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Abstract

We discuss electroweak baryogenesis in aligned two Higgs doublet models. It is known that

in this model the severe constraint from the experimental results for the electron electric dipole

moment can be avoided by destructive interference among CP-violating effects in the Higgs sector.

In our previous work, we showed that the observed baryon number in the Universe can be explained

without contradicting current available data in a specific scenario in the same model. We here first

discuss details of the evaluation of baryon number based on the WKB method taking into account

all order of the wall velocity. We then investigate parameter spaces which are allowed under the

current available data from collider, flavor and electric dipole moment experiments simultaneously.

We find several benchmark scenarios which can explain baryon asymmetry of the Universe. We

also discuss how we can test these benchmark scenarios at future collider experiments, various

flavor experiments and gravitational wave observations.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Baryon Asymmetry of the Universe (BAU) is one of the big mysteries of particle physics

and cosmology. By the observation based on the Big-Bang Nucleosynthesis (BBN), the ratio

of the (anti) baryon number density nB (nB) and the entropy density s is given by [1]

ηBBN
B =

nB − nB
s

= (8.2−9.2)× 10−11 at 95% C.L. (1)

The CMB observation also gives a consistent results [2]. The Standard Model (SM) cannot

explain the BAU. Baryogenesis is a promising idea that the BAU was produced by some

mechanisms from an incident baryon symmetric world in the early Universe. In viable models

to realize baryogenesis, the Sakharov conditions [3] have to be satisfied, (1) existence of the

baryon number violating interactions, (2) both C and CP being violated, (3) departure from

thermal equilibrium. Scenarios for baryogenesis ever proposed satisfy these conditions by

various mechanisms such as GUT baryogenesis [4], Affleck–Dine mechanism [5], Electroweak

Baryogenesis (EWBG) [6], Leptogenesis [7], et cetera.

Among these scenarios for baryogenesis, a special interest is in EWBG, where baryon

number is generated by the physics at the electroweak scale, depending on the physics of

non-minimal Higgs sectors. Therefore, such a model is testable at experiments.

Although a Higgs boson was discovered, the structure of the Higgs sector remains un-

known. Possibilities of various non-minimal Higgs models are important to be considered

especially in connection with new physics beyond the SM. As the nature of the Higgs sec-

tor will be thoroughly explored in the near future, the models of EWBG should also be

intensively studied in this timing.

In models of EWBG, the Sakharov conditions are satisfied as follows: (1) baryon number

non conservation is realized by sphaleron transition at high temperatures, (2) C is violated

because of an electroweak gauge theory, and CP can be violated additionally by interactions

of the non-minimal Higgs sector, (3) departure from thermal equilibrium is realized by the

strongly first order electroweak phase transition. Notice that in the case of the SM, both

(2) and (3) cannot be satisfied [8, 9] in a compatible way with the current data, so that

extension of the SM is necessary for successful EWBG.

Two Higgs Doublet Models (THDMs) are one of the minimal extensions of the Higgs

sector, which can provide useful property required for EWBG. Hence, EWBG has been
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investigated in THDMs by many authors for more than three decades [10–23]. The first

order phase transition may be realized by non-decoupling quantum effects of additional

bosons in the effective potential at finite temperatures, which can make the electroweak

phase transition to be strongly first order [24–33]. It is well known that the same non-

decoupling effects can also predict large deviation from the SM value in the triple Higgs

boson coupling at zero temperature, by which the first order phase transition can be tested

at future collider experiments [34–37]. In 2006, Fromme, Huber and Seniuch [12] had first

evaluated the BAU in the top quark transport scenario by the WKB method [38–42] in

the THDM with a softly broken Z2 symmetry to avoid Flavor Changing Neutral Currents

(FCNCs). After the Higgs boson discovery in 2012, the benchmark scenario they proposed

has not been consistent any more against the current severe constraints on the electron

Electric Dipole Moment (EDM) [43] and also the constraint from ATLAS [44] and CMS [45]

results. Therefore, a new scenario for EWBG has been required to be compatible with the

current data. In the model with a singlet scalar extension, the CP-violating phase can be

introduced in the scalar sector with avoiding the EDM constraint, and non-thermal tree

level effects or thermal one loop effects of singlet scalar bosons can make a potential barrier

between the symmetric vacuum and the broken vacuum for the strongly first order phase

transition [46–49].

On the other hand, in THDMs for EWBG, CP violation in the Higgs sector has to be

compatible with the EDM data by some cancelation mechanisms [19, 23, 50, 51]. For ex-

ample, in ref. [51], a new scenario has been discussed for the THDM in which significant

CP-violating phases are included while current electron EDM data are satisfied due to de-

structive interference of multiple CP-violating phases in the Higgs sector. In this model,

coupling constants of the Higgs boson with the mass of 125 GeV coincide with those in the

SM at the tree level by assuming that there are no mixings among neutral Higgs bosons. In

order to avoid the constraint from FCNCs an alignment is imposed in the Yukawa interac-

tions [52]. Collider phenomenology of the model has been investigated in refs. [53, 54]. In

ref. [23], it was shown that the observed BAU can be explained by EWBG in this model

under current available experimental constraints. It was also found that this model has rich

phenomenological predictions which can be tested at future experiments.

In the present paper, we discuss benchmark points and phenomenological consequences

of this model for EWBG. We first discuss details of the evaluation of baryon number based

3



on the WKB method with taking into account all order of the wall velocity [42]. We also

show all the formulae used for our analyses. Second, we investigate parameter spaces which

are simultaneously allowed under the current available data from collider [44, 45, 55–62],

flavor [63–71] and EDM experiments [43, 72]. We find several benchmark scenarios which can

explain the BAU. Finally, we discuss how we can test these benchmark scenarios at future

collider experiments [73–76], various flavor experiments [77, 78] and future gravitational

wave observations [79–81]. In particular, the model can be tested by the di-photon decay of

the Higgs boson [82–88] and the triple Higgs boson coupling due to the large deviation by

non-decoupling effects which cause strongly first order phase transition [34–37]. In the viable

scenario with a relatively large wall velocity, enough amounts of gravitational waves [89–93]

can be predicted for the observations at future space-based interferometers.

This paper is organized as follows. In section II, we define the two Higgs doublet model. In

section III, we discuss theoretical and experimental constraints on the model. In section IV,

the effective potential and some numerical results about electroweak phase transition are

discussed in this model. In section V, the transport equations and the numerical results for

the BAU are shown, and we give some predictions for future experiments in some benchmark

points. Some comments and phenomenological implications are discussed in section VI, and

conclusions are given in section VII.

II. THE MODEL

In this paper, we discuss the THDM with two isospin doublets Φ1 and Φ2 with hyper-

charges Y = 1/2. Both the Higgs doublets can obtain the Vacuum Expectation Values

(VEVs) which break the electroweak gauge symmetry. By a unitary transformation, we can

choose the basis of the Higgs doublets so that only one of them has the VEV and the other

does not (the Higgs basis) [94]. In the following, the Higgs basis is employed.

In the Higgs basis, the elements of the Higgs doublets are represented by

Φ1 =

 G+

1√
2
(v + h1 + iG0)

 , Φ2 =

 H+

1√
2
(h2 + ih3)

 . (2)

The scalar fields G0 and G± are the Nambu-Goldstone modes. They are absorbed into the

longitudinal modes of W± and Z bosons, respectively. Other scalar fields are physical Higgs
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bosons. Therefore, this model has three additional Higgs bosons: two neutral ones and a

pair of charged ones.

The Higgs potential is given by

V =− µ1
2(Φ1

†Φ1)− µ2
2(Φ2

†Φ2)−
(
µ3

2(Φ1
†Φ2) + h.c.

)
+

1

2
λ1(Φ1

†Φ1)2 +
1

2
λ2(Φ2

†Φ2)2 + λ3(Φ1
†Φ1)(Φ2

†Φ2) + λ4(Φ2
†Φ1)(Φ1

†Φ2)

+

{(
1

2
λ5Φ1

†Φ2 + λ6Φ1
†Φ1 + λ7Φ2

†Φ2

)
Φ1
†Φ2 + h.c.

}
. (3)

In general, µ2
3, λ5, λ6, and λ7 are complex. One of them can be a real parameter by

appropriately redefining the phase of the second Higgs doublet Φ2. Thus, three CP-violating

phases are generally included in the Higgs potential.

By substituting Eq. (2) into the Higgs potential, the stationary conditions give

µ2
1 =

λ1

2
v2, µ2

3 =
λ6

2
v2. (4)

The second condition in Eq. (4) means that the CP-violating phases of µ2
3 and λ6 are the

same. Only two of the three CP-violating phases are independent.

The mass of H± is given by

m2
H± = M2 +

1

2
λ3v

2, (5)

whereM2 = −µ2
2. The mass terms for the neutral scalar states are given by 1

2

∑3
k,`=1 hkh`M2

k`,

where M2 is the three-by-three matrix defined by

M2 = v2


λ1 Re[λ6] −Im[λ6]

Re[λ6] M2

v2
+ 1

2
(λ3 + λ4 + Re[λ5]) −1

2
Im[λ5]

−Im[λ6] −1
2
Im[λ5] M2

v2
+ 1

2
(λ3 + λ4 − Re[λ5])

 . (6)

SinceM2 is a symmetric matrix, it can be diagonalized by a real orthogonal matrix R. The

mass eigenstates of the neutral scalar states are given by

Hk =
3∑
`=1

R`kh`, (k = 1, 2, 3). (7)

Non-diagonal elements of the mass matrix M2 induce the mixing among the neutral

scalar states. The imaginary part of λ5 can be zero by appropriately fixing the phase of Φ2.

The mixing is then induced by only one scalar coupling λ6.
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If h1 is not a mass eigenstate but a linear combination of Hk (k = 1, 2, 3), the model

predicts the tree-level induced deviation of the coupling constants of the 125 GeV Higgs

boson from its SM prediction. It is strongly constrained by the LHC results so far [44, 45].

To avoid them, we simply assume an alignment in the mass matrix, i.e. λ6 is taken to be

zero [51]. In the following, we call this simplification the Higgs alignment. The matrix R is

the identity matrix (R`k = δ`k) in this case.

In the Higgs alignment scenario, the masses of the neutral Higgs boson are given by

m2
H1

= λ1v
2,

m2
H2

= M2 +
λ3 + λ4 + Re[λ5]

2
v2,

m2
H3

= M2 +
λ3 + λ4 − Re[λ5]

2
v2. (8)

We consider H1 as the observed Higgs boson. Then, the coupling λ1 is determined by the

VEV v = 246 GeV and the Higgs boson mass mH1 = 125 GeV. Remaining undetermined

parameters in the Higgs potential are seven: M2, λ2, mH± , mH2 , mH3 , |λ7|, and θ7 ≡ arg[λ7].

There is only one CP-violating parameter θ7 in the Higgs potential because we consider the

Higgs alignment scenario.

Next, the kinetic terms for the Higgs doublets are given by

Lkin = |DµΦ1|2 + |DµΦ2|2, (9)

where the covariant derivative Dµ defined as

Dµ ≡ ∂µ − ig
σa

2
W a
µ − i

1

2
g′Bµ, (10)

where g and g′ are the gauge coupling constants for SU(2)L and U(1)Y , respectively. The

HV V interactions are given as follows:

LHV V =
3∑

k=1

R1k

(
2m2

W

v
W †
µW

µ +
m2
Z

v
ZµZ

µ

)
Hk. (11)

In the Higgs alignment scenario, only H1 has the HV V interactions at the tree level because

R`k = δ`k. Their coupling constants (H1WW and H1ZZ) coincide with those in the SM at

the tree level.

The Yukawa interaction is given by

Ly = −
2∑

k=1

∑
i,j

(
Q′iL(yku)†ijΦ̃ku

′
jR +Q′iL(ykd)ijΦkd

′
jR + L′iL(yke )ijΦke

′
jR + h.c.

)
, (12)
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where Φ̃k (k = 1, 2) are defined as Φ̃k = iσ2Φ∗k. The fermion fields Q′iL (L′iL) are the left-

handed quark (lepton) doublets, where i is the flavor index (i = 1, 2, 3). The right-handed

up-type quarks, down-type quarks and leptons are denoted by u′iR, d′iR and `′iR, respectively.

In general, two Yukawa matrices y1
f and y2

f (f = u, d, e) cannot be diagonalized simul-

taneously. However, flavor non-diagonal Yukawa couplings induce the dangerous FCNCs at

the tree level [95], which are severely constrained by the flavor experiments so far. To avoid

tree-level FCNCs, we assume the Yukawa alignment scenario [52], where the two Yukawa

matrices are proportional to each other;

y2
f = ζfy

1
f , (f = u, d, e). (13)

The coefficients ζf are complex.

In the Yukawa alignment scenario, the interaction between the Higgs bosons and the SM

fermions are given by

Ly =−
∑
i,j

{ ∑
f=u,d,e

3∑
k=1

fiL

(
(Mf )ij
v

κkf

)
fjRHk

+

√
2

v

{
−ζuuiR(M †

uVCKM)ijdjL + ζduiL(VCKMMd)ijdjR + ζeνiL(Me)ijejR
}
H+

}
+ h.c.

+ · · · , (14)

where the fermion fields without the prime (′) denote the mass eigenstates. Mf (f = u, d, e)

are the diagonal mass matrices defined as

Mu = diag(mu,mc,mt), Md = diag(md,ms,mb), Me = diag(me,mµ,mτ ). (15)

The coefficients κkf (k = 1, 2) are given by
κ1
u = 1, κ2

u = ζ∗u, κ3
u = −iκ2

u,

κ1
d = 1, κ2

d = ζd, κ3
d = iκ2

d,

κ1
e = 1, κ2

e = ζe, κ3
e = iκ2

e.

(16)

All the κ1
f (f = u, d, e) is equal to unity because we consider the Higgs alignment scenario.

The Yukawa interaction between H1 and the SM fermions coincides with the SM one at the

tree level.
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ζu ζd ζe

Type I cotβ cotβ cotβ

Type II cotβ − tanβ − tanβ

Type X cotβ cotβ − tanβ

Type Y cotβ − tanβ cotβ

TABLE I. The values of ζf (f = u, d, e) in each type of Yukawa interaction

The interaction between the additional Higgs bosons and the SM fermions is described

by six new real parameters |ζf | and θf ≡ arg[ζf ] (f = u, d, e). The phases θf are the CP-

violating phases. With a specific relation among the values of ζf , the Yukawa interaction of

the model coincides with that in the softly broken Z2 symmetric two Higgs doublet model

[95–98], which is categorized into Type-I, Type-II, Type-X and Type-Y. In Table I, the

values of ζf are shown in each type of Yukawa interaction [52].

III. CONSTRAINTS ON THE MODEL

In this section, we discuss parameter spaces of the model under theoretical and experimen-

tal constraints. We consider perturbative unitarity and vacuum stability as the theoretical

constraints. We consider the experimental constraints from the collider, flavor and EDM

data and also the electroweak precision tests.

A. Theoretical constraints

In this subsection, we consider the theoretical bounds in the model: perturbative uni-

tarity, vacuum stability, and triviality. The constraint from perturbative unitarity in the

THDMs has been investigated in various literature. In refs. [99–101], the perturbative uni-

tarity bound has been studied in the THDMs with (softly broken) Z2 symmetry [95]. The

bound in the general THDMs (without Z2 symmetry) has been investigated in ref. [102].

We employ the formulae in ref. [102] for the perturbative unitarity bound.

Next, we consider the constraint from vacuum stability. The Higgs potential has to be

bounded from below for the stability of the vacuum. This condition leads to the bounds on

quartic scalar couplings in the THDMs that are given in refs. [103–107]. In the case that
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λ6 = λ7 = 0, i.e. the Z2 symmetry is conserved in the quartic terms in the Higgs potential,

the condition yields

λ1 ≥ 0, λ2 ≥ 0,
√
λ1λ2 + λ3 ≥ 0,

√
λ1λ2 + λ3 + λ4 ± Re[λ5] ≥ 0. (17)

Eq. (17) is not only the necessary condition but also the sufficient condition [106]. In the

general THDM with the Higgs alignment scenario, in addition, we employ the following

necessary conditions according to discussion in ref. [104];∣∣∣Re[λ7]
∣∣∣ ≤ 1

4
(λ1 + λ2) +

1

2
(λ3 + λ4 + Re[λ5]),∣∣∣Im[λ7]

∣∣∣ ≤ 1

4
(λ1 + λ2) +

1

2
(λ3 + λ4 − Re[λ5]).

(18)

Finally, the scalar coupling constants in the Higgs potential are also constrained as a

function of the cut-off scale Λ by the renormalization group equation analysis [108], where

we impose condition that the running coupling constants do not blow up nor fall down below

Λ. Imposing that the running couplings are smaller than a critical value (usually being set

to be 4π) up to Λ, the upper and lower limits of the magnitudes of the scalar coupling

constants are obtained. In the THDMs, they have been investigated in refs. [13, 20, 109–

112]. In general, in extended scalar models positive additional terms are added to beta

functions of scalar coupling constants. Therefore the scalar coupling constants tend to blow

up. Consequently, Λ can appear at relatively lower scales as the Landau pole. In order to

keep the Landau pole to be above TeV scales, the scalar coupling constants at the electroweak

scale are constrained. In refs. [13, 20], such a bound on the coupling constants is discussed in

the context of EWBG. We here do not explicitly study these renormalization group analyses

as it is out of scope of this paper. Instead, we give comments on this issue in section VI.

B. Constraints from collider and flavor experiments

1. Collider experiments

In this subsection, we consider constraints from collider data. First, we discuss the direct

search experiments for charged Higgs bosons at LEP and LHC. From the result at the LEP

experiment [55], a lower bound of the mass is given by mH± & 80 GeV almost independent

of ζf (f = u, d, e). When the mass region is 80 GeV . mH± . 170 GeV, the charged Higgs
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bosons are produced in the top quark decay process t→ H±b. However, the upper bound of

B(t → H±b) × B(H± → τ±ν) in this mass region is severely constrained from ATLAS [56]

and CMS data [57], and the branching ratio needs to satisfy B(t → H±b) . O(10−3) when

B(H± → τ±ν) = 1 [51]. Therefore, we only consider the mass region mH± > mt in the

following discussions. In this case, a leading production process of the charged Higgs bosons

is gb→ tH±. They mainly decay into tb or τν, and can also decay into an off-shell W boson

and a neutral Higgs boson if it is kinematically allowed [51, 54]. ζf are constrained from

H± → tb [58] and H± → τ±ν [57] searches. In our analysis, we replace 1/ tan β to |ζu| in

the production cross section σ(gb→ tH±) in the case of Type-I THDM as long as |ζd| is not

too large.1 We have referred to the value of σ(gb→ tH±) from figure 9 in ref. [113].

Second, we discuss oblique parameters such as S, T, U [114], especially the T parameter.

λ4 − Re[λ5] and Im[λ7] terms in the potential violate the custordial symmetry [115–121].

Consequently, the existence of these terms causes a deviation in the T parameter from the

SM value, and this is constrained from the electroweak fitting results [122]. To avoid this, we

assume mH± = mH3 in our analysis, since λ4−Re[λ5] is proportional to m2
H3
−m2

H± . Under

this assumption, the effects of the heavy Higgs bosons involving Im[λ7] do not contribute to

the T parameter at one loop level [117, 119].

Third, we discuss the direct searches for neutral Higgs bosons H2 and H3 at LHC. There

are three single production processes of the neutral Higgs bosons such as gg → H2,3 (gluon

fusion), gg → H2,3bb (bottom associated) and gg → H2,3tt (top associated). These produc-

tion cross sections are given by [51, 123]

σ(gg → H2,3) = σ(gg → H1)SM ×
Γ(H2,3 → gg)

Γ(H2,3 → gg)κ2,3u =κ2,3d =1

,

σ(gg → H2,3bb) = |ζd|2σ(gg → H1bb)SM,

σ(gg → H2,3tt) = |ζu|2σ(gg → H1tt)SM, (19)

where σ(gg → H1)SM and σ(gg → H1bb)SM (σ(gg → H1tt)SM) are the production cross

section of the SM Higgs boson for gluon fusion and bottom (top) associated, respectively.

We have referred to the value of the cross section for the gluon fusion process (NNLO in

QCD) and bottom and top associated processes (NLO in QCD) from ref. [124]. We consider

decays of the neutral Higgs bosons into a fermion pair (H2,3 → tt, bb, ττ), and loop-induced

1 In the production of H±, we neglect the effects of the CP phases.
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decays into a gluon pair (H2,3 → gg). Γ(H2,3 → gg) in Eq. (19) are the partial decay

widths of H2,3 → gg. When one of the heavy Higgs bosons is heavier than the others, it can

also decay into an off-shell gauge boson and another heavy Higgs boson. In our benchmark

points we will discuss below, the other decay modes are negligibly small [51, 54]. When

mH2,3 < 2mt, ζf (f = u, d, e) are constrained from the latest results of H2,3 → ττ searches

by ATLAS [59]. On the other hand, when mH2,3 > 2mt, the decay into a top quark pair is

kinematically allowed, and ζf are constrained from the current data of H2,3 → tt searches

by ATLAS [60] and CMS [61].

Recently, in the aligned THDM without CP phases, constraints on electroweak pair pro-

ductions of the heavy Higgs bosons [125–127] were discussed in ref. [54]. Events including

multi tau leptons in the final state have been searched at the LHC [62]. There are six types

of the pair production process in the model :

pp→ H2H3, pp→ H2H
±, pp→ H3H

±, pp→ H+H−. (20)

According to ref. [54], the constraints on |ζd| and |ζe| from the decay processes H2H3 → 4`

including multi tau leptons in final state become the most severe at |ζu| = 0 due to the

suppression of H2,3 → cc and H± → tb. As shown in figure 9 in ref. [54], when mH2 =

mH3 = mH± ≡ mΦ = 280 GeV, the region |ζd| . 0.1× |ζe| is excluded from the multi lepton

search. When the charged Higgs bosons are heavier than the neutral Higgs boson, a decay

channel into a tau pair via the decay into the off-shell W boson and a neutral Higgs boson is

open. As a result, the excluded region in the |ζd|-|ζe| plane becomes large compared to the

case of the light charged Higgs bosons. We note that there are no constraint on the region

|ζd| & |ζe| from the multi lepton search.

2. Flavor experiments

Fourth, we discuss flavor experiments and their impacts on the parameter space in the

aligned THDM. In addition to the SM contributions, diagrams involving the additional Higgs

boson exchanges contribute to B → Xsγ, Bd,s → µµ and leptonic tau decays. The current

experimental value of the branching ratio for B → Xsγ with the photon energy cut Eγ > 1.6

GeV is given by [66, 67]

B(B → Xsγ)exp = (3.32± 0.15)× 10−4, (21)
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which is the combined result from BABAR [63], Belle [64] and CLEO [65]. In the aligned

THDM, ζu, ζd and mH± are constrained from Eq. (21). In the SM, the branching ratio is

given by B(B → Xsγ)SM = (3.36 ± 0.23) × 10−4 at NNLO in QCD [128] with the same

photon energy cut. According to ref. [21], we define

B(B → Xsγ)th = Rth · B(B → Xsγ)SM, (22)

where,

Rth =
B(B → Xsγ)THDM

B(B → Xsγ)ζu=ζd=0

, (23)

as a prediction in the aligned THDM. We have used the formulae given in [129] at NLO in

QCD for the calculation of B(B → Xsγ)THDM and B(B → Xsγ)ζu=ζd=0.

Observed values of the branching ratios of Bd → µµ and Bs → µµ can be referred in

refs. [66, 68–70]:

B(Bd → µµ) < 2.1× 10−10 (95% C.L.),

B(Bs → µµ) = (3.1± 0.6)× 10−9. (24)

In the aligned THDM, ζf (f = u, d, e), mH2,3 and mH± are constrained from Eq. (24). The

decay rates of Bd,s → µµ in the aligned THDM were calculated by ref. [130], and we use the

value of the SM contribution of the Wilson coefficient C10 of the operator (qγµPLb)(lγ
µγ5l)

as

CSM
10 = −0.938×

( mt

173.1 GeV

)1.53

×
(
αs(mZ)

0.1184

)−0.09

, (25)

which is evaluated at NNLO in QCD [131]. Regarding B → Xsγ and Bd,s → µµ, we require

these theoretical values to be within the 2σ deviations from the experimental data.

According to ref. [54], ζe and mH± are constrained from the leptonic tau decay in the

model. One can see that |ζe| & 70 (90) are excluded with mH± = 180 (230) GeV from

figure 6 in ref. [54].

The constraints on |ζf | from direct searches and flavor experiments are shown in figure 1.

The SM input parameters we have used are shown in Table II. The heavy Higgs masses mΦ

are degenerated, and the left, middle and right panels are in the cases of mΦ = 300, 350

and 400 GeV, respectively. We consider the case of |ζd| = |ζe|, and other relevant input

parameters in the model are set by M = 30 GeV, λ7 = 0.8, θ7 = −0.9, θu = θd =

−2.7, θe = θu + 0.04. In figure 1, black dotted lines satisfy |ζd| = (mt/mb)|ζu| which are the
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FIG. 1. The constraints on |ζf | (f = u, d, e) from direct searches and flavor experiments. Input

parameters are set by M = 30 GeV, λ7 = 0.8, θ7 = −0.9, θu = θd = −2.7, θe = θu + 0.04, and

the heavy Higgs masses mΦ are degenerated: mΦ = 300 GeV (left), mΦ = 350 GeV (middle),

mΦ = 400 GeV (right). Black dotted lines satisfy |ζd| = (mt/mb)|ζu|, and the gray (cyan) regions

below these lines are excluded from H± → tb, (H± → τν). The green solid (dashed) lines and the

magenta solid (dashed) lines are the upper bounds from H2 → ττ , (H3 → ττ) and H2(bb) → ττ ,

(H3(bb) → ττ), respectively. In the right panel, the constraint from H3 → tt can be seen as the

black dashed line. The regions above the red (orange) and blue dashdot lines are excluded by

Bs(Bd)→ µµ and B → Xsγ, respectively.

reliable bounds about the calculation of σ(gb → tH±), and the gray (cyan) regions below

these lines are excluded from H± → tb, (H± → τν). The green solid (dashed) lines and

the magenta solid (dashed) lines are the upper bounds from H2 → ττ , (H3 → ττ) and

H2(bb)→ ττ , (H3(bb)→ ττ), respectively. In the right panel of figure 1 which is the case of

mΦ = 400 GeV, the decay channel to a top quark pair is kinematically allowed. Thus, the

constraint from H3 → tt can be seen as the black dashed line. The regions above the red

(orange) and blue dashdot lines are excluded from Bs(Bd)→ µµ and B → Xsγ, respectively.
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mu = 1.29× 10−3, mc = 0.619, mt = 171.7, mW = 80.379,

md = 2.93× 10−3, ms = 0.055, mb = 2.89, mZ = 91.1876,

me = 4.87× 10−4, mµ = 0.103, mτ = 1.746 (in GeV) [1, 132, 133].

λ = 0.22453, A = 0.836, ρ = 0.122, η = 0.355,

α = 1/127.955, αS = 0.1179 [1].

mBs [GeV] mBd [GeV] fBs [GeV] fBd [GeV] Γ−1
BsL

[ps] Γ−1
BsH

[ps] Γ−1
BdL

[ps] Br(B → Xcl
−ν)

5.367 [1] 5.280 [1] 0.2284 [134] 0.1920 [134] 1.423 [1] 1.619 [1] 1.519 [1] 0.1065 [66]

TABLE II. The input parameters of the SM. The masses of the SM fermions and gauge bosons

shown in the above table are the values at the Z boson scale, and they are given in GeV. The

symbols λ, A, ρ and η are the Wolfenstein parameters [135]. The coupling constants α and αS

are the fine structure constant of QED and QCD, respectively. The below table shows the input

parameters for the analyses of the flavor constraints.

In these mass regions, we found that |ζu| & 0.6 are excluded from H± → tb and Bs → µµ

almost independent of the heavy Higgs boson masses. In the left panel of figure 1, |ζd| =

|ζe| & 4 is excluded from B → Xsγ with |ζu| . 0.2, while |ζd| = |ζe| & 0.3 is excluded from

gg → H2,3 → ττ with |ζu| & 0.2, because the production cross section σ(gg → H2,3) is large.

In the middle and right panels, only B → Xsγ sets the upper bound on |ζd| = |ζe|, and then

we find that this behavior is almost irrelevant to the mass.

C. EDM experiments

We discuss constraints from EDM experiments in this subsection. CP violation of the

model is highly constrained from the electron and neutron EDM experiments. The EDM df

of the fermion f is defined as the coefficient of the effective operator, and this is written by

LEDM = −df
2
fσµν(iγ5)fFµν , (26)

where Fµν is the field strength of electromagnetic fields and σµν = i
2
[γµ, γν ].

The current bound of the electron EDM (eEDM) from ACME [43] is given by |de +

kCs| < 1.1 × 10−29 e cm at 90% C.L., where Cs is the coefficient of the dimension six
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11

FIG. 2. The Barr–Zee type diagrams including the fermion loop (left) and the scalar loop (right).

operator eiγ5eNN , which describes the interaction between electrons and nucleons, and the

constant k is about O(10−15) GeV2 e cm. In our benchmarks we will discuss below, the

contribution to the eEDM from kCs is about two orders of magnitude smaller than the

current bound. Therefore, we neglect this contribution, and we set the bound from the

eEDM as |de| < 1.0× 10−29 e cm in the following discussions.

Two loop Barr–Zee type diagrams in figure 2 are leading contributions to the eEDM in the

aligned THDM. The left diagram in figure 2 has a fermion loop, and the right one has a scalar

loop. Since there are multiple CP-violating phases in the model, each diagram depends on

different CP-violating phases. In the aligned THDM, the Barr–Zee type diagrams including

the gauge boson loop do not exist, because of the condition of Higgs alignment [51]. We can

further categorize the Barr–Zee type diagrams depending on the scalar boson which couples

to the external fermion line being either neutral or charged.

In calculation of the fermion loop contributions, we only consider the top quark loop

diagrams because of the hierarchy in the Yukawa coupling constants (yt � yb � yτ ).

Therefore, when |ζu|, |ζd| and |ζe| are in the same order, the contributions from the fermion

loop diagrams are approximately proportional to |ζu||ζe| sin(θu − θe). On the other hand,

the contributions from the heavy scalar loop diagrams are approximately proportional to

|λ7||ζe| sin(θ7 − θe). CP-violating phases required to create the BAU can be O(1) under the

eEDM constraint by the destructive interference between these independent diagrams.

We next discuss the neutron EDM (nEDM). The most stringent constraint on the nEDM

is |dn| < 1.8× 10−26 e cm at 90 % C.L. by the NEDM collaboration [72]. By using the QCD

sum rule, dn is given by [136–139]

dn = 0.79dd − 0.20du + e(0.59dCd + 0.30dCu )/g3, (27)
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where g3 is the coupling constant of the strong interaction, and dCq (q = u, d) is the chromo

EDM. In the case of the nEDM, contributions from the Weinberg operator dn(CW ) [140, 141]

and the four fermi interaction [142] must be considered. In the parameter regions which we

discuss later, the order of magnitude of dn(CW ) is comparable to dn,2 while the contributions

from the four fermi interaction are negligibly small [143]. Therefore, in the calculation of

the nEDM, we only consider dn and the contributions from the Weinberg operator dn(CW ).

According to the formulae shown in refs. [51, 139, 143–146], when mH2 = mH3 , the nEDM

is approximately proportional to |ζu||ζd| sin(θu − θd).

IV. ELECTROWEAK PHASE TRANSITION

In this section, the electroweak phase transition is discussed in the aligned THDM. First,

the effective potentials are discussed at zero and finite temperatures. Second, we discuss

profiles for the vacuum bubble generated at the electroweak phase transition. The results of

numerical evaluations are shown. We also show some formulae to find the bubble profiles.

A. Effective potential of the model

In this subsection, we show the effective potential of the configuration of the neutral

elements ϕ1, ϕ2, and ϕ3, which are defined as

〈Φ1〉 =
1√
2

 0

ϕ1

 , 〈Φ2〉 =
1√
2

 0

ϕ2 + iϕ3

 . (28)

The imaginary part of 〈Φ1〉 can be set to zero by the gauge fixing. By substituting Eq. (28)

into the Higgs potential, we obtain the tree-level effective potential.

At the one-loop level, the effective potential at zero temperature is given by

VT=0(ϕ1, ϕ2, ϕ3) = V0 + V1 + VCT , (29)

where V0 is the tree-level effective potential. The Coleman-Weinberg potential [147] with

the Landau gauge is denoted by V1;

V1 =
∑
k

(−1)sk
nk

64π2
m̃4
k

[
log

m̃2
k

Q2
− 3

2

]
, (30)

2 Since the sign of dn(CW ) has theoretical uncertainties [143, 144], we consider both dn + dn(CW ) and

dn − dn(CW ).
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where Q is the renormalization scale. The index k represents particles in one loop diagrams;

the top quark t, weak bosons W± and Z, the photon γ, and the scalar bosons G±, G0,

H±, H1, H2, and H3. We do not consider other particles because their effects are negligibly

small. The degree of freedom of the particle k is denoted by nk. The fermion-loop diagram

has the opposite sign of the boson-loop diagram. This difference is described by the factor

(−1)sk , which is defined as 1 (−1) for bosons (fermions). The field-dependent mass of the

particle k is given by m̃k. The formulae of m̃k for each particle are shown for each particle

in Appendix A.

The counterterms are denoted by VCT in Eq. (29). To fix them, we employ the following

nine renormalization conditions.

∂VT=0

∂ϕi

∣∣∣∣
(ϕ1,ϕ2,ϕ3)=(v,0,0)

= 0, (i = 1, 2, 3), (31)

∂2VT=0

∂ϕi∂ϕj

∣∣∣∣
(ϕ1,ϕ2,ϕ3)=(v,0,0)

=M2
ij, (i, j = 1, 2, 3; i ≥ j), (32)

where M2 is the mass matrix for the neutral Higgs bosons in Eq. (6). In evaluating the

second derivative in Eq. (32), Infrared Red (IR) divergences appear caused by the NG

bosons. We set the IR cut-off scale to be 1 GeV to avoid this difficulty [148].

Counterterms can be determined by conditions in Eqs. (31) and (32) except for those of

µ2
2, λ2, λ7. The remaining three counterterms are fixed by the MS scheme. The formulae for

each counterterm are shown in Appendix A.

By using VT=0, the triple Higgs boson coupling λhhh is evaluated as [34, 36]

λhhh =
∂3VT=0

∂ϕ3
1

∣∣∣∣
(ϕ1,ϕ2,ϕ3)=(v,0,0)

, (33)

It is known that λhhh is enhanced by the non-decoupling effect of the additional Higgs

bosons [34–37]. The deviation in λhhh from the SM prediction ∆R ≡ λhhh/λ
SM
hhh − 1 is given

as follows at one-loop level;

∆R =
1

12π2v2m2
H1

{
2

(m2
H± −M2)3

m2
H±

+
(m2

H2
−M2)3

m2
H2

+
(m2

H3
−M2)3

m2
H3

}
. (34)

At finite temperature, the effective potential obtains thermal corrections. It is given by

V (ϕ1, ϕ2, ϕ3;T ) = VT=0 + VT . (35)

The term VT denotes the thermal correction evaluated by

VT =
∑
sk

(−1)sk
nk

2π2β4

∫ ∞
0

dx x2 log

(
1 + (−1)sk+1 exp

(
−
√
x2 + β2m̃2

k

))
, (36)
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where β = 1/T is the inverse temperature [149]. We employ the Parwani scheme [150] for

thermal resummation, where the field-dependent mass also obtains the thermal corrections.

Therefore, the field-dependent mass m̃k in Eq. (35) includes the thermal correction. The

formulae for the thermal correction of each m̃k are also shown in Appendix A.

B. Bubble profiles

In this subsection, bubble profiles of the electroweak phase transition are discussed. The

behavior of the phase transition is investigated by using the effective potential at finite

temperatures.

The probability of tunneling at the temperature T per unit time per unit volume is given

by [151–153]

Γ = A(T ) exp

(
−S3

T

)
, (37)

where pre-factor A(T ) is roughly evaluated as A(T ) ∼ T 4 by the dimensional analysis. The

probability is mainly determined by a three-dimensional Euclidian action S3.

The Euclidian action is calculated with O(3) symmetric solutions for the configurations

ϕ1, ϕ2, and ϕ3 determined by differential equations [153]

d2ϕi
dr2

+
2

r

dϕi
dr

=
∂V

∂ϕi
, (i = 1, 2, 3), (38)

with the boundary conditions ϕi(r = ∞) = 0 and dϕi/dr|r=0 = 0, where r is the spatial

radial coordinate and V is the effective potential at finite temperatures given in Eq. (35).

These solutions describe the profiles of the critical bubble.

Once the solutions are obtained, S3 is given by the following integral;

S3 = 4π

∫ ∞
0

dr r2

[ 3∑
i=1

1

2

(
dϕi
dr

)2

+ V (ϕ1, ϕ2, ϕ3;T )

]
. (39)

The nucleation temperature Tn is given by Γ/H4 = 1, where H is the Hubble parameter.

It can be roughly estimated by S3/T |T=Tn = 140 [89]. In the following, the solutions of

Eq. (38) at Tn are denoted by ϕ̂1(z), ϕ̂2(z), and ϕ̂3(z).

C. Numerical evaluations

In this subsection, we show some numerical evaluations of the electroweak phase tran-

sition in the model. For simplicity, we consider only the single-step phase transition. For
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FIG. 3. The behavior of the electroweak phase transition for various masses of the additional Higgs

bosons and the decoupling parameter M . The masses of the additional Higgs bosons are assumed

to be degenerated and given by mΦ. The red dotted lines are contours for vn/Tn, and the black

dashed lines are 10× ∂zθ|max. Other colored lines are contours for LwTn. In the left (right) figure,

λ2 is set to be 0.1 (2.0).

numerical evaluation, we used CosmoTransitions [154], which is a set of Python modules

for calculating the effective potential and the Euclidian action.

In figure 3, we show the behavior of the electroweak phase transition for various masses

of the additional Higgs bosons and the decoupling parameter M . Here, we assume that the

additional Higgs bosons have the same mass mΦ. We show the figures for λ2 = 0.1 (left)

and λ2 = 2.0 (right). Other parameters of the effective potential are set to be as follows;

|ζu| = 0.15, θu = −2.7, |λ7| = 0.8, θ7 = −0.9. (40)

In the lower gray region, the electroweak phase transition is two step or second-order. We

do not consider this region. In the upper gray region, the nucleation rate per Hubble volume

Γn/H
4 is less than 1. In such a region, the electroweak phase transition is not completed

until the present. We do not thus consider this region.

In the white regions, the electroweak phase transition is of the first-order, and occurs

in a single step. For successful electroweak baryogenesis, the electroweak phase transition

has to be strongly first-order, where the sphaleron transition decouples inside the bubble
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quickly enough. The condition for realizing this situation is called the sphaleron decoupling

condition, and it is roughly evaluated as vn/Tn & 1, where vn is the VEV at Tn [6]. In figure 3,

contours for vn/Tn are shown by the red lines. For a fixed value of M , the heavier mΦ gives

the larger vn/Tn because of the non-decoupling effect of the additional Higgs bosons [23, 35].

The minimum value of vn/Tn in the white regions is approximately 1.2, so that we can see

that the sphaleron decoupling condition is satisfied in all the white regions.

Another important parameter for the strength of the electroweak phase transition is the

wall width of the bubble Lw. For the stronger phase transition, Lw is smaller. We evaluate

Lw by fitting the profile of the VEV v(z) =
√
ϕ̂2

1 + ϕ̂2
2 + ϕ̂2

3 with the function

v(z) =
vn
2

(
1− tanh

z

Lw

)
, (41)

where z is the radial coordinate in the wall frame, where the bubble wall is stationary at

z = 0. In figure 3, contours for LwTn = 2.0, 3.0, 5.0, and 8.0 are shown in purple, dark blue,

dark green, and yellow lines, respectively. For a fixed value of M , LwTn is smaller for the

heavier additional Higgs bosons.

For producing baryon asymmetry, the phase of the local mass of the top quark is impor-

tant as we will discuss later [40]. It is defined as

Lmass = −mt(z)eiθ(z)tLtR + h.c., (42)

where mt(z) and θ(z) are the absolute value and the phase of the local mass of the top

quark, respectively. mt(z) and ∂θ(z)/∂z are given by [13] 3

mt(z) =
mt

v
(ϕ̂2

1 + 2|ζu|ϕ̂1ϕ̂H cos(θH + θu) + |ζu|2ϕ̂2
H)1/2, (43)

∂zθ(z) ≡ ∂θ

∂z
= − ϕ̂2

H

ϕ̂2
1 + ϕ̂2

H

∂zθH − ∂z tan−1

(
ϕ̂H |ζu| sin(θH + θu)

ϕ̂1 + ϕ̂H |ζu| cos(θH + θu)

)
, (44)

where ϕ̂H and θH are defined as

ϕ̂H =
√
ϕ̂2

2 + ϕ̂2
3, θH = arctan

(
ϕ̂3

ϕ̂2

)
. (45)

The spacial variation of θ(z) provides the source of CP-violation. In figure 3, contours for

the maximal value of ∂zθ are shown: 10× ∂zθ|max = 0.3, 0.8, 2.0, and 5.0 in GeV−1. We can

see that the maximum value ∂zθ|max decreases as the decoupling parameter M increases.

3 The sign of the second term in the right hand side of Eq. (44) is opposite to that in Ref. [13].
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In addition, it is smaller for the larger λ2. This behavior can be understood as follows.

The parameter M2 and λ2 is the coefficient of |Φ2|2 and |Φ2|4 in the Higgs potential. The

potential is thus higher for the configurations ϕ2 and ϕ3 for larger M2 and λ2. The bubble

profile ϕ̂2 and ϕ̂3 then cannot be far away from ϕ̂2(z) = 0 and ϕ̂3(z) = 0, respectively. In

summary, ∂zθ|max is smaller for larger M2 and λ2.

V. BARYON ASYMMETRY OF THE UNIVERSE

A. Transport equations and baryon asymmetry

In this subsection, we show the transport equation for the charge transport of the top

quark in the WKB method [38–42]. According to ref. [42], we consider the transport equation

including the relativistic effect of the wall velocity vw.

In the following, vw is assumed to be a constant. We discuss the problem in the wall

frame, where the bubble wall is stationary. The radial direction in the wall frame is denoted

by z. The bubble wall is located at z = 0. The positive (negative) direction of z is the

symmetric (broken) phase.

In the WKB method [40, 41], the group velocity vg and the semi-classical force F for the

WKB state of the particle are given by

vg =
pz
E

(
1± s m2θ′

2E2Ez

)
,

F = −(m2)′

2E
± s(m2θ′)′

2EEz
∓ sm

2θ′(m2)′

4E3Ez
,

(46)

by solving the Dirac equation with the local mass m. The absolute value and the phase of

the local mass of the particle are denoted by m and θ in Eq. (46), respectively. The upper

(lower) signs correspond to the particle (anti-particle). The spin and the energy of the

particle are denoted by s and E, respectively. The symbol Ez is defined as Ez =
√
p2
z +m2,

where pz is the kinetic momentum along the z axis. The prime ′ in Eq. (46) denotes the

derivative by z.

By using vg and F , the Boltzmann equation for the distribution function of the particle

labeled by i is given by

(vg∂z + F∂z)fi = Ci[fi, fj, . . . ], (47)
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where Ci[fi, fj, . . . ] is the collision term. By assuming that the deviation from the thermal

equilibrium is a small perturbation, the distribution function fi is expanded as [41]

fi ' f0w ± γsf ′0w∆E − f ′0wµi ∓ γsf ′′0w∆Eµi +
1

2
f ′′0w(γ∆E)2 + δfi, (48)

where f0w is the thermal equilibrium distribution in the wall frame;

f0w =
1

eβ[γ(E+vwpz)] ± 1
, (− for bosons, + for fermions). (49)

The Lorentz factor is denoted by γ = 1/
√

1− v2
w. The functions f ′0w and f ′′0w are the

derivative and the second derivative of f0w by γE. ∆E is the difference of the energy

between the particle i and its anti-particle i, which is given by

∆E = − m2θ′

2EEz
. (50)

The perturbation δfi and the chemical potential µi describe the deviation from the kinetic

and the chemical equilibrium, respectively.

By taking the difference between the Boltzmann equations for the particle and its anti-

particle, the equation for the CP-odd deviations µo,i ≡ (µi − µi)/2 and δfo,i = (δfi − δfi)/2

is given by [41, 42]

−pz
E
f ′0wµ

′
o,i + γvw

(m2)′

2E
f ′′0wµo,i +

pz
E
∂zδfo,i −

(m2)′

2E
∂pzδfo,i

+ sγvw
(m2θ′)′

2EEz
f ′0w + sγvw

m2θ′(m2)′

4E2Ez

(
γf ′′0w −

f ′0w
E

)
= Co, (51)

where Co = (Ci − Ci)/2. The fifth and sixth terms of the left-hand side of the equation are

the source terms to produce the CP asymmetry.

In order to eliminate the momentum variables from Eq. (51), we integrate the both sides

of Eq. (51) over three-dimensional momentum, weighting by 1 and by pz/E. As a result, the

transport equations for the chemical potential µi and the plasma velocity in the wall frame

which is defined by ui =
∫
d3p(pz/E)δfi are given by [42] −D1iµ

′
i + u′i + γvw(m2

i )
′Q1iµi −K0iΓi = hS1i.

−D2iµ
′
i − vwu′i + γvw(m2

i )
′Q2iµi + (m2

i )
′Riui + Γi,totui + vwK0iΓi = hS2i,

(52)

Here, the subscript o is omitted. The source term Sli is defined as

Sli = −γvw(m2
i θ
′
i)
′Q8

li + γvwm
2
i θ
′
i(m

2
i )
′Q9

li, (l = 1, 2). (53)
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The functions D, Q, R, and K0 are defined in ref. [42].4 In the derivation of Eq. (52), we

use the approximation that the spin s is evaluated as s = h sign(pz), where h is the helicity

of the particle. The symbol Γi,tot denotes the total reaction rate of the particle i, and Γi is

the sum of the reaction rate for inelastic scattering processes including i.

In the following, we consider the transport equations in the aligned THDM. We neglect

the fermion masses except for the top quarks. For inelastic scattering processes, the strong

sphaleron process, the W boson scattering, the top Yukawa interaction, the top helicity flips

and the Higgs number violation are considered. The reaction rates for each inelastic process

are denoted by Γss,ΓW ,Γy,Γm and Γh, respectively. We refer to their values in ref. [42].

The transport equation for right-handed bottom quarks and quarks in the first and second

generations can be analytically solved. Their chemical potentials are then represented by the

linear combination of the chemical potentials for top quarks and left-handed bottom quarks.

By substituting these solutions, the transport equations for top quarks, the left-handed

bottom quarks and the Higgs doublets are given as follows [42];

• Left-handed top quarks (t) −D1tµ
′
t + u′t + γvw(m2

t )
′Q2tµt −K0tΓt = −S1t,

−D2tµ
′
t − vwu′t + γvw(m2

t )
′Qt2µt + (m2

t )
′Rtut + Γt,totut + vwK0tΓt = −S2t.

(54)

• Left-handed bottom quarks (b) −D1bµ
′
b + u′b −K0bΓb = 0,

−D2bµ
′
b − vwu′b + Γb,totub + vwK0bΓb = 0.

(55)

• Charge conjugation of right-handed singlet top quarks (tc) −D1tµ
′
tc + u′tc + γvw(m2

t )
′Q2tµtc −K0tΓtc = −S1t,

−D2tµ
′
tc − vwu′tc + γvw(m2

t )
′Qt2µtc + (m2

t )
′Rtutc + Γt,totutc + vwK0tΓtc = −S2t.

(56)

• The Higgs doublets (h) −D1hµ
′
h + u′h −K0hΓh = 0,

−D2hµ
′
h − vwu′h + Γh,totuh + vwK0hΓh = 0.

(57)

4 The formula for K0 in ref. [42] includes an error as indicated in ref. [155].
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The inelastic reaction rates for each particle is defined as [42]

Γt = Γss

(
(1 + 9D0t)µt + 10µb + (1− 9D0t)µtc

)
+ ΓW (µt − µb) + Γy(µt + µtc + µh) + 2Γm(µt + µtc), (58)

Γb = Γss

(
(1 + 9D0t)µt + 10µb + (1 + 9D0t)µtc

)
+ ΓW (µb − µt) + Γy(µb + µtc + µh), (59)

Γtc = Γss

(
(1 + 9D0t)µt + 10µb + (1− 9D0t)µtc

)
+ 2Γm(µtc + µt) + Γy(2µtc + µt + µb + 2µh), (60)

Γh =
3

4
Γy(2µh + µt + µb + 2µtc) + Γhµh. (61)

mt and ∂zθt are given in Eqs. (44).

By solving the above transport equations, the distributions of the chemical potentials are

obtained. By using these distributions, the produced baryon number density normalized by

the entropy density can be evaluated as [13, 40]

ηB =
405Γsph

4π2vwg∗Tn

∫ ∞
0

dz µBLfsph(z) exp

(
−45Γsphz

4vw

)
, (62)

where µBL is defined as

µBL =
1

2
(1 + 4D0t)µt +

1

2
(1 + 4D0b)µb − 2D0tµtc . (63)

The symbol g∗ is the effective degree of freedom for the entropy. The weak sphaleron rate

in the symmetric phase is denoted by Γsph. By the lattice calculations, Γsph is evaluated

as Γsph = 1.0 × 10−6T [156]. The function fsph(z) describes the suppression of the weak

sphaleron rate outside the bubble caused by the nonzero VEV. According to ref. [13], we

evaluate fsph as

fsph(z) = min
{

1,
2.4T

Γsph

e−
40vn(z)

T

}
. (64)

B. Numerical results for the BAU

In this subsection, we show the numerical evaluations for the BAU in the model. Although

the wall velocity vw is an important parameter for the calculation of the baryon density, we

treat it as a free parameter, following to the former discussions [12, 13, 40–42].
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FIG. 4. The correlations between |ζu| and |de|/|dexp
e |. Input parameters are given by λ2 =

0.1, mΦ = 350 GeV, M = 30 GeV and vw = 0.1. We scan the other parameters for the regions

of θu = θd = [0, 2π), |ζu| = [0, 0.6], |ζd| = |ζe| = [0, 10], |λ7| = [0.5, 1.0] and θ7 = [0, 2π). Black,

magenta and green points are the cases of 0.1 ≤ |δe| ≤ 0.5, 0.01 ≤ |δe| ≤ 0.1 and 0 ≤ |δe| ≤ 0.01,

respectively. Here, we have defined δe ≡ θu − θe.

In figure 4, the correlation between |ζu| and |de|/|dexp
e |, which is the eEDM normalized

by the current experimental bound |dexp
e | = 1.0 × 10−29 e cm, is shown. Input parameters

are λ2 = 0.1, M = 30 GeV, mΦ = 350 GeV, vw = 0.1, and we scan the other parameters

for the regions of θu = θd = [0, 2π), |ζu| = [0, 0.6], |ζd| = |ζe| = [0, 10], |λ7| = [0.5, 1.0] and

θ7 = [0, 2π). Black, magenta, and green points are the cases of 0.1 ≤ |δe| ≤ 0.5, 0.01 ≤

|δe| ≤ 0.1, 0 ≤ |δe| ≤ 0.01, respectively. Here, we have defined δe ≡ θu − θe. Each point is

allowed by the theoretical and current experimental constraints except for the eEDM data,

which have been discussed in section III. The black dashed line in figure 4 is the current

experimental bound of the eEDM, and the points above this line have been excluded. As

we mentioned in section III, the fermion and scalar loop diagrams which contribute to the

eEDM are approximately proportional to |ζu||ζe| sin δe and |ζe||λ7| sin(θ7 − θe), respectively.

When |ζu| . 0.1, the fermion loop contributions are small, so that |δe| dependence of the
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FIG. 5. The correlation between |de|/|dexp
e | and |ηB| × 1011. Input parameters are the same as in

figure 4. The vertically parallel pink region explains the observed BAU shown in Eq. (1) within

95% C.L.

eEDM shown in figure 4 is small. On the other hand, in the region |ζu| & 0.1, the eEDM

becomes large as |δe| increases. Some benchmark points in figure 4 are allowed from the

eEDM data due to the destructive interference between the CP-violating effects in Barr–Zee

type diagrams.

In figure 5, the correlation between |de|/|dexp
e | and the absolute value of the normalized

baryon density |ηB| × 1011 is shown. Input parameters are the same as in figure 4. The ver-

tically parallel pink region explains the observed BAU with 95 % C.L. The eEDM decreases

in the order of black, magenta and green, so that a lot of magenta and green points can

generate sufficient BAU under the eEDM constraints.

Top (bottom) panel of figure 6 shows generated BAU in the case of vw = 0.1 (0.45) in

26



275 300 325 350 375 400 425 450
mH2 (GeV)

260

280

300

320

340

360

380

400

m
H

3
=

m
H

±
 (G

eV
) LwTn<2

vw = 0.1

BBN
obs  (95% CL)

LwTn = 4.0

vn/Tn = 1.7

vn/Tn = 2.3

Two step 
 or 

 Second order PT

0.3 0.2 0.1
0.1

0.2
0.3

d
e /|d expe | = 0.0

0

5

7

9

11

14

B
×

10
11

275 300 325 350 375 400 425 450
mH2 (GeV)

260

280

300

320

340

360

380

400

m
H

3
=

m
H

±
 (G

eV
) LwTn<2

vw = 0.45

BBN
obs  (95% CL)

LwTn = 4.0

vn/Tn = 1.7

vn/Tn = 2.3

Two step 
 or 

 Second order PT

0.3 0.2 0.1
0.1

0.2
0.3

d
e /|d expe | = 0.0

0

5

7

9

11

14

B
×

10
11

FIG. 6. The generated BAU on the plane of mH2 and mH3 = mH± in the case of vw = 0.1 (top)

and vw = 0.45 (bottom). Input parameters are shown in Eq. (65). The pink regions in each figure

correspond to the observed BAU.

the following benchmark point under the constraints:

M = 30 GeV, λ2 = 0.1, |λ7| = 0.8, θ7 = −0.9, (65)

|ζu| = |ζd| = |ζe| = 0.18, θu = θd = −2.7, δe = −0.04.

At the point in the gray region in figure 6, the electroweak phase transition is two step or

second order. The black dashed lines in figure 6 are the contour of vn/Tn = 1.7 and 2.3.
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Therefore, the strongly first order phase transition for the sphaleron decoupling condition

occurs above the gray region. The black solid line is the contour of LwTn = 4.0. The white

region satisfies LwTn < 2, where the WKB approximation becomes invalid [12]. As shown in

figure 3, since the invariant mass parameter M is fixed, increasing the mass of heavy scalars

makes the electroweak phase transition stronger, and makes LwTn smaller. In the case of

vw = 0.1, the generated BAU increases as the masses of the additional Higgs bosons increase

up to LwTn = 4.0, and then turns to decrease. On the other hand, in the case of vw = 0.45,

the BAU gets larger as the phase transition is stronger. In the both panels of figure 6, the

pink regions which are sandwiched by green and orange regions can explain the observed

BAU with better than 95 % C.L.

In the blue lines in figure 6, various values of the eEDM de/|dexp
e | are shown. The line

of de/|dexp
e | = 0.0 in figure 6 is due to the destructive interference between two independent

diagrams shown in figure 2. The upper bound of the eEDM is out of range of these panels,

so that whole region is allowed by the eEDM experiment. At future eEDM experiments, the

upper limit is expected to be improved by an order of magnitude [43]. In such a case, only

the region within |de|/|dexp
e | < 0.1 will be allowed.

The nEDM in figure 6 is about four orders of magnitude smaller than the current upper

bound [72] because of θu − θd = 0. Even if θu − θd 6= 0, the nEDM is at most a half of the

current limit.

C. Phenomenological predictions for future experiments

In this subsection, we discuss phenomenological predictions for future experiments. We

here set benchmark points which are colored with a yellow and magenta in each panel of

figure 6. We define the upward triangle (downward triangle) point with yellow as BP1a

(BP1b), and the square (diamond) point with magenta as BP2a (BP2b). Magnitudes of

the electroweak phase transitions vn/Tn in the BP1a and the BP1b are relatively stronger

than the ones in the BP2a and the BP2b. Table III shows the input parameters of the four

benchmark points vw, mH2 , mH3(= mH±) and M , as well as vn/Tn, LwTn and ηB in these

points are also shown. BP1b and BP2b, which are the cases of vw = 0.45, can explain the

observed BAU from BBN in Eq. (1).

First we discuss some testabilities for the strongly first order phase transition. It is known
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vw mH2 mH3,H± M vn/Tn LwTn ηB ∆R σB(H1 → γγ)

BP1a 0.1
267 GeV 381 GeV 30 GeV 2.4 2.6

7.8× 10−11

0.61

104 ± 5 fb
BP1b 0.45 9.1× 10−11

BP2a 0.1
397 GeV 302 GeV 30 GeV 2.0 4.1

10.8× 10−11

0.44
BP2b 0.45 9.0× 10−11

TABLE III. The input parameters of the four benchmark points vw, mH2 , mH3(= mH±) and M are

shown. In addition, vn/Tn, LwTn and ηB in each benchmark point are shown. The observed BAU

shown in Eq. (1) can be explained in both BP1b and BP2b. As phenomenological predictions,

we show the values of ∆R and σB(H1 → γγ) in these benchmark points. ∆R is the deviation

in the triple Higgs boson coupling. σ is the production cross section of the SM Higgs boson, and

B(H1 → γγ) is the branching ratio of the decay into a photon pair.

that the loop effects of heavy Higgs bosons for the strongly first order phase transition

increase ∆R which is the deviation of triple Higgs boson coupling from the SM value [35].

In Table III, the values of ∆R at one loop level which is given by Eq. (34) are shown in the

second column from the last. In the BP1 and BP2, the deviations of the triple Higgs boson

coupling ∆R become 61% and 44%, respectively. Therefore, these points would be tested

at the HL-LHC [73], the future updated ILC [74, 75], and CLIC [76].

In addition to the triple Higgs boson coupling, the decay of the Higgs boson into a photon

pair is affected by the non-decoupling effect of the charged Higgs boson [82–88]. From the

latest data at ATLAS Collaboration [157], the observed value of σB(H1 → γγ) is given by

σB(H1 → γγ)obs = 127± 10 fb, (66)

where σ is the production cross section of the SM Higgs boson and B(H1 → γγ) is the

branching ratio of the decay into di-photon. The theoretical value of σB(H1 → γγ) in BP1

and BP2 is shown in the last column of Table III. In BP1 and BP2, we obtain σB(H1 →

γγ) = 104± 5 fb, and the uncertainty stems from theoretical errors of the production cross

section of the SM Higgs boson. Unlike the behavior of the non-decoupling effect in ∆R in

Eq. (34), the Higgs di-photon decay depends on a coupling proportional to (m2
H±−M2)/m2

H± .

This effect does not decouple and becomes a constant for mH± →∞. Therefore, the values

of σB(H1 → γγ) in the BP1 and BP2 are the same within the range of significant figures.
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The predictions on σB(H1 → γγ) in BP1 and BP2 overlap with the observed value within

2σ significance. These benchmark points would be tested by the precision measurement of

the Higgs di-photon search at the future colliders such as the HL-LHC [73].

Furthermore, the GWs can also be produced from the collision of the bubbles which are

created at the first order phase transition [89–93]. The sources of the GWs are composed

by the contributions from the scalar field Ωφ(f), the sound waves of the plasma Ωsw(f),

and the magnetohydrodynamics (MHD) turbulence Ωturb(f), where f is the frequency of

the GWs. Each contribution is decided by the wall velocity vw, the latent heats α, and the

time duration β̃ at the phase transition. These can be defined by

α = ρvac(Tn)/ρrad(Tn),

β̃ = Tn(dS3/dT )T=Tn , (67)

where,

ρvac(Tn) =

(
−∆V + T

∂∆V

∂T

)
T=Tn

,

ρrad(Tn) = g∗π
2T 4

n/30, (68)

where ∆V is the difference between the values of the effective potential of the true vacuum

and the false vacuum. The total energy density of the GWs is given by

h2ΩGW(f) = h2Ωφ + h2Ωsw + h2Ωturb. (69)

In THDMs, the terminal wall velocity does not reach the speed of light [91]. For simplicity,

we assume that the velocity for the numerical analysis of the GWs matches the one used in

the calculations of the BAU. In this scenario, the leading contribution is the sound waves [92],

and the contribution from the scalar field is negligible.5

The GW spectra calculated at the benchmark points in Table III are shown in figure 7.

The purple, orange and red lines are the sensitivity curves of LISA [79], DECIGO [80], and

BBO [81] in ref. [158]. The solid and dashed black lines in the left panel of figure 7 are the

GW spectra at the BP1a and BP1b, respectively, while the ones at the BP2a and BP2b are

shown in the right panel. The BP1b whose velocity is 0.45 reaches the sensitivity curves of

5 The contribution from the turbulence is decided by a part of the latent heats εκvα, where κv is defined by

how the latent heats are transformed into the bulk motion of the plasma fluid. In the following analysis,

we set ε = 0.05 [91, 93].
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FIG. 7. The GW spectra calculated at the benchmark points in Table III. The purple, orange and

red lines are the sensitivity curves of LISA, DECIGO, and BBO. The black solid and dashed lines

are the GW spectra which are produced by the first order phase transition in these points.

DECIGO and BBO, and the BP2b only reaches the one of BBO. Therefore, the BP1b and

BP2b can explain the observed BAU, and these also can be tested by the future space-based

interferometers, in addition to collider signatures.

We next discuss testabilities of CP violation in the model at future experiments. The

parameter in our model ζd, which controls the strength of down-type quark couplings to

the additional Higgs bosons, can be constrained by future measurements of B → Xsγ and

∆ACP [21]. The observable ∆ACP is related to CP violation in the process of B → Xsγ. It

is defined by [159]

∆ACP = ACP (B+ → X+
s γ)− ACP (B0 → X0

sγ), (70)

where,

ACP (B+ → X+
s γ) =

Γ(B− → X−s γ)− Γ(B+ → X+
s γ)

Γ(B− → X−s γ) + Γ(B+ → X+
s γ)

,

ACP (B0 → X0
sγ) =

Γ(B
0 → X

0

sγ)− Γ(B0 → X0
sγ)

Γ(B
0 → X

0

sγ) + Γ(B0 → X0
sγ)

. (71)

By using the Wilson coefficients C7 and C8, ∆ACP is given by [159]

∆ACP ' 0.12

(
Λ̃78

100 MeV

)
Im

(
C8

C7

)
, (72)
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FIG. 8. The constraints on |ζd|-θd plane at the BP1 from the flavor (left) and nEDM (right)

experiments. The blue (black) shaded regions in the left panel are the excluded regions from

B → Xsγ (∆ACP ). The red (gray) regions in the right panel are excluded by the current nEDM

experimental data when the Weinberg operator positively (negatively) contributes to the nEDM.

The dashed lines in each panel are future expected bounds.

where Λ̃78 implies uncertainties from the hadronic scale, and it is estimated as 17 MeV <

Λ̃78 < 190 MeV [159]. In the following analysis, we set Λ̃78 = 89 MeV as the average

value [21]. In the SM, ∆ACP = 0 because both the Wilson coefficients C7 and C8 are real,

so that it has a sensitivity to CP violation from new physics. From the current experimental

data at Belle [71], we obtain ∆ACP = (+3.69 ± 2.65 ± 0.76)%, where the first uncertainty

is the statistical error and the second is the systematical one. At Belle-II [77] with 50 ab−1

as the future flavor experiment, it is expected that the absolute uncertainty is reduced to

be 0.3 %. It is also expected at Belle-II with 50 ab−1 that the relative uncertainty in the

measurement of B → Xsγ can be reduced to be 3.2 % [77].

As we mentioned in section III, the nEDM can be used to constrain ζd. The upper

bound of the nEDM is expected to be about one order higher accuracy in future nEDM

experiments [160]. However, there are still some uncertainties especially including the sign

of the contribution from the Weinberg operator.

Figure 8 shows that the current and future expected bounds for ζd. The input parameters

are the same as the BP1. First, we explain the left panel of figure 8. Blue (black) regions
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are the excluded regions at 2σ level from the current measurement of B → Xsγ (∆ACP ),

and the dashed lines are the future excluded bounds at Belle-II. In the left figure, B → Xsγ

and ∆ACP cover the different regions of θd, and we find |ζd| & 3 can be excluded at Belle-II.

The nEDM constraints on ζd are shown in the right panel of figure 8. Red (gray) regions

are excluded by the current experimental data [72] when the contribution from the Weinberg

operator dn(CW ) positively (negatively) contributes. The dashed lines are the one order

higher accurate bound expected in future nEDM experiments [160]. In the constructive

case, where the total value of the nEDM is given by the sum of the two loop contribution

dBZ
n and the Weinberg operator contribution dn(CW ), the vast region of ζd has been already

excluded except for θd ' θu or θu + π. In such a case, the almost all regions would be

excluded by future nEDM experiments. On the other hand, in the destructive case, where

the Weinberg operator negatively contributes to the nEDM, |ζd| & 3 has already been

excluded at θd = θu ± π/2, and |ζd| & 0.3 is expected to be excluded in the future. As a

result, ζd is constrained by the combination of B → Xsγ and ∆ACP at the Belle-II and the

current nEDM constraint. By future nEDM experiments, even in the destructive case, the

large region of ζd can be constrained.

VI. DISCUSSIONS

In this section, we give some comments on the results shown in section V. In section V,

we have considered the top transport scenario [41] in the aligned THDM, where the top

quarks are the CP-violating source for the BAU. However, the possibilities of EWBG where

the light quarks or leptons become the CP-violating source were also discussed in refs. [17–

19, 21, 161–163]. In our model, for example in the case of |ζe| � |ζu|, the tau leptons

might be an important role of EWBG. Furthermore, Yukawa couplings in our model can be

generalized to be allowed flavor mixing structure. This mixing is severely constrained from

the flavor experiments, however in such a case, it is known that EWBG can be realized by

using non-diagonal Yukawa couplings, e.g. the t-c mixing [19] or the τ -µ mixing [17, 18].

In our numerical calculation for the BAU, we have used the WKB approximation

method [38–42]. There are other formalisms, which is so-called the VEV Insertion Ap-

proximation (VIA) [164, 165]. A difference of results for the BAU between WKB and VIA

methods has been discussed in refs. [22, 42, 166]. The generated BAU in the VIA method
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tends to be orders of magnitude larger than that in the WKB method. Therefore, if we use

the VIA method, our benchmark points shown in section V, which can explain the observed

BAU, might be changed. Even in this case, we can explain the observed BAU by EWBG

under the current experiments by reducing the parameters |ζu| and |λ7| with keeping the

destructive interference of the eEDM. Recently, in ref. [167], it has been shown that the

VIA source term which is obtained from Kadanoff–Baym equations at leading order in the

derivative expansion exactly vanishes. However, the origin of the different results between

WKB and VIA methods is still unknown.

In order to calculate the wall velocity vw, one has to solve equations of motion of the

bubble in the fluid [168, 169]. For simplicity, we have treated it as a free parameter. The

wall velocity vw has been calculated in several models [20, 49, 170–172]. In the THDMs

like our model, the order of magnitude of vw agrees with the SM one, and it is evaluated as

O(10−1) [20, 171].

For the successful EWBG, large scalar couplings are often necessary to realize the strongly

first order EWPT in the aligned THDM. According to the discussion in ref. [13], in the case

that the largest scalar coupling is |λ| ∼ 3, the Landau pole is expected to appear at 1–3 TeV.

On the other hand, in ref. [20], the running couplings become non-perturbative at a scale

higher than 4 TeV at one-loop level even in the case that the largest coupling is |λ| ∼ 7.

This difference may be caused by the threshold effect of the running couplings.6 In ref. [13],

the running effect of the additional Higgs bosons is included from the scale of mZ . On the

other hand, it is included above the scale of the mass of additional Higgs bosons in ref. [20].

In the case that the non-decoupling effect of the additional Higgs bosons is important

like in our benchmark scenarios, it is not clear how we should handle the threshold effect

of the additional Higgs bosons because the additional invariant mass scale M is small and

the additional Higgs bosons are not completely decoupled even in the low scale physics.

The threshold effect would drastically change the Landau pole in the model as suggested

by the difference between refs. [13] and [20]. Consequently, a more detailed discussion is

necessary to investigate the Landau pole in our benchmark scenario. In our paper, we have

not analysed this issue, which will be given elsewhere [173].

6 Another difference between refs. [13] and [20] is the discrete symmetry of the Higgs potential. The Z2

breaking terms λ6 and λ7 are not include in ref. [20] while they are included in ref. [13]. However, the

effect of this difference would be small because the relatively small couplings λ6 = 0 and |λ7| . 0.6 are

considered in ref. [13].
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As shown in figure 6, successful EWBG can be realized by the masses of the heavy Higgs

bosons becoming around 300-400 GeV. In this mass region, |ζu| is constrained from above by

H2,3 → ττ and H± → tb searches as shown in figure 1. Thus our model can be tested by the

direct search of the heavy Higgs bosons at the HL-LHC. If the additional scalar masses are

smaller than about 300 GeV, the multi lepton search at the HL-LHC might be used to test

our model [54]. In our model, we have assumed the alignment condition λ6 = 0 to avoid the

mixing among the neutral scalar states. If this alignment condition is slightly broken, decay

branching ratios of the additional Higgs bosons, the vacuum stability, and the perturbative

unitarity condition are changed. As a result, the testability of the model at the HL-LHC

and the future upgraded ILC can be much enhanced [113, 174, 175].

The effect of the heavy Higgs bosons appear in the flavor physics, so that the future flavor

experiments such as Belle-II [77] or LHCb [78] can be used to test the model. As shown in

figure 1 and figure 8, observables of B → Xsγ, Bs → µµ and ∆ACP have some sensitivities

about the quantum loop effect of the heavy Higgs bosons or the CP violation in the model.

CP violation in the Higgs potential can be detected by the ILC and the measurements

of the EDM. As we have mentioned in section V, both the upper bounds of the eEDM

and nEDM in future experiments have about an order higher accuracy than the current

bounds [43, 160]. Therefore, for example by the future ACME experiment [43], we can

exclude many points in figure 5. In the case of |ζe| � |ζu| and θe = O(1), the CP-violating

phase of ζe in the model would be decided at the ILC by the measurement of the azimuthal

angular distribution where a tau pair from decay of the additional neutral bosons decays

into hadrons [53, 176].

In section V, we have discussed the triple Higgs coupling, the GWs, and H1 → γγ as a

probe of strongly first order phase transitions. The triple Higgs coupling in our model is

measured by the process of di-Higgs production at future colliders [74, 177–182]. At the HL-

LHC and the ILC with
√
s = 500 GeV (1 TeV), this coupling is expected to be measured at

the 50% [73] and 27% (10 %) [74, 75] accuracy, respectively. BP1 and BP2 in figure 6 and

Table III, ∆R = 41% and 66%, respectively, so that the strongly first order phase transition

in these benchmark points can be tested at these future colliders.

In Table III, we have shown the branching ratio of H1 → γγ in the benchmark points. In

future collider experiments, the measurement of the Higgs di-photon decay would become

more precise. For example in the HL-LHC, the relative uncertainty of the branching ratio
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of H1 → γγ is expected to be 2.6% [73]. Therefore, our model can also be tested via the

precise measurement of the Higgs di-photon decay.

We have shown the GW spectra at some benchmark points in figure 7, while these do not

reach the sensitivity curve of LISA. Nevertheless, we expect that these GW spectra can be

detected at LISA by using the Fisher matrix analysis discussed in ref. [158]. The possibilities

of detection of the GWs at DECIGO and BBO are also expected to be enhanced by using

this analysis. We can obtain a GW spectrum which has a larger height of the peak by being

the phase transition stronger, however in such a case, the WKB approximation for the BAU

is no longer valid because of decreasing LwTn.

VII. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, We have discussed electroweak baryogenesis in the aligned THDM. It

has been known that in this model the dangerous constraint from the experiment for the

eEDM can be avoided by the destructive interference among the CP-violating effects in the

Higgs sector. In our previous paper, we have shown that the observed baryon number of

the Universe can be explained in a specific scenario in this model without contradicting

current available data, and some phenomenological consequences are also discussed. Here

we have discussed details of the evaluation of baryon number based on the WKB method

with taking into account all order of the wall velocity with all formulae. We then have

investigated parameter spaces which are allowed simultaneously under the current available

data from collider, flavor and EDM experiments, and we have found several benchmark

scenarios which can explain the BAU. We have discussed how we can test these benchmark

scenarios at future collider experiments, various flavor experiments and gravitational wave

observations. In particular, the model can be tested by the di-photon decay of the Higgs

boson and the triple Higgs boson coupling due to the non-decoupling effect which causes

strongly first order phase transition. In the viable scenario with a relatively large wall

velocity, enough amounts of gravitational waves are predicted for the observations at future

space-based interferometers.
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Appendix A:

First, we show the explicit formulae of the field dependent mass included thermal correc-

tions at one loop level. We here denote the squared field dependent masses of the field φ as

m̃2
φφ. The matrix elements of the charged scalar states are given by

m̃2
G+G− = −µ2

1 +
1

2
λ1ϕ

2
1 +

1

2
λ3(ϕ2

2 + ϕ2
3) + (λ6Rϕ2 − λ6Iϕ3)ϕ1

+
T 2

24

(
3λ1 + 4λ3 + 2λ4 + 6y2

t +
9

2
g2 +

3

2
g′2
)
,

m̃2
G+H− = −(µ2

3)∗ +
1

2
λ4ϕ1(ϕ2 + iϕ3) +

1

2
λ∗5ϕ1(ϕ2 − iϕ3) +

1

2
λ∗6ϕ

2
1 +

1

2
λ∗7(ϕ2

2 + ϕ2
3)

+
T 2

24
(6λ∗6 + 6λ∗7 + 6y2

t ζ
∗
u),

m̃2
H+G− = (m̃G+H−)∗,

m̃2
H+H− = −µ2

2 +
1

2
λ2(ϕ2

2 + ϕ2
3) +

1

2
λ3ϕ

2
1 + (λ7Rϕ2 − λ7Iϕ3)ϕ1

+
T 2

24

(
6λ2 + 4λ3 + 2λ4 + 6y2

t |ζu|2 +
9

2
g2 +

3

2
g′2
)
, (A1)

where ?R (?I) means real (imaginary) part, and yt is the top quark Yukawa coupling
√

2mt/v.

The matrix elements of the neutral scalar states are given by

m̃2
ϕ1ϕ1

= −µ2
1 +

3

2
λ1ϕ

2
1 +

1

2
(λ3 + λ4)(ϕ2

2 + ϕ2
3) +

1

2

(
λ5R(ϕ2

2 − ϕ2
3)− 2λ5Iϕ2ϕ3

)
+ 3(λ6Rϕ2 − λ6Iϕ3)ϕ1 +

T 2

24

(
6λ1 + 4λ3 + 2λ4 + 6y2

t +
9

2
g2 +

3

2
g′2
)
, (A2)

m̃2
ϕIϕI

= −µ2
1 +

1

2
λ1ϕ

2
1 +

1

2
(λ3 + λ4)(ϕ2

2 + ϕ2
3)− 1

2

(
λ5R(ϕ2

2 − ϕ2
3)− 2λ5Iϕ2ϕ3

)
+ (λ6Rϕ2 − λ6Iϕ3)ϕ1 +

T 2

24

(
6λ1 + 4λ3 + 2λ4 + 6y2

t +
9

2
g2 +

3

2
g′2
)
, (A3)

m̃2
ϕ2ϕ2

= −µ2
2 +

1

2
λ2(3ϕ2

2 + ϕ2
3) +

1

2
(λ3 + λ4)ϕ2

1 +
1

2
λ5Rϕ

2
1 + (3λ7Rϕ2 − λ7Iϕ3)ϕ1

+
T 2

24

(
6λ2 + 4λ3 + 2λ4 + 6y2

t |ζu|2 +
9

2
g2 +

3

2
g′2
)
, (A4)
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m̃2
ϕ3ϕ3

= −µ2
2 +

1

2
λ2(ϕ2

2 + 3ϕ2
3) +

1

2
(λ3 + λ4)ϕ2

1 −
1

2
λ5Rϕ

2
1 + (λ7Rϕ2 − 3λ7Iϕ3)ϕ1

+
T 2

24

(
6λ2 + 4λ3 + 2λ4 + 6y2

t |ζu|2 +
9

2
g2 +

3

2
g′2
)
, (A5)

m̃2
ϕ1ϕI

=
1

2

(
2λ5Rϕ2ϕ3 + λ5I(ϕ

2
2 − ϕ2

3)
)

+ (λ6Iϕ2 + λ6Rϕ3)ϕ1, (A6)

m̃2
ϕ1ϕ2

= −µ2
3R + (λ3 + λ4)ϕ1ϕ2 + (λ5Rϕ2 − λ5Iϕ3)ϕ1 +

3

2
λ6Rϕ

2
1

+
1

2
(3λ7Rϕ

2
2 + λ7Rϕ

2
3 − 2λ7Iϕ2ϕ3) +

T 2

24
(6λ6R + 6λ7R + 6y2

t |ζu| cos θu), (A7)

m̃2
ϕ1ϕ3

= µ2
3I + (λ3 + λ4)ϕ1ϕ2 − (λ5Iϕ2 + λ5Rϕ3)ϕ1 −

3

2
λ6Iϕ

2
1

− 1

2
(λ7Iϕ

2
2 + 3λ7Iϕ

2
3 − 2λ7Rϕ2ϕ3) +

T 2

24
(−6λ6I − 6λ7I − 6y2

t |ζu| sin θu), (A8)

m̃2
ϕIϕ2

= −µ2
3I + (λ5Iϕ2 + λ5Rϕ3)ϕ1 +

1

2
λ6Iϕ

2
1 +

1

2
(3λ7Iϕ

2
2 + λ7Iϕ

2
3 + 2λ7Rϕ2ϕ3)

+
T 2

24
(6λ6I + 6λ7I + 6y2

t |ζu| sin θu), (A9)

m̃2
ϕIϕ3

= −µ2
3R + (λ5Rϕ2 − λ5Iϕ3)ϕ1 +

1

2
λ6Rϕ

2
1 +

1

2
(λ7Rϕ

2
2 + 3λ7Rϕ

2
3 + 2λ7Iϕ2ϕ3)

+
T 2

24
(6λ6R + 6λ7R + 6y2

t |ζu| cos θu), (A10)

m̃2
ϕ2ϕ3

= λ2ϕ2ϕ3 −
1

2
λ5Iϕ

2
1 + (λ7Rϕ3 − λ7Iϕ2)ϕ1. (A11)

The symbol ϕI is the imaginary part of the neutral component of
√

2〈Φ1〉, and it can be set

to zero by the SU(2)L transformation. The field dependent masses of the gauge bosons are

given by

m̃2
Wa
µW

b
ν

=

(
1

4
g2(ϕ2

1 + ϕ2
2 + ϕ2

3) + 2g2T 2δµL

)
δabδµν , (A12)

m̃2
BµBν =

(
1

4
g′2(ϕ2

1 + ϕ2
2 + ϕ2

3) + 2g′2T 2δµL

)
δµν , (A13)

m̃2
Wa
µBν

= −1

4
gg′(ϕ2

1 + ϕ2
2 + ϕ2

3)δµν , (A14)
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where the thermal corrections only contribute to the longitudinal mode (L) of the gauge

bosons. The top quark mass is given by

m̃2
t =

1

2
y2
t

{(
ϕ1 + |ζu|(cos θuϕ2 − sin θuϕ3)

)2
+ |ζu|2(sin θuϕ2 − cos θuϕ3)2

}
. (A15)

Next, the counter terms of the potential VCT are given by

VCT =− 1

2
δµ2

1ϕ
2
1 − (δµ2

3Rϕ2 − δµ2
3Iϕ3)ϕ1

+
1

8
δλ1ϕ

4
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4
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1
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1

4
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2 − ϕ2
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1

2
δλ5Iϕ

2
1ϕ2ϕ3 +

1

2
δλ6Rϕ

3
1ϕ2 −

1

2
δλ6Iϕ

3
1ϕ3, (A16)

where each coupling is determined by the renormalization conditions in Eqs. (31) and (32);

δµ2
1 =

1

2

(
3

v
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∂ϕ1

− ∂2V1

∂ϕ2
1

)
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. (A17)

These results are consistent with ref. [13].

[1] P. A. Zyla et al. [Particle Data Group], “Review of Particle Physics,” PTEP 2020 (2020)

no.8, 083C01.

[2] N. Aghanim et al. [Planck], “Planck 2018 results. VI. Cosmological parameters,” Astron.

Astrophys. 641 (2020), A6 [erratum: Astron. Astrophys. 652 (2021), C4] [arXiv:1807.06209

[astro-ph.CO]].

[3] A. D. Sakharov, “Violation of CP Invariance, C asymmetry, and baryon asymmetry of the

universe,” Pisma Zh. Eksp. Teor. Fiz. 5 (1967), 32-35.

[4] M. Yoshimura, “Unified Gauge Theories and the Baryon Number of the Universe,” Phys.

Rev. Lett. 41 (1978), 281-284 [erratum: Phys. Rev. Lett. 42 (1979), 746]; S. Weinberg,

“Cosmological Production of Baryons,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 42 (1979), 850-853.

39



[5] I. Affleck and M. Dine, “A New Mechanism for Baryogenesis,” Nucl. Phys. B 249 (1985),

361-380.

[6] V. A. Kuzmin, V. A. Rubakov and M. E. Shaposhnikov, “On the Anomalous Electroweak

Baryon Number Nonconservation in the Early Universe,” Phys. Lett. B 155 (1985), 36.

[7] M. Fukugita and T. Yanagida, “Baryogenesis Without Grand Unification,” Phys. Lett. B

174 (1986), 45-47.

[8] P. Huet and E. Sather, “Electroweak baryogenesis and standard model CP violation,” Phys.

Rev. D 51 (1995), 379-394 [arXiv:hep-ph/9404302 [hep-ph]].

[9] K. Kajantie, M. Laine, K. Rummukainen and M. E. Shaposhnikov, “Is there a hot elec-

troweak phase transition at mH & mW ?,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 77 (1996), 2887-2890 [arXiv:hep-

ph/9605288 [hep-ph]]; M. D’Onofrio and K. Rummukainen, “Standard model cross-over on

the lattice,” Phys. Rev. D 93 (2016) no.2, 025003 [arXiv:1508.07161 [hep-ph]].

[10] N. Turok and J. Zadrozny, “Electroweak baryogenesis in the two doublet model,” Nucl. Phys.

B 358 (1991), 471-493

[11] J. M. Cline, K. Kainulainen and A. P. Vischer, “Dynamics of two Higgs doublet CP violation

and baryogenesis at the electroweak phase transition,” Phys. Rev. D 54 (1996), 2451-2472

[arXiv:hep-ph/9506284 [hep-ph]].

[12] L. Fromme, S. J. Huber and M. Seniuch, “Baryogenesis in the two-Higgs doublet model,”

JHEP 11 (2006), 038 [arXiv:hep-ph/0605242 [hep-ph]].

[13] J. M. Cline, K. Kainulainen and M. Trott, “Electroweak Baryogenesis in Two Higgs Doublet

Models and B meson anomalies,” JHEP 11 (2011), 089 [arXiv:1107.3559 [hep-ph]].

[14] S. Tulin and P. Winslow, “Anomalous B meson mixing and baryogenesis,” Phys. Rev. D 84

(2011), 034013 [arXiv:1105.2848 [hep-ph]].

[15] T. Liu, M. J. Ramsey-Musolf and J. Shu, “Electroweak Beautygenesis: From b → s

CP-violation to the Cosmic Baryon Asymmetry,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 108 (2012), 221301

[arXiv:1109.4145 [hep-ph]].

[16] M. Ahmadvand, “Baryogenesis within the two-Higgs-doublet model in the Electroweak

scale,” Int. J. Mod. Phys. A 29 (2014) no.20, 1450090 [arXiv:1308.3767 [hep-ph]].

[17] C. W. Chiang, K. Fuyuto and E. Senaha, “Electroweak Baryogenesis with Lepton Flavor

Violation,” Phys. Lett. B 762 (2016), 315-320 [arXiv:1607.07316 [hep-ph]].

[18] H. K. Guo, Y. Y. Li, T. Liu, M. Ramsey-Musolf and J. Shu, “Lepton-Flavored Electroweak

40



Baryogenesis,” Phys. Rev. D 96 (2017) no.11, 115034 [arXiv:1609.09849 [hep-ph]].

[19] K. Fuyuto, W. S. Hou and E. Senaha, “Electroweak baryogenesis driven by extra top Yukawa

couplings,” Phys. Lett. B 776 (2018), 402-406 [arXiv:1705.05034 [hep-ph]]; “Cancellation

mechanism for the electron electric dipole moment connected with the baryon asymmetry of

the Universe,” Phys. Rev. D 101 (2020) no.1, 011901 [arXiv:1910.12404 [hep-ph]].

[20] G. C. Dorsch, S. J. Huber, T. Konstandin and J. M. No, “A Second Higgs Doublet in the Early

Universe: Baryogenesis and Gravitational Waves,” JCAP 05 (2017), 052 [arXiv:1611.05874

[hep-ph]].

[21] T. Modak and E. Senaha, “Electroweak baryogenesis via bottom transport,” Phys. Rev.

D 99 (2019) no.11, 115022 [arXiv:1811.08088 [hep-ph]]; “Probing Electroweak Baryogenesis

induced by extra bottom Yukawa coupling via EDMs and collider signatures,” JHEP 11

(2020), 025 [arXiv:2005.09928 [hep-ph]]; “Electroweak baryogenesis via bottom transport:

Complementarity between LHC and future lepton collider probes,” Phys. Lett. B 822 (2021),

136695 [arXiv:2107.12789 [hep-ph]].
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