  (A23)

Fy=Cfaofrofoo(l = foo).  (A24)
Fo=5faofrol = foo)(1 = fa).  (A25)

Fs= szdefLOfQ0<1 - fQO)’ (A26)

with
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Ha— Hg
T

Yflz,u =D;,D,,T® |:(Cl +c3+cy)

=

a ;] : (A27)

Evaluating the phase space integrals, we find

¢, ~0.00797, (A28)
¢, ~0.00799, (A29)
032372 % 1074, (A30)
¢4 2 0.0239, (A31)
5 ~0.001118. (A32)

(3) Reaction density dependent on both x and Y,: the
collision term in the QKE is

1 &k Ty +T2 Y
=2 G 2, 54

1 d3k F0<50+Fa0 f.d. Y){
S G e,
(A33)

where we have again subtracted the term corre-
sponding to zero chemical potential. The relevant
reaction density we are interested in is

n—/ﬂh r5) + (T —T2)IA (K).
(A34)

For each of the production and annihilation rates,
we have nine terms (three per process for three SM
chemical potentials), leading to a total of 18 terms.
Again, we can perform an appropriate change of
integration variables to decompose these integrals
into a set of three new integrals, along with integrals
already evaluated. The new integrals have the same
form as before, with integrands,

Fe = fszofdof;f('d'(l — fa0) (A35)
Fq= lZfLofdof;f(‘d'(l ~ fro) (A36)

Fs=sfoofaof 5 (1 = foo).  (A37)

The reaction density is
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» Ha—H
7(21.,11 =D} DyT® |:(206 +cg—cp—c3—cs) T <
ML,
—(2C7+C8—2C3—C4) T :| (A38)

The remaining phase space integrals evaluate to

e~ 3.86 x 1074, (A39)
¢ 404 x 1074, (A40)
cs ~0.00119. (A41)

Relation between X, asymmetries and chemical
potentials: in our QKEs, we solve for the time
evolution of the X, asymmetries, denoted Y,. The
reaction densities, however, depend on the chemical
potentials g, g, and y; . Because the only states in
equilibrium are SM states, the relationships between
these quantities can be derived in the conventional
way using SM chemical potential relations, along
with hypercharge conservation and X, conservation
in sphaleron interactions [74]. We find

Md 38 s
Y )
T 7973 Z *

Ho 14
—= Y
T 79 T3Z

(A42)

(A43)

Hi,

= T3< 2Yﬁ+237ZY> (A44)

The final baryon asymmetry is the usual relation,

(A45)

For the final baryon asymmetry, we assume an
instantaneous decoupling of sphalerons at the
|

electroweak phase transition. Since asymmetry pro-
duction in UV freeze-in is peaked near Ty, this is a
reasonable assumption provided Try is parametri-
cally separated from T.,,.

Oscillation term: the commutator only depends on
the relative average energy (E, — E;), which is
computed assuming a Fermi-Dirac distribution for
DM. The average relative energy in vacuum in the
highly relativistic limit is

_AM2<1>_
2\

The vacuum energy matrix can then be chosen to be

Ed = (o 5o gy )

Because the vacuum DM masses are in the keV
range, thermal corrections in the early Universe can
be important. We determine thermal mass correc-
tions by computing the in-medium one-loop correc-
tion to the y propagator and solving for the modified
dispersion relation taking into account the shift in
the propagator pole [75]. We obtain

T2 AM?
36£(3)T

(Er — Ey) (A46)

(A47)

(L
Everma = — E( D)T k. (A48)
Averaging with the thermal ansatz gives
Eperma) = ——— (D' D)T3 (A49)
thermal/ — 81006(3) .

Because thermal DM masses are aligned with the
interaction basis, they tend to suppress oscillations
when they are comparable to or larger than the
vacuum masses.

QKE summary: to numerically solve the QKE:s,
we switch from ordinary time to the dimensionless
variable z = T,,,/T. The QKEs in this form are

dy, . Y,
sHz dz = _ls[<Evac> + <Ethermal 22{7(17 1- —} ZJ/a _{ Var )B{Q} (ASO)
day; . 1 Yy
SHZd_; = _ls[<Evac> + <E:Fhermal>’ Y)?} +§Z{}’ 1- _} ZJ/ {J/a e }’ (A51)
a )(
dy, Y, LYy Y, . Yy
I Tr( Y;q - ﬁ - 270+ Y3 veq qu +73 qu) (AS2)
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When solving the QKEs, we write the chemical
potentials embedded in y) and y2 in terms of the
comoving X, asymmetries, Y,, using the relations
given earlier.

2. Mixed UV-IR scenario

When there exist at least two mediators @, it is possible
that the reheat temperature of the Universe satisfies
Mg, < Try < Mg,. In this case, the production of DM
proceeds through IR freeze-in mediated by ®; and through
UV freeze-in mediated by ®,. Because the baryon asym-
metry is enhanced when freeze-in occurs through multiple
mediators, the largest asymmetry will typically result
through mixed UV-IR freeze-in, where a primordial DM
abundance is produced through UV freeze-in, followed by
inverse decay into @, (e.g., Ly — @7).

The asymmetry in this case is determined entirely by the
DM density matrix at the end of UV freeze-in. We therefore
expect that the viable mass-coupling parameter space is
comparable to the scenario of fully IR freeze-in through
two on-shell scalars, where the primordial DM abundance
is determined through ®; — Ly decay rather than through
UV freeze-in. Indeed, if the DM density matrices were
identical after the first stage of DM production, the
resulting asymmetries from inverse decay into @} would
be identical too. However, the momentum spectrum of DM
is different for UV and IR freeze-in (see Fig. 1), and so the
DM density matrices are somewhat different between the
two cases even if the momentum-integrated number den-
sities of DM are identical.

In the present work, we are mainly interested in using
this mixed UV-IR scenario in order to derive the effects of
the DM momentum spectrum on the lepton asymmetry
generated from subsequent inverse decay into an on-shell
scalar. Accordingly, we specialize to a minimal model that
allows us to perform this study, namely Eq. (1), with a
single active lepton flavor coupled to DM,

Ly =—F{®,Ly; +H.c. (A53)
We study this in two cases: ®; and ®, have masses below
the reheat temperature (fully IR), and ®; has a mass below
the reheat temperature but the ®, mass is above the reheat
temperature (mixed UV-IR).

The differences in DM spectrum between IR and UV
freeze-in are most pronounced when both DM species are
far from equilibrium. In this limit, we can derive a
perturbative solution of the QKEs order by order valid
in the limit of small coupling to DM. We present only the
collision terms in the QKE that are relevant for the leading-
order baryon asymmetry. These consist of rates for DM
production and destruction from on-shell processes involv-
ing the scalars @, ®, for fully IR freeze-in. For the
scenario of mixed UV-IR freeze-in, we also calculate

collision terms for scattering mediated by ®, in the limit
where @, is sufficiently heavy to never be on-shell. We can
neglect washout in the perturbative solution, and conse-
quently we only include terms in the QKE that persist when
SM asymmetries are initially zero. All other terms propor-
tional to SM asymmetries are higher order in the perturba-
tive expansion.

The QKE describing the evolution of DM is the same as
in Eq. (A1), but because DM couples to a single lepton
flavor there is now only one flavor of DM production and
destruction rates. We decompose I'< as

< =TI} +15v. (A54)
where the first term corresponds to @] — Ly decay, and the

second term corresponds to LL — yj scattering.
For the decay @] — Ly, we have

F1<R.11 = 2F7FJM<21>] /dHIR(27T)454(P<1>l —PL— k)

Xf<1>]0(1 = fr0) (AS5)

where

d3p¢l d3PL

dllg = ,
R (27)2Ee, (27)2E,

(A56)

and fg,o and f;, are the Bose-Einstein and Fermi-Dirac
distributions for @, and L, respectively, with vanishing
chemical potentials. The reaction rate is a factor of two
larger than that in Ref. [24] because that study considered
an electroweak singlet scalar, whereas we consider a
doublet.

The IR DM production rate for comoving momentum
y=k/T is [24]

T Ms z
= —go(M T...V)FiF;, A57
ZEZ SJTTeWyZQO( tDIZ/ ew y) 1tJ ( )
where
1 1 4+ e~ /(4y)
go(x,y) = (AS58)

e+ 1 ] = 0@
We neglect thermal corrections to the ®; mass. As for the

fully UV case, the QKE is linear in f,, and so we can use
the principle of detailed balance to conclude that
PO =1 = 7400k (A59)

Hence we can obtain I'j; from I'j;.
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For UV scattering LL — yj, we have

IGv (k) = 2ZC71<CJL / dlyy (27)*6*(pL + p1 — Py
KL

- k)lzfi%f%% [0k = foxr(P7)]s (A60)
where f is the density matrix for y and
d3 d3 _ d3 _

(27)32E, (2n)32E; (27)*2E; "

Because this process does not violate SM lepton number,
it cannot directly create a lepton asymmetry. It is only
effective at creating a background population of DM, which
subsequently oscillates and inverse-decays into @, to create
an asymmetry. Thus, the leading contribution of the UV
collision rate to the asymmetry is the piece that persists
when f3 — 0.

As in Eq. (A13), we define a reaction density in the
f7 — 0 limit as

&’y T

0 — 73 Uuv

Wy=T / =LA (A62)
(27)* 2E,

By similar arguments to before, we use dimensional
analysis to conclude that

}’%V,IJ = dO(CCT)uTS’ (A63)
where d,, is a dimensionless constant.
To evaluate dj, we compute the reaction rate
g cCc), T3
Fovas g = CC T ), (a6

2E

" 167373

where the dimensionless factor &yy(y) obtained by inte-
grating over the SM statistical distributions is

o o y? / 1 (1=cp)? < ﬂw—)

= dy'— d In{l14+e 72 |,
Suv(y) y% yey—l-l » co 7 e

(A65)

and g_ = \/y? +y? —2yy'cy. These integrals must be
evaluated numerically.

Integrating over all comoving momentum modes y
gives d, =~ 0.00293.

3. QKEs and antiparticle density matrices

In the standard convention, the density matrices for states
y and y are defined by [76]

Fon) = (@)K, (K). (A6

1

fr(k) =+ (b} (Kk)b,(K)),

- (A67)

where a and b are the annihilation operators for particles
and antiparticles, respectively. This ensures that f, and f
transform in the same way under unitary transformations in
flavor space, given that the mode expansion of the field ¥;
is the sum of terms with a; and b}.

Because the flavor indices are transposed for the creation
and annihilation operators in f relative to f,, the QKE for
f7 has a flipped sign in the commutator term in the QKE,
while the collision term is the same as for f,, except taking
fy < fy and pu <> —p for SM chemical potentials (see, for
example, Ref. [77]).

Note, however, that this is a different prescription than
what is commonly given in studies of oscillation baryo-
genesis such as ARS leptogenesis (see, for example,
[78,79]). In the alternate prescription, the antiparticle
QKE has the same sign on the oscillation term as for
the particle QKE, while the couplings in the rates are the
complex conjugates of those for the particle QKE (while
still taking p <> —p). We can understand these QKEs as
using an alternate definition for the antiparticle density
matrix,

Fur = 0 06)b, ). (A65)

such that f,T, = f71- Because the density matrix is
Hermitian, this is equivalent to f;; = f71s- In most
expressions of the ARS QKEs, f is used to quantify the
antiparticle density matrix. Since in typical ARS scenarios
the QKE for f,, is independent of f (and vice versa), this
redefinition of f; — f is straightforward to implement (and
typically done implicitly).

In the case of the mixed UV-IR scenario, however, the
collision term for f, depends on f; (and vice versa).
Transforming f; — f therefore affects the f  QKE as well.
If this is not taken into account, the QKEs yield physically
nonsensical results. For example, they predict that DM
produced via the on-shell decay of ®; and then scattering
via an off-shell heavy ®, produces a nonzero lepton
asymmetry, even though the latter process conserves lepton
number. DM oscillations should not be able to retroactively
induce a lepton asymmetry at the time of ®; decay. When
we use the correct QKE, this contribution to the asymmetry
vanishes as expected.

For the quantitative results that we need, the f term in the
f, QKE s a higher-order effect and negligible. We therefore

follow the ARS-type prescription and implicitly use f as our
antiparticle density matrix. However, because this distinction
is relevant in any model where the out-of-equilibrium state
can interact directly with itself, we explicitly comment here
on which density matrix we use, while neglecting to

115031-23



TIAN DONG et al.

PHYS. REV. D 112, 115031 (2025)

distinguish between the two definitions elsewhere because it
does not affect our results.

APPENDIX B: PERTURBATIVE SOLUTIONS

1. Fully UV scenario

While the full momentum-dependent QKEs in Eq. (A1)
are difficult to solve in generality, they can be solved
assuming all DM species are far from equilibrium. If we
assume that the Universe starts with f, =0 and no SM
asymmetries, then terms involving higher powers of f, and/
or y are going to be parametrically smaller than those with
lower powers of the same quantity.

The oscillation term in Eq. (A1), however, partly spoils
this expansion. The reason is that oscillations become
significant when AM?/(2yT) becomes of order H, and this
is true independent of the magnitude of f,. To address this,
we first move into an interaction picture that resums the
oscillation contributions into exponential phases without
having to solve the QKE. Note that it is challenging to
incorporate thermal masses in this approach because the
mass eigenstates are continually changing, so we neglect
thermal masses in this calculation. Our approach closely
follows that of the perturbative calculations of Ref. [24].

In the interaction picture, the density matrices have the
form

[, =U'()f,(x)U(2), (B1)
while the reaction rates are
['(z) = U (2)I'(2)U(z). (B2)

The unitary matrix taking into account time evolution is

U()-(1 O) (B3)
Y=o e
with
/ A =AM By
= - —Z )
IRH Zk(t/) 6yTgw RH

where y = k/T is the comoving momentum and M, is
defined so that H = T?/M,. We define the oscillation
parameter

AM*M,

= , B5
ﬁOSC 6 Tgw ( )

which quantifies the oscillation phase accumulated in the
y = 1 momentum mode over the time between reheating
and the electroweak phase transition.

The QKEs for the interaction-picture density matrices
are the same as the ordinary QKEs, except that there is no
longer an oscillation term,

G515, )

- {f;g) 1 —ﬂ(y)})

Leading order: DM abundance. At leading order, the
chemical potentials vanish. We can therefore use Eq. (A11)
to simplify the QKE, and also change from 7 to z,

df,(v) _ IfTx i)
H—4 = A B6
dz 2 Zl: 2E, e (B6)
At leading order, we can also set }x =0, giving
(1) @ dz ffo()’, z1)
fr (,2) = / . B7
X ( ) ; e Z]H(Zl) 2E;{ ( )

The DM abundance at this order is determined by
integrating f){) over momentum,

,.,(1) 1

<

Y (2) = S(Z/ 32/@ da Fao
__/ &y Z/Z dz F;O

s(z) ) (27)° 4 Joy 11H(21) 2E,
_452/2 dz /d3 [
_27729*5 - zRHZIH(Zl) (27)° 2E)(

2” g*STew a ’

where the reaction density y9(z),;, = coDy D, S T8, /28 was
defined in Eq. (A13) and calculated in Eq. (A14). Note that
we can interchange the order of the y and z integrals but not
the k and z integrals because k is not redshift-invariant.
For the DM abundance at late times, z — oo, we only
care about the on-diagonal elements of )71 for which 372,, =
yg,, (in other words, oscillations are not relevant for the DM
abundance). Summing over both y; and y;, we obtain

(B8)

1500(DTD>11TewMo

n’ g*SZRH

1
Y;((+);3,11(Z — 00) = (B9)

As expected for UV freeze-in, the DM abundance depends
on the reheat temperature through zgy = Ty /Try- Note
that we would obtain the same result at this order
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integrating the momentum-averaged QKE, Eq. (A50), since
this contribution is independent of the DM abundance and
therefore is also independent of any assumptions on the
DM spectrum.

The momentum dependence of the DM spectrum is

(B10)

where £(y) is given in Eq. (A16).

Since D ; D}, is real, the number densities of y and j are
equal as a result of collisions involving lepton flavor @, and
hence the X, asymmetries vanish at this order as well.

Second order: flavor asymmetries. To obtain the lepton
flavor asymmetries, we substitute our expression for f ¥
from Eq. (B7) back into the QKEs. We discard all terms

independent of f;(fl) since, by the arguments in the leading-
order calculation, these cannot contribute to the lepton
flavor asymmetry. Likewise, since the SM chemical poten-
tials vanish at leading order, we can set them to zero in the
collision terms at this stage of the calculation as well.

The result for the DM density matrix at this order due to
scattering from lepton flavor f is

() L[z odm (TR ~<1>}
f)(ﬁ(y’z) - 2f)f{d /ZRH ZzH(Zz) {ZE ( ) f){
B _ey +1 [z dz, 2 dzy
o 2 lRH Z2H(Zz> XRH ZlH(Zl)
x Z{ 2 () 2 )}

For this calculation, we need the interaction-picture version
of the momentum-dependent reaction density from
Eq. (A15),

(B11)

1:‘;O,IJ( ) _ 3Tgw
2E, 7 T 16n;

3 §<y)U(Z)jID21DaJU(Z)JJ (B12)

The X; asymmetries are related to the DM asymmetries
according to,

3
r(z) = —%/%Tr[}ﬂ@ T2

_ €y+1/ dz, 2 dz
2 ZRH ZQH(ZQ H(Z])

Sy

This evaluates to

) (1) 120 2} -0

(B14)

405M3 TS,
25670, ¢

x Am dyy* (e’ + 1)é(y)?

At this order, the total asymmetry vanishes, because
> Y/(32> o« Im[(D'D),,(D'D),,] = 0, consistent with the
arguments in Sec. IIB. Furthermore, the only states

involved in DM scattering that have a nonzero chemical
potential are the lepton doublets, L

2 *
Y/<3 )(Z) = Im [D/nD/}z(DTD)zl]

He () anlgvd (o)
T 45 '

(B16)

Both y; and p are proportional to the total asymmetry,
which vanishes.

Third order: total B — L asymmetry. In the perturbative
expansion, the total asymmetry arises from washout
induced by ,ufa) which is of O(D*). The dominant term
in the QKEs for the flavor asymmetries is the term that
depends on p but not on Y,, namely the y) term in
Eq. (A52); the term that depends on both u and Y, will
necessarily be of higher order in the coupling since Y, is
O(D?). Furthermore, the third-order contribution to the
DM density matrix, ]‘)((3), does not result in a total
asymmetry unless there are three or more DM fla-
vors [23,73].

Using Eq. (A52), we obtain the B — L asymmetry by
summing over all of the flavor asymmetries,

dz
B L = ZZ/ 3 T (Ya) (B17)
ZRH
d
= 4M, T3, (2¢; + ¢s) /Z %
Ry <3
x 3 (DD7),, Y (z3). (B18)

The final baryon asymmetry is locked in at the electroweak
phase transition, and so

(B19)

2. Mixed UV-IR scenario

We follow the same perturbative method as elaborated
for the fully UV scenario to calculate the leading-order DM
abundance and asymmetry in the interaction picture.
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Leading order: DM abundance. The two leading con-
tributions to DM production in the UV-IR model are ®] —
Ly (and its CP conjugate) and LL — yy. The DM
abundance from the first process has been calculated
in Ref. [24].

For the second, we follow the same reasoning as for the
fully UV scenario, except now using the reaction density

0
Yuv»

B 15d0<CCT)11T2wM0

2 3
7T~ g«sZRH

1
Y ;((42;‘(,11(2 — ) (B20)

The momentum dependence of the spectrum for this UV-
generated component of DM is

dy,

— y25UV(Y)-

s (B21)

As in the fully UV scenario, there are no asymmetries at
this order in the solution.

Second order: SM lepton asymmetry. At this order, a
total lepton asymmetry only results if the second DM
scattering process involves a different coupling from its
production [23,24]. As we have already argued, the UV
scattering process conserves lepton number and so it cannot
create a lepton asymmetry where none existed before.
Therefore, the dominant contribution to the lepton asym-
metry comes from DM production in LL — yj scattering,
followed by Ly — ®7 inverse decay. We have checked that
the asymmetry indeed vanishes with the reverse ordering.

Because the lepton chemical potentials initially vanish,
we can again use Eq. (B6) and substitute the appropriate
UVor IR reaction rates. By analogy with Eq. (B14), the SM
B — L asymmetry at this order is

Y(Z) ( ) e’ + 1 /‘Z de /32 le / d3k
(2)=—
Bk 2S ZRH ZZH(Z2> ZRH ZlH(Zl) (2”’-)3

e[ [Ty Bov e Ve p oo
2EX Z2 ’ZE){ Z] ) ) ’

where

< M%D]Z T o
Uik = 8T 5 9oMe, 2/ Tew, y)U(2) [ F1F,U(2)5
ew

< TgW T +
IOy = m Z»’UV()’>U(Z)U<CCI )iU(2) ;-

This evaluates to

45M2M>

2 0 @, %

Vili(@) = ~agar, M IFIFACCT) )
x /0 dy(e + e ()

Z
X / d2,2390(M, 22/ Tew- )

ZRH

2 d
X /Z %sin [&(z% —z?)].
z y

RH 3

(B22)

Finally, the portion of the SM B — L asymmetry that
converts to a baryon asymmetry is calculated using the
methods from Refs. [23,24],

2 25 0
=22,

(B23)
which is valid provided that @, has a lifetime much longer
than the age of the Universe at T,,. Otherwise, ®; decays
will wash out the asymmetry, since ®@; carries an asym-
metry that is equal in magnitude and opposite in sign
relative to the SM B — L asymmetry.

Comparing fully IR and mixed UV-IR scenarios: In the
mixed UV-IR scenario, an initial population of DM is
created through off-shell LL — yj scattering via a heavy
intermediate state, ®,. The baryon asymmetry is created
through subsequent decays or inverse decays involving a
lighter scalar, ®;. We are interested in studying how the
predictions of this asymmetry differ from a fully IR
scenario, where the initial population of DM is produced
through the decays of a heavy on-shell state, @,.

To meaningfully compare the asymmetries, we normal-
ize the couplings so that the DM population produced from
off-shell ®,-mediated scattering in the mixed UV-IR
scenario is identical to the DM population produced from
on-shell ®, decay in the fully IR scenario. The momentum-
integrated y comoving number density from UV production
at 7T <« TRH is

15dy(CCY),, T3 Mo
Y).’sl‘l - .

Zﬂzg*SZl%H (B24)

The abundance from on-shell ®, decays at T << M, is [24]

45di (F*'F?) ;M
32”59*5M<1>2 ’

Y)(,IJ = (st)

where
dig = / " dx? / Y golny) 422, (B26)
0 0

Thus, we should normalize the constants so that
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3d[RZ3
CChy =52 (F?TF? B27
(€O = ot (P (B21)
8.70
zw(FZTFZ)IJ. (B28)
RH" @,

Using this normalization, we can replace C — F? in the
expressions for the UV-IR asymmetry, and the coupling
constants cancel when computing the ratio of the UV-IR
asymmetry to the fully IR asymmetry calculated in Ref. [24].

APPENDIX C: COUPLING BENCHMARKS

Our benchmarks are related to those considered in earlier
works [24], and we follow analogous reasoning here.

1. Fully UV scenario

The UV model we consider has many free parameters.
Here, we motivate the choice of benchmarks that are
optimistic in that they optimize the magnitude of the
baryon asymmetry relative to the DM abundance without
unnecessary complexity.

Semileptonic operator: We consider the D ; (L x;)(Qd°)
operator. When there exist two DM mass eigenstates, DM
must couple to at least two flavors of lepton to generate an
asymmetry. Since we do not expect qualitatively different
behavior with couplings to all three flavors of leptons, we
consider only the two-flavor case to simplify our analysis.
For concreteness, we call these flavors e and y, although it
could in reality be any combination of lepton pairs. At
second order, the flavor asymmetries are equal and oppo-

site, Y\ = —Y,(f), but flavor-dependent washout at third
order converts part of the flavor asymmetries into a total
asymmetry.

We use the same Yukawa texture as for IR freeze-in, since
this optimizes the asymmetry while minimizing the number
of free parameters to consider [24]. The benchmark is,

cosf@cosf sinfcosp
D = \TrD'D| cos@sinf isin@sinp (Cl1)
0 0

0 parametrizes the relative magnitudes of the coupling to y,
Vs y,, while f parametrizes the relative magnitudes of the
coupling to e vs u. We also choose a maximal relative CP-
violating phase of /2.

While we want the coupling to both lepton flavors to be
relatively large to generate appreciable flavor asymmetries,
we also do not want them to be equal: otherwise, the
washout rate is the same for each flavor and no net baryon
asymmetry results. In the perturbative limit, the asymmetry
is proportional to

Yp | x [(DDUII - (DDT>22} Im [DT1D12(DTD)22>]

o cos’@sin’6 cos 23sin2f3. (C2)
The asymmetry is therefore optimized for cos 28 = 1/+/3,
and we fix this value of # throughout our work. While there
is an optimal value of @ for the asymmetry, the DM
abundance also depends on 6 and it is possible to enhance
the asymmetry to DM abundance ratio with 6 < 1.
Therefore, we leave 6 and TrD'D as free parameters.

Fully leptonic operator: We separately consider the
leptonic operator E,p3;(Lyy;)(Lye§) for a=1, 2. At
second order in the perturbative calculation, the fact that
the y and y abundances are the same ensures that the only
SM flavor asymmetries that accrue are due to CP asym-
metries in the L; and L, scattering rates. The Y, &2) flavor
asymmetries are furthermore identical to the hadronic case
with the replacement of D — E.

The third-order calculation is now different, however.
There is now washout induced by y;, regardless of the
other doublet flavor a involved in scattering. The washout
reaction density 7/, is the same as before with the replace-
ment py — py, and u; — p,,. Since at second order in the

calculation y; = —u;,, we have

(7)) o (D) [ ey + s+ ™ ()

—(26‘2 + Cs) /%:| (C4)

« ML,

~0.0151(DDY);, 52 (C5)
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—(26‘2 + Cs)%] (C7)
zO.O493(DDT)22/% (C8)

The dominant contribution to the total B — L asymmetry
therefore arises from muon washout. We can straightfor-
wardly compute the B — L asymmetry assuming only
muon washout,

Yp | (DDT)zz Im [DTIDIZ(DTD)ZI)] (C9)

 cos’fsin®@sin*fcos? B (C10)
where we have used the same benchmark as in Eq. (C1).
This asymmetry is optimized for sin f = 1/2/3, and so we
use this value of f for all studies with this operator.
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2. Mixed UV-IR scenario

In our study, we only compute the ratio of asymmetries
in the mixed UV-IR scenario to the fully IR scenario. When
using the coupling normalization from Sec. B2, the

couplings cancel in this asymmetry ratio, and so our
findings for the mixed UV-IR scenario are independent
of the texture of the Yukawa couplings.
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