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Abstract

In this talk I brie
y review the m ain ideas and challenges involved in the

com putation oftheobserved baryonic excessin theUniverse.

I.EV ID EN C E FO R B A RY O N IC A SY M M ET RY

Oneoftheoutstandingchallengesoftheinterfacebetween particlephysicsand cosm ology

isthe explanation forthe observed baryonic asym m etry in the Universe [1]. Itis by now

quite clearthatthere isindeed an excess ofbaryons over antibaryons in the Universe. A

strong constrainton thebaryonic asym m etry com esfrom big-bang nucleosynthesis,setting

the netbaryon num berdensity (nB)to photon entropy density (s)ratio ataboutnB=s �

nb� n�b
s

� 8 � 10� 11. W ithin our solar system ,there is no evidence that antibaryons are

prim ordial. Antiprotonsfound in cosm ic raysata ratio ofN �p=N p � 10� 4 are secondaries

from collisions with the interstellar m edium and do no indicate the presence ofprim ary

antim atterwithin ourgalaxy [2].

W ecould im aginethatin clustersofgalaxiestherewould beantim attergalaxiesaswellas

galaxies.However,thisbeing thecase we should observe high energy 
-raysfrom nucleons

ofgalaxies annihilating with antinucleons of\antigalaxies". The fact that these are not
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Fields,Caxam b�u,O ctober24-28,1995.
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detected rulesoutthe presence ofboth galaxiesand antigalaxieson nearby clusters,which

typically haveabout1014 M � orsoofm aterial.Forscaleslargerthan galacticclustersthere

isno observationalevidencefortheabsence ofprim ordialantim atter.

W e could also im agine a baryon-sym m etric Universe with large dom ainsofm atterand

antim atter separated over vast distances. However,a sim ple cosm ologicalargum ent rules

outthis possibility. In a locally baryon-sym m etric Universe,nucleons rem ain in chem ical

equilibrium with antinucleons down to tem peratures ofabout T � 22 M eV or so,when

nb=s � n�b=s � 7 � 10� 20. Annihilation is so e�cient as to becom e catastrophic! To

avoid thisannihilation,and stillobey the nucleosynthesis bound with a baryon-sym m etric

Universe,we need a m echanism to separate nucleons and antinucleons by T � 38 M eV,

when nb=s � n�b=s � 8� 10� 11. However,at T � 38 M eV,the horizon contained only

about10� 7M � ,m aking separation ofm atterand antim atteron scalesof1014M � causally

im possible.Itseem sthatwem ustsettlefora prim ordialbaryon asym m etry.

II. T H E SA K H A R O V C O N D IT IO N S A N D G U T B A RY O G EN ESIS

Given thattheevidence isfora Universe with a prim ordialbaryon asym m etry,wehave

two choices;either thisasym m etry isthe result ofan initialcondition,oritwasattained

through dynam icalprocessesthattook placein theearly Universe.In 1967,justa coupleof

yearsafterthediscovery ofthem icrowavebackground radiation,Sakharov wrotea ground-

breaking work in which he appealed to the drastic environm ent ofthe early stages ofthe

hot big-bang m odelto spellout the 3 conditions for dynam ically generating the baryon

asym m etry oftheUniverse[3].Herethey are,with som em odi�cations:

i)Baryon num berviolating interactions:Clearly,ifwe areto generate any excessbaryons,

ourm odelm usthave interactionswhich violate baryon num ber. However,the sam e inter-

actionsalso produceantibaryonsatthesam erate.W eneed a second condition;

ii) C and CP violating interactions: Com bined violation ofcharge conjugation (C) and

chargeconjugation com bined with parity (CP)can provideabiastoenhancetheproduction
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ofbaryonsoverantibaryons.However,in therm alequilibrium nb = n�b,and any asym m etry

would bewiped out.W eneed a third condition;

iii) Departure from therm alequilibrium : Nonequilibrium conditions guarantee that the

phase-spacedensity ofbaryonsand antibaryonswillnotbethesam e.Hence,provided there

isno entropy production lateron,thenetratio nB=s willrem ain constant.

Given theaboveconditions,wehaveto search fortheparticlephysicsm odelsthatboth

satisfy them and arecapableofgenerating thecorrectasym m etry.The�rstm odelsthatat-

tem pted tocom putethebaryon asym m etry dynam ically wereGrand Uni�ed Theory (GUT)

m odels[4]. GUT m odelsnaturally satisfy conditionsi)and ii);by construction,asstrong

and electroweakinteractionsareuni�ed,quarksand leptonsappearasm em bersofacom m on

irreduciblerepresentation oftheGUT gaugegroup.Thus,gaugebosonsm ediateinteractions

in which baryons can decay into leptons,leading to baryon num ber violation. C and CP

violation can be builtinto the m odelsto atleastbe consistentwith the observed violation

in the standard m odel. C ism axim ally violated by weak interactions and CP violation is

observed in the neutralkaon system . One expectsthatC and CP violation willbe m ani-

festin allsectorsofthe theory including the superheavy boson sector(e.g.,X ! qq with

branching ratio r,and �X ! �q�q,with branching ratio �r6= r).

Condition iii),departure from therm alequilibrium isprovided by the expansion ofthe

Universe. In orderforlocaltherm alequilibrium to be m aintained in the background ofan

expandingUniverse,thereactionsthatcreateand destroytheheavybosonsX and �X (decay,

annihilation,and theirinverse processes)m ustoccurrapidly with respectto theexpansion

rateofthe Universe,H =
_R

R
’ T2=M pl,where R(t)isthe scale factor(thedotm eanstim e

derivative),T isthetem perature,and M pl= 1:2� 1019 GeV isthePlanck m ass.A typical

m echanism ofGUT baryogenesisisknown asthe \out-of-equilibrium decay scenario";one

insuresthattheheavy X bosonshavea long enough lifetim eso thattheirinversedecaysgo

outofequilibrium asthey arestillabundant.Baryon num berisproduced by thefreedecay

oftheheavy X s,astheinverse rateisshuto�.

Interesting asthey are,GUT m odelsofbaryogenesishaveseriousobstaclesto overcom e.
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An obviousoneisthelackofexperim entalcon�rm ation forthem ain prediction ofGUTs,the

decay oftheproton.Onecan,however,build m odels(invoking -ornot-supersym m etry)in

which thelifetim esurpasesthelim itsofpresentexperim entalsensitivity.A second obstacle

is the production of m agnetic m onopoles predicted to happen as the GUT sem i-sim ple

group isbroken into subgroupsthatinvolve a U(1). The existence ofsuch m onopoleswas

oneoftheoriginalm otivationsforin
ationary m odelsofcosm ology.Asiswellknown,the

existenceofan in
ationary,orsuperlum inal,expansion oftheUniversewille�ciently dilute

any unwanted relics from a GUT-scale transition (and before). Unfortunately,in
ation

would also dilutebadly wanted relics,such astheexcessbaryonsproduced,say,by theout-

of-equilibrium decay scenario m entioned above. One way ofbypassing this diluting e�ect

is to have in
ation followed by e�cient reheating to tem peratures ofabout 10 14 GeV,so

thattheprocessesresponsibleforbaryogenesiscould bereignited.Unfortunately,reheating

tem peratures are usually m uch lower than this (Treh < 1012 GeV,and < 109 GeV for

supersym m etric m odels due to nucleosynthesis constraints on gravitino decays),posing a

seriousproblem forGUT baryogenesis.[Recentwork indicatesthatreheating tem peratures

could bem uch higherthan previously indicated,although itistoo early to tell[5].]

Finally,a third obstacle to GUT baryogenesiscom esfrom nonperturbative electroweak

processes. The vacuum m anifold ofthe electroweak m odelexhibits a very rich structure,

with degeneratem inim aseparated byenergybarriers(in �eld con�guration space).Di�erent

m inim a have di�erent baryon (and lepton) num ber,with the net di�erence between two

m inim a being given by the num ber offam ilies. Thus,forthe standard m odel,each jum p

between two adjacent m inim a leads to the creation of3 baryons and 3 leptons,with net

B � L conservation and B + L violation. At T = 0,tunneling between adjacent m inim a

ism ediated by instantons,and,asshown by ’tHooft[6],the tunneling rate issuppressed

by the weak coupling constant(� � e� 4�=�W � 10� 170). Thatiswhy the proton isstable.

However,as pointed out by Kuzm in,Rubakov,and Shaposhnikov,at �nite tem peratures

(T � 100 GeV),onecould hop overthebarrier,trem endously enhancing therateofbaryon

num berviolation [7].The heightofthe barrierisgiven by the action ofan unstable static
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solution ofthe�eld equationsknown asthesphaleron [8].

Beingatherm alprocess,therateofbaryonnum berviolationiscontrolledbytheenergyof

thesphaleron con�guration,�� exp[��E S],with E S ’ M W =�W ,whereM W istheW -boson

m ass.NotethatM W =�W = h�i=g,whereh�iisthevacuum expectation valueoftheHiggs

�eld.Fortem peraturesabovethecriticaltem peratureforelectroweak sym m etry restoration,

ithasbeen shown thatsphaleron processesarenotexponentially suppressed,with therate

being roughly � � (� W T)
4 [9]. Even though this opens the possibility ofgenerating the

baryonicasym m etry attheelectroweak scale,itisbad newsforGUT baryogenesis.Unless

theoriginalGUT m odelwasB � L conserving,anynetbaryon num bergenerated then would

be brought to zero by the e�cient anom alous electroweak processes. There are several

alternative m odels for baryogenesis invoking m ore or less exotic physics. The interested

reader is directed to the review by Olive,listed in Ref. 1. Inow m ove on to discuss the

prom isesand challengesofelectroweak baryogenesis.

III. ELEC T R O W EA K B A RY O G EN ESIS

Aspointed outabove,tem peraturee�ectscan lead to e�cientbaryon num berviolation

atthe electroweak scale. Can the othertwo Sakharov conditions be satis�ed in the early

Universe so that the observed baryon num ber could be generated during the electroweak

phasetransition? Theshortansweristhatin principleyes,butprobably notin thecontext

ofthe m inim alstandard m odel. Letus�rstsee why itispossible to satisfy allconditions

forbaryogenesisin thecontextofthestandard m odel.

Departure from therm alequilibrium is obtained by invoking a �rst order phase tran-

sition. Aftersum m ing over m atterand gauge �elds,one obtainsa tem perature corrected

e�ective potentialfor the m agnitude ofthe Higgs �eld,�. The potentialdescribes two

phases,the sym m etric phase with h�i= 0 and m assless gauge and m atter�elds,and the

broken-sym m etricphasewith h�i= �+ (T),with m assivegaugeand m atter�elds.Theloop

contributionsfrom the gauge �eldsgenerate a cubic term in the e�ective potential,which
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createsabarrierseparatingthetwophases.Thisresultdependson aperturbativeevaluation

ofthe e�ective potential,which presents problem sforlarge Higgsm assesasIwilldiscuss

later.At1-loop,thepotentialcan bewritten as[10]

VEW (�;T)= D
�

T
2
� T

2
2

�

�
2
� E T�

3 +
1

4
�T�

4
; (1)

wheretheconstantsD and E aregiven by

D =
h

6(M W =�)
2 + 3(M Z=�)

2 + 6(M T=�)
2
i

=24 � 0:17 ;

and

E =
h

6(M W =�)
3 + 3(M Z=�)

3
i

=12� � 0:01 ;

whereIused,M W = 80:6GeV,M Z = 91:2GeV,M T = 174GeV [11],and � = 246GeV.The

(lengthy)expression for�T,thetem peraturecorrected Higgsself-coupling,can befound in

Ref.[10].Here T2 isthe tem perature atwhich the origin becom esan in
ection point(i.e.,

below T2 the sym m etric phase isunstable),given by T2 =
q

(M 2
H
� 8B �2)=4D ,where the

physicalHiggs m ass is given in term s ofthe 1-loop corrected � as M 2
H
= (2� + 12B )�2,

with B = (6M 4
W
+ 3M 4

Z
� 12M 4

T
)=64�2�4. For high tem peratures,the system willbe in

the sym m etric phase with the potentialexhibiting only one m inim um ath�i= 0. Asthe

Universe expandsand cools,an in
ection pointwilldevelop away from theorigin at�inf =

3E T1=2�T,where T1 = T2=

q

1� 9E 2=8�TD . For T < T1,the in
ection point separates

into a localm axim um at �� (T) and a localm inim um at �+ (T),with �� (T) = f3E T �

[9E 2T2 � 8�TD (T
2 � T2

2)]
1=2
g=2�T. At the criticaltem perature,TC = T2=

q

1� E 2=�TD ,

the m inim a have the sam e free energy,VEW (�+ ;TC )= VEW (0;TC ). As E ! 0,TC ! T2

and the transition issecond order.Since E and D are�xed,the strength ofthe transition

iscontrolled by thevalueoftheHiggsm ass,or�.

Assum ing thattheabovepotential(orsom ething closeto it)correctly describesthetwo

phases,astheUniverse coolsbelowsTC the sym m etric phase becom esm etastable and will

decay by nucleation ofbubblesofthebroken-sym m etricphasewhich willgrow and percolate

com pleting the transition. Departure from equilibrium willoccurin the expanding bubble
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walls.Thisscenariorelieson theassum ption thatthetransition isstrongenough sothatthe

usualhom ogeneousnucleation m echanism correctly describesthe approach to equilibrium .

AsIwilldiscusslater,thism ay notbethecase for\weak" transitions.Fornow,we forget

thisproblem and m oveon to brie
y exam inehow to generatethebaryonicasym m etry with

expanding bubbles.

The last condition for generating baryon num ber is C and CP violation. It is known

that C and CP violation are present in the standard m odel. However,the CP violation

from the Kobayashi-M askawa (KM ) phase is too sm allto generate the required baryon

asym m etry. This is because the KM phase is m ultiplied by a function ofsm allcouplings

and m ixing angles,which strongly suppresses the net CP violation to num bers oforder

10� 20 [13],whilesuccessfulbaryogenesisrequiresCP violation oftheorderof10� 8 orso.A

dynam icalm echanism toenhancethenetCP violation in thestandard m odelwasdeveloped

in detailby Farrarand Shaposhnikov [14].Itisbased on a phaseseparation ofbaryonsvia

thescattering ofquarksby theexpanding bubblewall.Thisscenario hasbeen criticized by

the authorsofRef.[15]who claim thatQCD dam ping e�ects reduce the asym m etry to a

negligible am ount. Even though the debate is stillgoing on,e�cient baryogenesis within

thestandard m odelisa rem otepossibility.

For m any, this is enough m otivation to go beyond the standard m odelin search of

extensionswhich haveanenhanced CP violation builtin.Severalm odelshavebeen proposed

sofar,although thesim plestinvokeeitherm oregenerationsofm assiveferm ions,orm ultiple

m assiveHiggsdoubletswith additionalCP violation in thissectorofthetheory.Instead of

lookingintoallm odelsin detail,Iwilljustbrie
y describetheessentialingredientscom m on

to m ostm odels.

Thetransition isassum ed toproceed by bubblenucleation.(Foralternativem echanism s

based on topologicaldefects,see Ref.[12].) Outside the bubbles the Universe is in the

sym m etricphase,and baryon num berviolation isoccurring attherate�� (� W T)
4.Inside

the bubble the Universe isin the broken sym m etric phase and the rate ofbaryon num ber

violation is� � exp[��E S]. Since we wantany netexcessbaryon num berto be preserved
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in thebroken phase,wem ustshuto� thesphaleron rateinsidethebubble.Thisim posesa

constrainton thestrength ofthephasetransition,asE S ’ h�(T)i=g;thatis,wem usthave

a large \jum p" in the vacuum expectation value of� during the transition,h�(T)i=T >
� 1,

asshown by Shaposhnikov [13].

Inside the bubble wallthe �elds are far from equilibrium and there is CP violation,

and thusa netasym m etry can be induced by the m oving wall. In practice,com putations

are com plicated by severalfactors,such as the dependence on the net asym m etry on the

bubble velocity and on itsthickness[16]. Di�erentcharge transportm echanism sbased on

leptonsasopposedtoquarkshavebeenproposed,whichenhancethenetbaryonicasym m etry

produced [17]. However,the basic picture is thatasm attertraverses the m oving wallan

asym m etry isproduced.And sincebaryon num berviolation issuppressed insidethebubble,

a net asym m etry survives in the broken phase. Even though no com pelling m odelexists

atpresent,and severalopen questionsrelated to thecom plicated nonequilibrium dynam ics

rem ain,itisfairto say thatthecorrectbaryon asym m etry m ay havebeen generated during

theelectroweakphasetransition,possiblyinsom eextension ofthestandardm odel.However,

Iwould like to stressthatthisconclusion hastwo crucialassum ptionsbuiltin it;thatwe

know how tocom putethee�ectivepotentialreliably,and thatthetransition isstrongenough

to proceed by bubble nucleation. In the next Section Ibrie
y discuss som e ofthe issues

involved and how they m ay beconcealing interesting new physics.

IV . C H A LLEN G ES T O ELEC T R O W EA K B A RY O G EN ESIS

A .T he E�ective Potential

A crucialingredientin thecom putation ofthenetbaryon num bergenerated during the

electroweak phase transition isthee�ective potential.In orderto trustourpredictions,we

m ustbe able to com pute itreliably. However,itiswellknown thatperturbation theory is

bound to faildueto severe infrared problem s.Itiseasy to see why thishappens.At�nite
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tem peratures,the loop expansion param eter involving gauge �elds is g2T=M gauge. Since

M gauge = gh�i,in the neighborhood ofh�i = 0 the expansion diverges. This behavior

can be im proved by sum m ing over ring,ordaisy,diagram s[18]. However,the validity of

the ring-im proved e�ective potentialfor the tem peratures ofinterest relies on cutting o�

higher-ordercontributions by invoking a nonperturbative m agnetic plasm a m ass,M plasm a,

forthe gauge bosonssuch thatthe loop expansion param eter,g2T=M plasm a,islessthan 1.

Since thisnonperturbative contribution isnotwellunderstood atpresent,one should take

the results from the ring-im proved potentials with som e caution. Recent estim ates show

thatperturbation theory breaksdown forHiggsm assesabove70GeV [19].Theseestim ates

arecon�rm ed by an alternativenonperturbative approach based on thesubcriticalbubbles

m ethod [20].

Anotherproblem thatappearsin theevaluation ofthee�ective potentialisdueto loop

corrections involving the Higgs boson. For second order phase transitions,the vanishing

ofthe e�ective potential’s curvature at the criticaltem perature leads to the existence of

criticalphenom ena characterized by diverging correlation lengths.Even though thereisno

infrared-stable�xed pointfor�rstordertransitions,forlargeHiggsm assesthetransition is

weak enough to inducelarge
uctuationsaboutequilibrium ;them ean-�eld estim ateforthe

correlation length �(T)= M � 1(T)iscertainly innacurate.Theloop expansion param eterof

the e�ective static3d theory is�T=M H(T),which divergesasTC ! T2 [21].Thisbehavior

hasled som eauthors[21,22]to invoke"-expansion m ethodsto dealwith theinfrared diver-

gences.Although thisisaprom isinglineofwork,itrelieson thesuccessthesem ethodshave

on di�erentsystem s.Anotheralternativeistogotothecom puterand study theequilibrium

propertiesofthe standard m odelon the lattice [23]. Recentresults are encouraging inas-

m uch asthey seem to beconsistentwith perturbative resultsin thebroken phaseforfairly

sm allHiggsm asses.Furtherm ore,they indicatehow thetransition becom esweakerforlarge

valuesoftheHiggsm ass,M H
>
� 60 GeV;physicalquantitiescharacterizing the strength of

thetransition,such asthebubble’ssurfacetension and thereleased latentheat,turn outto

bequitesm all.Letm em oveon to discussnonequilibrium aspectsofthetransition.
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B .W eak vs. Strong First O rder Transitions

In order to avoid the erasure ofthe produced net baryon num ber inside the broken-

sym m etric phase,the sphaleron rate m ustbe suppressed within the bubble.Asm entioned

earlier,thisam ountsto im posing a largeenough \jum p" on the vacuum expectation value

of� during the transition.In otherwords,the transition cannotbetoo weakly �rstorder.

But what does it m ean, really, to be \weakly" or \strongly" �rst order? Looking into

theliterature,them ostobviousdistinction between weak and strong isthethicknessofthe

bubble.A \strong"transition hasthin-wallbubbles,thatis,thebubblewallism uch thinner

than the bubble radius(hence the nam e \bubble"),while \weak" transitionshave thicker

walls.In general,itisim plicitly assum ed thatweak transitionsproceed by theusualbubble

nucleation m echanism which,nevertheless,isderived only forthecaseofstrong transitions.

This is a very im portant point which m ust not be overlooked (although it often is!);

thevacuum decay form alism used forthecom putation ofnucleation ratesrelieson a sem i-

classicalexpansion ofthe e�ective action. Thatis,we assum e we startata hom ogeneous

phaseoffalsevacuum ,and evaluatetherateby sum m ing oversm allam plitude
uctuations

about the m etastable state [24]. This approxim ation m ust break down for weak enough

transitions,when we expect large 
uctuations to be present within the m etastable phase.

An explicit exam ple ofthis breakdown was recently discussed, where the extra free en-

ergy availabledueto thepresenceoflarge-am plitude
uctuationswasincorporated into the

com putation ofthedecay rate[25].

In Ref.[26],it was suggested that weak transitions m ay evolve by a di�erent m echa-

nism ,characterized by substantialm ixing ofthe two phases asthe criticaltem perature is

approached from above (i.e. asthe Universe coolsto TC). They estim ated the fraction of

the totalvolum e occupied by the broken-sym m etric phase by assum ing thatthe dom inant


uctuationsaboutequilibrium aresubcriticalbubblesofroughly acorrelation volum ewhich

interpolatebetween thetwo phases.Theirapproach waslaterre�ned by theauthorsofRef.

[27]who found,within their approxim ations,that the 1-loop electroweak potentialshows

10



considerablem ixing forM H
>
� 55 GeV.Clearly,thepresenceoflarge-am plitude,nonpertur-

bativetherm al
uctuationscom prom isesthevalidity ofthee�ectivepotential,sinceitdoes

notincorporatesuch corrections.

In ordertounderstand theshortcom ingsofthem ean-�eld approxim ation in thiscontext,

num ericalsim ulationsin 2d [28]and 3d [29]were perform ed,which focused on theam ount

of\phasem ixing"prom oted by therm al
uctuations.Theideawastosim ulatethenonequi-

librium dynam icsofa self-interacting realscalar�eld,which iscoupled to a therm albath

attem perature T.In orderto study the approxim ate behaviorrelevantto the electroweak

phase transition,the �eld waschosen to have a potentialgiven by Eq. 1. (Note thatthe

tem perature dependence ofthe potentialcan be scaled away with a properrede�nition of

thecouplings.) Thecoupling to thebath wasm odelled by a M arkovian Langevin equation,

which assum es that the bath therm alizes m uch faster than any relevant dynam icaltim e-

scale forthe scalar�eld. Thus,the equation representsa coarse-grained description ofthe

dynam ics,with fasterm odeswith � << �(T)integrated out,where �(T)= m� 1(T)isthe

m ean �eld correlation length.

Theresultsshow thattheproblem boilsdown to how welllocalized thesystem isabout

thesym m etricphaseasitapproachesthecriticaltem perature.Ifthesystem iswelllocalized

aboutthe sym m etric phase,itwillbecom e m etastable asthe tem perature dropsbelow TC

and the transition can be called \strong". In this case,the m ean-�eld approxim ation is

reliable. Otherwise,large-am plitude 
uctuations away from the sym m etric phase rapidly

grow,causing substantialm ixing between thetwo phases.Thiswillbea \weak" transition,

which willnot evolve by bubble nucleation. De�ning h�iV as the volum e averaged �eld

and �inf as the in
ection point nearest to the � = 0 m inim um ,the criterion for a strong

transition can bewritten as[28]

h�iV < �inf : (2)

Recently,an analyticalm odel,based on the subcriticalbubblesm ethod,wasshown to

qualitatively and quantitativelydescribetheresultsobtained by the3d sim ulation [30].The
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factthatsubcriticalbubblessuccessfully m odelthee�ectsoftherm al
uctuationsprom oting

phasem ixingandthebreakdown ofthem ean-�eld approxim ationwith subsequentsym m etry

restoration,supportspreviousestim ateswhich showed thattheassum ption ofhom ogeneous

nucleation isincom patible with standard m odelbaryogenesisforM H
<
� 55 GeV [27,20].It

isstraightforward to adaptthesecom putationsto extensionsofthestandard m odel.Thus,

the requirem ent that the transition proceeds by bubble nucleation can be used,together

with thesubcriticalbubblesm ethod,to constrain theparam etersofthepotential.

In conclusion,thepastfew yearssaw encouragingprogresstowardsthegoalofcom puting

the baryon asym m etry ofthe Universe. Likewise, it has also becom e clear that serious

challengeslieahead ifweareto�nallyachievethisgoal.Theneed forenhanced CP violation

probably callsforphysicsbeyond thestandard m odel.Although thisisan exciting prospect

form any,weneed guidancefrom experim entsin ordertopointusin therightdirection.W e

m ustalsobeabletocom putethee�ectivepotentialreliablyforawiderrangeofHiggsm asses.

And �nally,wem ustunderstand severalnonequilibrium aspectsofthephasetransition,be

itwithin the context ofexpanding criticalbubbles forstrong transitions orthe dynam ics

ofphase separation forweak transitions.Judging from whathashappened in the pastfew

years,progresswillkeep com ing fast,and thegoalwillkeep getting closer.

Iam gratefulto m y collaboratorsRocky Kolb,Andrew Heckler,Graciela Gelm ini,M ark

Alford,Julian Borrill,and RudneiRam os for the m any long discussions on bubbles and

phasetransitions.Iam alsogratefultoFernandoBrandtand thelocalorganizingcom m ittee

for their warm hospitality during this Conference. This work was partially supported by

the NationalScience Foundation through a PresidentialFaculty FellowsAward no. PHY-

9453431 and by a NASA grantno.NAGW -4270.
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