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Abstract

In this tak Ibre y review the m ain ideas and challenges involved In the

com putation of the cbserved baryonic excess in the Universe.

I.EVIDENCE FOR BARYONIC ASYMM ETRY

O ne ofthe outstanding challenges ofthe interface betw een particle physics and cosn ology
is the explanation for the cdbserved baryonic asymm etry in the Universe [l]. I is by now
quite clear that there is indeed an excess of baryons over antibaryons in the Universe. A
strong constraint on the baryonic asym m etry com es from bigdbang nuckosynthesis, sstting
the net baryon num ber density (ng) to photon entropy density (s) ratio at about ng=s
e 8 10 Y. W ithin our solar system, there is no evidence that antibaryons are
prin ordial. Antiprotons found in cosm ic rays at a ratio of N,=N, 10 * are secondaries
from oollisions w ith the Interstellar m ediim and do no indicate the presence of prim ary
antin atter w ithin our galaxy R1.

W e could in agine that in clusters ofgalaxies there would be antim atter galaxiesaswellas
galaxies. H owever, this being the case we should cbserve high energy -rays from nuclkons
of galaxies annihilating w ith antinucleons of \antigalaxies". The fact that these are not
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detected rules out the presence of both galaxies and antigalaxies on nearby clisters, which
typically have about 10'* M or so ofm aterial. For scales Jarger than galactic clusters there
is no ocbservational evidence for the absence of prim ordial antin atter.

W e could also in agine a baryon-sym m etric Universe w ith Jarge dom ains of m atter and
antin atter separated over vast distances. However, a sin ple coan ological argum ent rules
out this possibility. Tn a locally baryon-sym m etric Universse, nuckons ram ain in chem ical
equilbriim w ith antinuckons down to tem peratures of about T 22 M &V or so, when
np=s  n,=s 7 10 ?°. Annhilation is so e cient as to becom e catastrophic! To
avoid this annihilation, and still obey the nuclkosynthesis bound w ith a baryon-sym m etric
Universe, we need a m echanisn to ssparate nuckons and antinuclkons by T 38Mev,
when ny=s n,=s 8 10 ‘. However, at T 38 M eV, the horizon contained only
about 10 'M , m aking separation ofm atter and antin atter on scales of 10'*M  causally

In possble. It seem s that we m ust settle for a prim ordial baryon asym m etry.

II. THE SAKHAROV CONDITIONSAND GUT BARYOGENESIS

G ven that the evidence is for a Universe w ith a prin ordialbaryon asymm etry, we have
two choices; either this asymm etry is the result of an initial condition, or it was attained
through dynam ical processes that took place in the early Universe. In 1967, jist a couple of
years after the discovery of the m icrow ave background radiation, Sakharov w rote a ground-
breaking work In which he appealed to the drastic environm ent of the early stages of the
hot bigbang m odel to soell out the 3 conditions for dynam ically generating the baryon
asymm etry of the Universe [3]. Here they are, w ith som e m odi cations:

i) Baryon num ber violating interactions: C learly, if we are to generate any excess baryons,
our m odelm ust have Interactions which violate baryon number. However, the sam e Inter-
actions also produce antbaryons at the sam e rate. W e need a second condition;

i) C and CP violating interactions: Combined violation of charge conjigation (C) and

charge con jagation com bined w ith parity (CP) can provide a bias to enhance the production



ofbaryons over antbaryons. However, in them alequilbriim n, = n,, and any asymm etry
would be w iped out. W e need a third condition;

iii) D eparture from them al equilbbriuim : Nonequilbriim oconditions guarantee that the
phase—space density ofbaryons and antdbaryonsw illnot be the sam e. H ence, provided there
is no entropy production later on, the net ratio ng=s w ill ram ain constant.

G ven the above conditions, we have to search for the particle physics m odels that both
satisfy them and are capable of generating the correct asym m etry. The rstm odels that at—
team pted to com pute the baryon asym m etry dynam ically were G rand Uni ed Theory GUT)
models 4]. GUT m odels naturally satisfy conditions i) and 1i); by construction, as strong
and electrow eak interactionsareuni ed, quarksand Jptonsappearasm em bers ofa com m on
Irreducible representation ofthe GU T gauge group. T hus, gaugebosonsm ediate Interactions
In which baryons can decay Into leptons, lading to baryon number violation. C and CP
violation can be buil into the m odels to at least be consistent w ith the observed violation
In the standard model. C ism axin ally violated by weak Interactions and CP violation is
cbserved in the neutral kaon system . O ne expects that C and CP violation willbe m ani-
fest in all sectors of the theory Including the superheavy boson sector €g9., X ! ggwih
branching ratio r, and X ! og, wih branching ratio r € r).

Condition iii), departure from them alequilbbriuim is provided by the expansion of the
Universe. In order Por local them al equilbrium to be m antained in the background of an
expanding U niverse, the reactions that create and destroy the heavy bosonsX and X (decay,
annihilation, and their nverse processes) m ust occur rapidly w ith resoect to the expansion
rate of the Universe, H = &/ T?aM 3, where R (t) is the scale factor (the dot m eans tine
derivative), T is the tem perature, and M ;3= 12 10" GeV isthePlanck mass. A typical
m echanism of GUT baryogenesis is known as the \out-ofequilbbriim decay soenario"; one
Insures that the heavy X bosons have a long enough lifetin e so that their Inverse decays go
out of equilbrium asthey are still abundant. B aryon num ber is produced by the free decay
of the heavy X s, as the nverse rate is shut o .

Interesting as they are, GUT m odels of baryogenesis have serious obstacks to overcom e.



An ocbviousone isthe Jack ofexperim entalcon m ation forthem ain prediction ofGU T s, the
decay of the proton. O ne can, however, build m odels (nvoking -or not— supersym m etry) In
which the lifetin e surpases the 1lin its of present experim ental sensitivity. A second obstack
is the production of m agnetic m onopoles predicted to happen as the GUT sam isinple
group is broken into subgroups that nvolre a U (1). T he existence of such m onopoles was
one of the orighalm otivations for In ationary m odels of coan ology. A s iswell known, the
existence ofan in ationary, or superium inal, expansion ofthe Universe w ille ciently dilute
any unwanted relics from a GUT -scalke transition (@nd before). Unfortunately, In ation
would also dilute badly wanted relics, such as the excess baryons produced, say, by the out—
ofequilbrium decay scenario m entioned above. One way of bypassing this diluting e ect
is to have in ation Pllowed by e cient reheating to tem peratures of about 10 * GeV, so
that the processes responsible orbaryogenesis could be reignited. Unfortunately, reheating
tem peratures are usually much lower than this (T, < 102 GeV, and < 10° Ge&V Por
supersym m etric m odels due to nuclkosynthesis constraints on gravitino decays), posing a
serious problem forGUT baryogenesis. R ecent work indicates that reheating tem peratures
could be m uch higher than previously indicated, although it is too early to tell B].]

F inally, a third obstacke to GUT baryogenesis com es from nonperturbative electrow eak
processes. The vacuum m anifold of the electroweak m odel exhibits a very rich structure,
w ith degeneratem inin a ssparated by energy barrers (n  eld con guration space). D i erent
m inin a have di erent baryon (@nd lepton) number, with the net di erence between two
m inin a being given by the number of fam ilies. Thus, for the standard m odel, each Jump
between two adpoent m inin a leads to the creation of 3 baryons and 3 J¥ptons, with net
B L oonservation and B + L violation. At T = 0, tunneling between adpcent m Inin a
is m ediated by instantons, and, as shown by ‘t Hooft [], the tunneling rate is suppressed
by the weak coupling constant ( e * = 10 %), That is why the proton is stablke.
However, as pointed out by Kuzm in, Rubakov, and Shaposhnikov, at nie tem peratures
(I 100 GeV), one could hop over the barrier, tram endously enhancing the rate ofbaryon

num ber violation [4]. The height of the barrier is given by the action of an unstable static



solution ofthe eld equations known as the sphalkron [B]1.

B eing a them alprocess, the rate ofbaryon num ber violation is controlled by the energy of
the sphaleron con guration, exp[ Egl,wihEg’ My =y ,whereMy istheW -boson
mass. NotethatM y = y = h i=g, where h i isthe vacuum expectation valie of the H iggs

eld. Fortem peratures above the critical tem perature for electrow eak sym m etry restoration,
it hasbeen shown that sphaleron processes are not exponentially suppressed, w ith the rate
being roughly ( w T)* 1. Even though this opens the possibility of generating the
baryonic asymm etry at the electroweak scale, it isbad news or GUT baryogenesis. Unless
theorignalGUT modelwasB L conserving, any net baryon num ber generated then would
be brought to zero by the e cient anom alous electroweak processes. There are ssveral
altemative m odels for baryogenesis invoking m ore or lss exotic physics. The interested
reader is directed to the review by O live, listed In Ref. 1. I now m ove on to discuss the

prom ises and challenges of electrow eak baryogenesis.

ITIT. ELECTROW EAK BARYOGENESIS

A s pointed out above, tem perature e ects can lad to e cient baryon num ber violation
at the electroweak scale. Can the other two Sakharov conditions be satis ed in the early
Universe so that the ocbserved baryon number could be generated during the electrow eak
phase transition? The short answer is that In principle yes, but probably not In the context
of the m inim al standard m odel. Let us st see why it is possble to satisfy all conditions
for baryogenesis in the context of the standard m odel.

D eparture from them al equilbriuim is ocbtained by invoking a st order phase tran—
sition. A fter sum m ing over m atter and gauge elds, one ocbtains a tem perature corrected
e ective potential for the m agniude of the Higgs eld, . The potential describbes two
phases, the symm etric phasse with h 1 = 0 and m asskss gauge and m atter elds, and the
broken-symm etric phasewih h i= , (T ), wih m assive gauge and m atter elds. T he loop

contrbutions from the gauge elds generate a cubic term In the e ective potential, which



creates a barrier separating the two phases. T his result depends on a perturbative evaluation
of the e ective potential, which presents problam s for lJarge H iggs m asses as I w ill discuss

later. At 1-Joop, the potential can be w ritten as [10]
2 2 2 3, 1 4
Vew ( ;T)=D T T, ET +ZT ; @)
where the constants D and E are given by
D= 6Muy=)+3Mz=)"+6Mr=)" =24 017;

and
h i
E= 6My= ) +3M,=) =12 001 ;

whereTused, My = 80:6GeV,M, = 912Ge&V,M = 174GeV [ll],and = 246GeV.The
(lengthy) expression for -, the tam perature corrected H iggs self-ooupling, can be found in

Ref. [LU]. Here T, is the tem perature at which the origin becom es an in ection point (ie.,

below T, the symm etric phase is unstabl), given by T, = B M2 8B 2)=4D ,where the
physical H iggs m ass is given in tem s of the 1-Joop corrected asMf = (2 + 12B) ?,
with B = @M, + 3M, 12M.2)=64 ? ?. For high tem peratures, the system will be in
the symm etric phase w ith the potential exhibiting only onem inimum ath i= 0. As the
U niverse expands and cools, an in ection point w ill develop away from the origin at i =

q
3ET;=2 ¢, where T; = T,= 1 O9E?=8 (D . ForT < T;, the In ection point ssparates

into a localmaximum at (T) and a ocalm inimum at , (T), wih (T)= f3ET

q

?g=2 ;. At the critical temperature, Tc = T,= 1 EZ2= .D,

PE2T? 8 (D (T? T4)]
the m Inim a have the sam e firee energy, Vey ( +;Tc) = Vegy 0;Tc). AsE ! 0, T ! T,
and the transition is second order. Since E and D are xed, the strength of the transition
is controlled by the value of the H iggsm ass, or

A ssum Ing that the above potential (or som ething close to i) correctly describes the two
phases, as the Universe cools below s T the sym m etric phase becom es m etastabl and w ill
decay by nuclkation ofbubbles of the broken-sym m etric phase which w illgrow and percolate

com pleting the transition. D eparture from equilbrium w ill occur In the expanding bubble



walls. T his scenario relies on the assum ption that the transition is strong enough so that the
usual hom ogeneous nuclkation m echanisn ocorrectly describes the approach to equilibrium .
A s Iwilldiscuss later, thism ay not be the case for \weak" transitions. For now , we forget
thisproblem and m ove on to brie y exam Ine how to generate the baryonic asym m etry w ith
expanding bubbles.

The last condition for generating baryon number is C and CP violation. It is known
that C and CP violation are present in the standard m odel. However, the CP wviolation
from the K obayashiM askawa (KM ) phase is too an all to generate the required baryon
asymm etry. This is because the KM phase ismuliplied by a function of sm all couplings
and m ixing angles, which strongly suppresses the net CP violation to numbers of order
10 #° i3], while successfiil baryogenesis requires CP violation of the order of 10 ® or so. A
dynam icalm echanism to enhance the net CP violation in the standard m odelw as developed
in detailby Farrar and Shaposhnikov [I4]. It is based on a phase ssparation ofbaryons via
the scattering of quarks by the expanding bubbl wall. This scenario has been criticized by
the authors of Ref. 1§] who clain that QCD dam ping e ects reduce the asymm etry to a
negligbl am ount. Even though the debate is still going on, e cient baryogenesis w ithin
the standard m odel is a ram ote possibility.

For m any, this is enough m otivation to go beyond the standard m odel in search of
extensionsw hich have an enhanced CP violation built in. Severalm odels have been proposed
so far, although the sin plest invoke eitherm ore generations ofm assive ferm ions, orm ultiple
m assive H iggs doublets w ith additional CP violation in this sector of the theory. Instead of
Jlooking into allm odels in detail, Tw ill jast brie y describe the essential ingredients com m on
to m ost m odels.

T he transition is assum ed to proceed by bubbl nuckation. Foraltemative m echanism s
based on topological defects, see Ref. [12]) Outside the bubbles the Universe is In the
sym m etric phase, and baryon num ber violation is occurring at the rate ( w T)*. Inside
the bubbl the Universe is in the broken symm etric phase and the rate of baryon number

viclation is exp[ Eg]. Sihoe we want any net excess baryon num ber to be pressrved



In the broken phase, wemust shut o the sphaleron rate inside the bubble. This In poses a
constraint on the strength of the phase transition, asEgs ’ h (T )i=g; that is, we m ust have
a large \jim p" i the vacuum expectation valie of during the transition, h (T )i=T ~ 1,
as shown by Shaposhnikov [13].

Inside the bubbl wall the elds are far from equilbriim and there is CP violation,
and thus a net asym m etry can be induced by the m oving wall. In practice, com putations
are ocom plicated by several factors, such as the dependence on the net asymm etry on the
bubble velocity and on its thickness [[6]. D i erent charge transport m echanisn s based on
Jeptonsasopposed to quarkshave been proposed, w hich enhance the net baryonic asym m etry
produced [17]. However, the basic picture is that as m atter traverses the m oving wall an
asymm etry isproduced. A nd since baryon num ber violation is suppressed inside the bubbl,
a net asymm etry survives In the broken phase. Even though no ocom pelling m odel exists
at present, and several open questions related to the com plicated nonequilbrium dynam ics
rem aln, it is Air to say that the correct baryon asym m etry m ay have been generated during
the electrow eak phase transition, possibly in som e extension ofthe standard m odel. H ow ever,
Iwould like to stress that this conclusion has two crucial assum ptions built in it; that we
know how to com pute the e ective potential reliably, and that the transition is strong enough
to prooeed by bubble nuckation. In the next Section I brie y discuss som e of the issues

Involed and how they m ay be concealing interesting new physics.

IV. CHALLENGES TO ELECTROW EAK BARYOGENESIS

A . The E ective Potential

A crucial ingredient in the com putation of the net baryon num ber generated during the
electrow eak phase transition is the e ective potential. In order to trust our predictions, we
must be able to com pute it reliably. However, it is well known that perturbation theory is

bound to fail due to ssvere nfrared problam s. Ik is easy to see why this happens. At nite



tem peratures, the loop expansion param eter nvolving gauge elds is g?°T=M gauge - Since
M gauge = 9h i, in the neighborhood of h i = 0 the expansion diverges. T his behavior
can be in proved by summ ing over ring, or daisy, diagram s {18]. However, the validity of
the ring—Im proved e ective potential for the tam peratures of Interest relies on cutting o
higher-order contributions by invoking a nonperturbative m agnetic plasma m ass, M pianar
for the gauge bosons such that the loop expansion param eter, g°T =M plhasnas iS5 less than 1.
Sihce this nonperturative contrbution is not well understood at present, one should take
the results from the ring—im proved potentials with som e caution. Recent estin ates show
that perturbation theory breaks down for H iggsm asses above 70 G eV {19]. T hese estim ates
are con m ed by an altemative nonperturbative approach bassd on the subcritical bubbles
m ethod RU]1.

Another problam that appears in the evaluation of the e ective potential is due to loop
corrections Involving the H iggs boson. For second order phase transitions, the vanishing
of the e ective potential’s curvature at the critical tem perature kads to the existence of
critical phenom ena characterized by diverging correlation lengths. Even though there is no
Infrared-stable xed point for st order transitions, for Jarge H iggsm asses the transition is
weak enough to induce large uctuations about equilibbrium ; the m ean— eld estim ate for the
correlation length (T')= M ! (I') iscertainly innacurate. T he Joop expansion param eter of
the e ective static 3d theory is T=M y (T), which divergesas Tc ! T, EL]. Thisbehavior
has Jed som e authors R1,22] to invoke "-expansion m ethods to dealw ith the nfrared diver-
gences. A though this isa prom ising line ofwork, it relies on the success these m ethods have
on di erent system s. Another altemative is to go to the com puter and study the equilioriim
properties of the standard m odel on the lattice P3]. Recent results are encouraging inas-
much as they seam to be consistent w ith perturbative results in the broken phase for fairly
an allH iggsm asses. Furthem ore, they indicate how the transition becom es weaker for lJarge
values of the Higgsmass, M 5 ~ 60 G &V ; physical quantities characterizing the strength of
the transition, such as the bubbl’s surface tension and the released Jatent heat, tum out to

be quite sn all. Let m e m ove on to discuss nonequilbbrium aspects of the transition.



B .W eak vs. Strong F irst O rder Transitions

In order to avoid the erasure of the produced net baryon number inside the broken-—
sym m etric phase, the sphaleron rate m ust be suppressed w thin the bubble. A s m entioned
earlier, this am ounts to in posing a large enough \jm p" on the vacuum expectation value
of durng the transition. In other words, the transition cannot be too weakly rst order.
But what does it mean, really, to be \weakly" or \strongly" rst order? Looking into
the literatuire, the m ost obvious distinction between weak and strong is the thickness of the
bubbl. A \strong" transition has thin-wallbubbles, that is, the bubbl wall ism uch thinner
than the bubbl radius (hence the nam e \bubbk"), whik \weak" transitions have thicker
walls. Tn general, it is In plicitly assum ed that weak transitions proceed by the usualbubble
nuclkation m echanisn which, neverthelss, is derived only for the case of strong transitions.

This is a very Inportant point which must not be overlooked (@lthough it often isl);
the vacuum decay fomm alism used for the com putation of nucleation rates relies on a sam i-
classical expansion of the e ective action. That is, we assum e we start at a hom ogeneous
phase of false vacuum , and evaluate the rate by summ Ing over sm allam plitude uctuations
about the m etastable state P4]. This approxin ation must break down for weak enough
transitions, when we expect large uctuations to be present within the m etastabl phase.
An explicit exam ple of this breakdown was recently discussed, where the extra free en—
ergy available due to the presence of largeam plitude uctuations was incorporated Into the
com putation of the decay rate £5].

In Ref. RG], i was suggested that weak transitions m ay evolve by a di erent m echa—
nism , characterized by substantial m ixing of the two phases as the critical tem perature is
approached from above (ie. as the Universe cools to T¢ ). They estin ated the fraction of
the total volum e occupied by the broken-sym m etric phase by assum ing that the dom inant

uctuations about equilbrium are subcrticalbubbles of roughly a correlation volum e which
Interpolate between the two phases. T heir approach was later re ned by the authors ofR ef.

7] who found, within their approxin ations, that the 1-loop electroweak potential show s
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considerable m ixing ©rM 5 ~ 55 G &V . C Jearly, the presence of large-am plitude, nonpertur-
bative them al uctuations com prom ises the validity of the e ective potential, sihce it does
not noorporate such corrections.

In order to understand the shortcom ings ofthem ean— eld approxin ation in this context,
num erical sin ulations in 2d P8] and 3d Y] were perform ed, which focused on the am ount
of \phase m ixing" prom oted by them al uctuations. T he idea was to sin ulate the nonequi-
Ibrium dynam ics of a selfinteracting real scalar eld, which is coupled to a them albath
at tem perature T . In order to study the approxin ate behavior relevant to the electroweak
phase transition, the eld was chosen to have a potential given by Eq. 1. (N ote that the
team perature dependence of the potential can be scaled away w ith a proper rede nition of
the couplings.) The coupling to the bath wasm odelled by a M arkovian Langevin equation,
which assum es that the bath them alizes much faster than any relkvant dynam ical tin e~
scale for the scalar eld. Thus, the equation represents a coarsegrained description of the
dynam ics, with fastermodeswih << (I') integrated out, where (I')= m ! (T) isthe
mean eld correlation length.

The resuls show that the problem boils down to how well localized the system is about
the sym m etric phase as it approaches the critical tem perature. Ifthe system iswell localized
about the sym m etric phase, it w ill becom e m etastable as the tem perature drops below Tc
and the transition can be called \strong". In this case, the m ean- eld approxin ation is
reliable. O thew ise, Jargeam plitude uctuations away from the sym m etric phase rapidly
grow , causing substantialm ixing between the two phases. Thiswillbe a \weak" transition,
which will not evolre by bubbl nuclkation. De ning h iy as the volum e averaged eld
and ¢ as the In ection point nearest to the = 0 m hinum, the crterion for a strong

transition can be w ritten as R§]

h iy < gpr : @)

Reoently, an analytical m odel, based on the subcritical bubbles m ethod, was shown to

qualitatively and quantitatively describe the results cbtained by the 3d sinulation BQ]. The
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fact that subcriticalbubbles sucoessfiilly m odelthe e ects ofthemm al uctuationsprom oting
phasem ixing and the breakdow n ofthem ean— eld approxin ation w ith subsequent sym m etry
restoration, supports previous estin ates w hich showed that the assum ption ofhom ogeneous
nucleation is ncom patble with standard m odel baryogenesis forM 4 < 55 Gev R720].
is straightforw ard to adapt these com putations to extensions of the standard m odel. T hus,
the requirem ent that the transition prooeeds by bubbl nuclkation can be used, together
w ith the subcrtical bubbles m ethod, to constrain the param eters of the potential.

In conclusion, the past few years saw encouraging progress tow ards the goalof com puting
the baryon asymm etry of the Universe. Likewise, i has also becom e clkar that serious
challenges lie ahead ifwe areto nally achieve thisgoal. T he need forenhanced CP violation
probably calls for physics beyond the standard m odel. A though this is an exciting prospect
form any, we need guidance from experin ents in order to point us In the right direction. W e
m ust also be able to com pute the e ective potentialreliably fora w ider range ofH iggsm asses.
And nally, we must understand several nonequilbbriim aspects of the phase transition, be
it wihin the context of expanding crtical bubbles for strong transitions or the dynam ics
ofphase ssparation for weak transitions. Judging from what has happened In the past few
years, progress w ill keep com Ing fast, and the goalw ill keep getting closer.
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